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ABBREVIATIONS 

The following list of abbreviations are included to assist the reader in this and subsequent background documents. 

 

DEWHA Commonwealth Department of the Environment, Water, Heritage and the Arts (previously known under various 
other names such as Department of Environment and Heritage) 

DPIW Tasmanian Department of Primary Industries and Water, previously known as DPIWE (Department of Primary 
Industries, Water and Environment) and referred to as such in most documentation related to the present 
review (e.g. Forest Practices Code, old versions of the TFA, etc.) 

EPBCA Commonwealth Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 

FPA Forest Practices Authority 

FPAC Forest Practices Advisory Council 

FPB Forest Practices Board of the Forest Practices Authority but the abbreviation is most commonly applied to the 
previous name of the agency now referred to as FPA (see also FPU) and used in the present version of the TFA 

FPU First name of the entity now known as the FPA (usually seen in terms such as FPU Senior Zoologist and various 
historical documents) 

NVA DPIW’s Natural Values Atlas database 

PSC Project Steering Committee for the review of the Threatened Fauna Adviser project, comprising: Dr Sarah Munks 
(FPA), Dr Phil Bell (TSS, DPIW), Dr Clare Hawkins (TSS, DPIW), Ms Karen Richards (FPA) and Mr Fred Duncan (FPA) 

RFA Tasmanian-Commonwealth Regional Forest Agreement signed in November 1997 and updated in 2005 

TFA Threatened Fauna Adviser 

TFM Threatened Fauna Manual, originally published as hard copy as the Threatened Fauna Manual for Wood 
Production Forests in Tasmania and subsequently converted to an online database on FPA’s web site and 
referred to as the “Fauna Values Database” 

TSPA Tasmanian Threatened Species Protection Act 1995 

TSS Threatened Species Section of the Department of Primary Industries and Water (see DPIW); previously known as 
the Threatened Species Unit (TSU). 

SAC Scientific Advisory Committee established under the TSPA 

 

 



Threatened Fauna Adviser review 

Background Document 1: History and preliminary review of species’ information 

Mark Wapstra & Niall Doran     Trim 2011/26620 5 of 75 

INTRODUCTION 

More than 700 species of native plants and animals are currently listed as threatened under the Tasmanian Threatened 
Species Protection Act 1995. This document only considers threatened fauna species. Many of the listed fauna species occur 
in forested habitats or in habitats subject to the provisions of the Tasmanian Forest Practices Act 1985 (and its associated 
regulations) and the Regional Forest Agreement. 

The management of forest-dependent threatened fauna over the last decade or so has been by administrative agreements 
and legislative instruments mainly involving the Forest Practices Authority (FPA) and the Threatened Species Section (TSS) 
of the Tasmanian Department of Primary Industries and Water (DPIW). Subsequent sections of this background document 
detail the history of these arrangements. 

The principal current mechanism used by the forest industry to obtain management prescriptions for threatened fauna in 
proposed operation areas is a computer-based expert system known as the Threatened Fauna Adviser (TFA). This decision-
support tool is recognised as the ‘management prescription database’ under the Tasmanian Regional Forest Agreement. In 
practice, the original management prescriptions database (an Access database) was never used in a practical sense and the 
later versions of the RFA (e.g. the Community Forest Agreement) recognised the Threatened Fauna Adviser as the principal 
planning tool for managing priority fauna. 

The TFA is a decision-support system that assists appropriately trained and accredited forest planners when taking account 
of threatened fauna when planning activities requiring a Forest Practices Plan under the Forest Practices Act. The current 
version of the TFA (13 March 2002) captures the information on the listed species (via literature review and expert opinion) 
current in 2002 and distils it into a series of simple to follow decision paths that ask the user about the proposed operation 
area (e.g. location, habitats, etc.). The TFA is linked to other database and information systems so in itself is not a ‘stand 
alone’ tool for its intended purpose –it should be seen as an integrated part of a more complex administrative and 
information system. 

The policy environment (see later in this document) requires that the TFA be reviewed periodically to take account of new 
information, such as newly listed species or changes in management requirements. The authors have been engaged to 
undertake this review process, guided by a Project Steering Committee (PSC). This background document outlines the 
intended review process, while subsequent documents will deliver the elements of the reviewed TFA product. 

This review of the TFA will be presented as a series of background documents for consideration by the PSC, culminating in 
the presentation of a draft web-based version of the revised TFA. The intended background documents are: 

1. Background Document 1: History of the Threatened Fauna Adviser, Overview of Review Process and Species List 

2. Background Document 2:Review of New Information on Species and Draft Decision Pathways 

3. Background Document 3: Presentation of revised Threatened Fauna Adviser (Explanatory Notes and Product 
Presentation) 

Note that the revised version of the TFA will need to be accompanied by a user manual of some variety but whether this is 
in the form of a revised Help File system or a stand-alone technical note (e.g. in the format of existing fauna technical notes 
issued by the FPA) will depend partly on the software used to re-develop the TFA (see later in this document). The user 
manual will be developed by the consultants during the course of the revision of the TFA and finalised in conjunction with 
staff of the FPA. 
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REVIEW PROCESS 

The contract conditions for this review of the Threatened Fauna Adviser are detailed in Appendix A). The Project Steering 
Committee (PSC) with representatives from FPA and TSS is to provide additional guidance and support when required. 
Within these constraints, there is considerable room for interpretation and initiative by the consultants to achieve the 
desired results. This first background document outlines the procedures that will be followed by the consultants. 

The consultants will work closely with members of the PSC during all stages of the review. Formal advice will be sought on 
some aspects of the review, usually via email discussions. All discussions (including emails) will be stored on File 310 at the 
offices of the Forest Practices Authority. 

During the course of the production of this background document, the consultants sought advice from the PSC on various 
matters via email and in formal meetings (as indicated in the revised contract conditions at Appendix A). Where specific 
issues are raised in this document requiring formal clarification or advice from the PSC, the PSC response is included in the 
document below the description of the key issue. 

This review will be undertaken in several parts, some of which may occur concurrently for efficiency. 

Part 1. Review of the history of the TFA 

The authors will review the history of the development of the TFA to place the current review into context. Specifically the 
links between the TFA and other planning manuals and systems (such as the Threatened Fauna Manual (now referred to on 
the FPA’s web site as the Fauna Values Database), databases and notification procedures) will be examined to ensure that 
the revised TFA continues to operate within a functioning framework. 

Some initial recommendations will be made in this first background document on how the administrative system may need 
to be altered to support the revised TFA, to provide the PSC sufficient time to apply changes prior to the release of the 
revised TFA. 

Part 2. Review of existing product 

The authors will review the existing TFA to understand its basis i.e. software and hardware requirements. While the authors 
are not responsible for recommending the software to be used for the revised TFA, they will work closely with the PSC in 
the early stages of the project to ensure that the redeveloped product will have a software “home” and will be able to be 
web-based. 

Initial recommendations will be made on software and hardware requirements for consideration in subsequent background 
documents. 

Part 3. Species for inclusion 

Prior to reviewing the decision pathways, the species to be included in the revised TFA will be compiled and agreed to by 
the authors and the PSC (see Table 1 and discussion later in this document). This compilation process will allow the authors 
to understand which species simply need to be updated, which species will be deleted and which species will be included as 
new. This will also allow a decision to be made on how species will be presented in the TFA i.e. as single species or as suites 
of species (e.g. aquatic snails as a group). 

Part 4. Review of current decision pathways 

A partial review of the present TFA’s decision pathways was undertaken by Raymond Brereton (in conjunction with Karen 
Richards) in 2002, when he was Senior Zoologist at the FPA. This work has been made available to the authors as a series of 
hard copy annotated printouts of the TFA recommendations. This information will be used as the basis for the current 
review and updated where necessary. 

Various potential improvements have been suggested or considered during the years of operation of the TFA at the FPA and 
TSS (i.e. 2002 to present). These include technical issues such as syntax, grammar and style within the TFA 
recommendations, errors in existing decision pathways, software and hardware issues, and new ideas for management 
prescriptions. These latter ideas are conceptually the most important to the present review. However, these are also the 
least consistent in terms of format and development (e.g. hand-written notes on old notification forms, copies of emails 
between foresters and the FPA, and long-remembered professional discussions). The authors will attempt to capture this 
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information by reference to hard copy material made available from the FPA (i.e. items on FPA file 310) and by consulting 
with specialists and forest managers during the detailed stages of the TFA review. 

In addition, present staff of the Forest Practices Authority will be interviewed to determine if there have been substantial 
modifications made to existing recommendations delivered by the current version of the TFA. This will be undertaken to 
ensure that subsequent discussions with species’ specialists reflect the current management system. The authors are also 
able to provide further professional comment based on their own experience of the operation of the TFA over preceding 
years. 

The information from this part of the review process will form the bulk of Background Document 2. 

Part 5. New information 

Prior to developing new decision pathways, the available information on each species (as developed in Part 3) will be 
researched by standard literature review methods and by liaising with acknowledged experts on particular species, groups 
of species or management issues. 

The list of specialists to be consulted will be developed early in the review process and presented separately to the PSC for 
endorsement so that the review can continue prior to the finalisation of the first background document. Other 
specialists/experts on these species will not be excluded from the process, but will instead be able to provide independent 
review through the public consultation phase of the process. During the course of the production of this background 
document, letters were sent to specialists and forest industry representatives requesting initial input into the revision of the 
TFA (these letters are presented at Appendix B and C, respectively). Individuals will be approached and interviewed 
personally during the course of the TFA revisions, based on their initial input and the expectation of being able to provide 
further input. 

Literature review 

The literature review will be undertaken by using the following resources. 

1. Internet search using Google 

This will be undertaken to provide a “first cut” of available information and opinion on the different species. While the 
limitations of an internet search engine are recognised by the authors, using this method does often reveal publications and 
other resources not listed by more formal academic search engines (e.g. Web of Science), such as “grey literature” (i.e. 
internal reports posted on web sites of government and non-government agencies, community groups and university 
academics), less formally peer-reviewed publications (e.g. those in journals of low academic ranking such as The Tasmanian 
Naturalist, Papers and Proceedings of the Royal Society of Tasmania, Australian Zoologist, etc.). 

The list of species presented in Table 1 of Background Document 1 will be used to generate key words for Google searching, 
namely the scientific and common names of the species selected for inclusion in the revised TFA. Any pages returned 
related to the web sites of DPIW, FPA and DEWHA will be noted for later review under specific searches of the web sites of 
these agencies (see below). 

No formal presentation will be made in Background report 2 of the findings of the literature review using Google because 
the search results will vary according to the date and time of a search request so are not repeatable. We will simply use the 
search engine to attempt to locate any information that might be of significance to the review of the TFA. 

2. Internet search of specific web sites 

The web sites of the Forest Practices Authority, Department of Primary Industries & Water and the Commonwealth 
Department of the Environment, Water, Heritage and the Arts will be specifically targeted to search for any information 
related to the species selected for inclusion in the revised TFA. 

Only “permanent” documents (e.g. species profiles identified by some form of version control, policy statements identified 
by date or version control, etc.) will be listed in Background Document 2. Less formal pieces of information will not be 
formally presented for reasons stated above in item 1. 

3. Physical search of hard copy files held at FPA and TSS 
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The authors are aware that the FPA and TSS maintain their own files of various reports and publications on threatened 
species, some of which are not directly available to the public via web sites and libraries. Staff of these agencies will be 
contacted to obtain access to relevant information. 

Of particular relevance to the review are draft recovery plans, listing statements, nominations for listing and SPRAT profiles 
for various species. 

4. Web of Science 

This online database will be accessed via the University of Tasmania’s portal. The key words used for searches will be 
restricted to the scientific and common names of the species selected for inclusion in the revised TFA. Only publications 
after 2000 will be selected because the present version of the TFA is dated 13 March 2002 so in theory includes relevant 
research to that point in time (but we will apply a safety net of two years). 

Results of this more formal literature search will be presented in Background Document 2 as a species by species table of 
references with annotations as to their application to the present review of the TFA (e.g. not relevant because paper is 
solely about interna physiology of a species, wholly relevant because paper is about conservation management issues of a 
species, etc.). All references considered of relevance to the review of the TFA will be obtained and reviewed in more detail. 

5. More detailed Utas search 

The authors have access to the Utas publications database and will search this for any related to the species to be included 
in the review. In theory, the most relevant items will be detected by the Web of Science search but the Utas database 
includes many minor publications such as newsletters. In addition, the Utas library electronic library catalog allows a 
“guided” search for theses title that do not get listed under most other search engines – the list of species will be entered 
into this to detect theses (Hons, MSc and PhD) from any school produced since about 1995). 

6. Existing TFA information 

A partial review of the present TFA’s decision pathways was undertaken by FPA officers in 2002. This work has been made 
available to the authors as a series of hard copy annotated printouts of the TFA recommendations. While the review is now 
dated (at least with respect to some species), it will be examined to ensure no potential management issues or ideas are 
overlooked (see also point 1 below in specialist consultation section). 

 

Specialist consultation 

A list of people considered by the authors (and as agreed by the PSC) as experts in their field (on either a single species, a 
species group or a particular management issue) will be contacted for their initial ideas on the revisions needed to the TFA 
(see Appendix B for a copy of the letter sent to specialists). 

1. General consultation 

Current staff of the FPA and TSS will directly contacted and asked to provide any information they think relevant to the 
review of the TFA. In particular, these staff will be requested to provide information on the recent management of species 
either not included in the existing TFA or on species included in the existing TFA but where management recommendations 
have significant deviated from the endorsed management recommendations delivered by the TFA. 

During the course of routine work activities at the FPA and TSS during the years of operation of the TFA, various ideas on 
how the TFA can be improved have been encountered. These include such finicky things as syntax, grammar and style issues 
with recommendations in the TFA, errors in existing decision pathways, software and hardware issues, and new ideas for 
management prescriptions. These latter ideas are conceptually the most important to the present review. However, they 
are presented in various stages of development (e.g. hand-written notes on old notification forms, copies of emails 
between foresters and the FPA, and long-remembered professional discussions). The authors will capture this information 
by reference to hard copy material made available from the FPA “files” and by consulting with agency staff to confirm 
currency of information. 

2. Specialist consultation 
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The letter and questionnaire sent to a list of species specialist is presented at Appendix B. Note that this represents the 
initial phase of specialist consultation only and will be followed up with personal interview (as indicated above). Responses 
will be coordinated by the PSC (FPA representatives) and forwarded to the consultants for consideration. 

3. Industry consultation 

The letter and questionnaire sent to a list of forest industry representatives is presented at Appendix C (included all FPOs 
and most forest managers on the standard FPA mailing list for important industry-wide messages such as administrative 
instructions). Again, note that this represents the initial phase of industry consultation only and will be followed up with 
personal interview (as indicated above). Responses will be coordinated by the PSC (FPA representatives) and forwarded to 
the consultants for consideration. 

Part 6. Development of revised decision pathways 

Based on available information, all decision pathways will be revised, probably “live” using the recommended software, so 
will be presented as hard copy (and demonstrated to the PSC using the software). 

Earlier reviews of the TFA in 2002 suggested only minor changes to some species’ pathways would be needed but the new 
policy environment and administrative framework means that effectively all species’ pathways will need to be altered in 
some way. The revised decision pathways (and their rationale) will form the basis of Background Document 2. In practice it 
is likely that much of the information needed for the production of the revised pathways will be collated during the earlier 
stages of the review. Background Document 2 is anticipated to be a “rolling” document, periodically updated and presented 
to the PSC for ongoing review, as review of species or species groups are completed. 

 

Part 7. Construction of the revised TFA 

During the early to mid stages of the review process it is anticipated that the PSC will supply the authors with a licensed 
version of the software platform to be used for the revised TFA. While the programming of the software is presented as one 
of the final stages of the revision process, in practice it is likely that the programming will occur concurrently for reasons of 
efficiency and to allow the authors (and the PSC) to better conceptualise the final product. 

The draft revised TFA will be presented as Background Document 3. This document will be a summary of the changes that 
have been made to the various species, recommendations on administrative application, software and hardware issues and 
will be accompanied by a draft demonstration version of the revised TFA. 
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HISTORY OF THE THREATENED FAUNA ADVISER 

Early history 

Note: there have been several name changes in the organisations, positions and documents involved in this process over the 
years. The following summary attempts to present this as clearly as possible. 

Following the development of the TSPA, the Senior Zoologist at the Forest Practices Unit (now known as the Forest 
Practices Authority) developed and released a document called the Threatened Fauna Manual for Wood Production Forests 
in Tasmania. It was a hard-bound book that documented the available information on threatened species, as then listed on 
the then recently drafted Tasmanian Threatened Species Protection Act. The manual represented a unique piece of work by 
the authors Jean Jackson (consultant zoologist to the FPU) and Rob Taylor (then the Senior Zoologist with FPU) in that it 
managed to capture both point location data for species (from a wide variety of sources and formats) and developed 
descriptions of “potential habitat” for each species included in the manual. The information was ordered by 1:25000 
Tasmap mapsheets with known locations listed first followed by listing of “potential habitat” (noting that this was 
developed well before today’s GIS-oriented planning systems), with cross-referencing to species profiles. 

The TFM was unique in Australia in that it managed to capture all available data on threatened forest fauna and present it 
in an easy to use format. The inclusion of “potential habitat” was revolutionary and has rarely been applied in systems 
developed to manage threatened fauna in other States to this degree of detail. Significantly, the use of broad habitat 
descriptions and potential threatened species presence allowed a much more holistic approach to be taken to forest 
management, with many more situations considered than if only point locations were used. 

The TFM was linked to an administrative process of consultation and planning. Forest planners would complete “special 
values evaluation sheets” by referring to the TFM. If they had a known site or potential habitat, they notified the FPU Senior 
Zoologist and sought advice on the management of the species. The FPU Senior Zoologist liaised with the Parks and Wildlife 
zoologist (now effectively equivalent to the Threatened Species Section zoologist) to develop appropriate site-specific 
management prescriptions. The FPU zoologist then made recommendations to the forest planner to include these 
prescriptions in a Timber Harvest Plan (now known as a Forest Practices Plan). 

The release of the TFM resulted in an increased workload for both the FPU (later FPA) and the PWS (later TSS) zoologist 
because it initiated the forest industry’s need to take threatened species into account in its operations. Less than ten 
notifications for advice were received in the first year of the new administrative consultation process for threatened species 
(the “notification system”), However, this number increased steadily over the next two years, and around the fourth year of 
the system there was an almost exponential rise in notification with the zoologists processing hundreds of forms every year. 
There were several reasons for this increase in the number of notifications, including: 

 increase in forestry operations around the State, particularly post-RFA; 

 ongoing listing of species; 

 an ongoing education program delivered by the FPU/FPA to the forest industry (e.g. the creation of “fauna liaison 
officers” in district and company working areas was an early initiative alongside semi-regular FPO refresher 
courses); 

 an increased awareness of threatened fauna and their management needs (through various activities, including 
notesheets and field days); and 

 ongoing research and monitoring activities. 

In processing this high workload, it became clear that many of the situations being encountered required consistent sets of 
prescriptions to be put in place, yet each had to be processed and approved by specialists on a case-by-case basis. For 
example, if the giant freshwater crayfish was potentially present in a class 3 stream next to a coupe, then standard Forest 
Practices Code streamside reserve provisions would be applied. Despite these being effectively the same provisions in all 
cases, the above process required they be approved separately for each individual coupe. 

For the sake of efficiency, a process was needed whereby standard prescriptions could automatically be put in place under 
“normal” conditions, leaving more time for the system to process unusual, challenging or less common notification issues 



Threatened Fauna Adviser review 

Background Document 1: History and preliminary review of species’ information 

Mark Wapstra & Niall Doran     Trim 2011/26620 11 of 75 

on a case-by-case basis. For example, management of wedge-tailed eagle nests remained situation specific, although 
several general guidelines such as a standard reserve sizes were being developed and applied in many cases. 

For some other species, standard prescriptions were applied for several years without significant additional attention 
because the number of coupes was small or the prescriptions were considered adequate based on the available 
information. However, with changes to the industry (e.g. more coupes in the range of a particular species, larger coupes 
with different silviculture, new information on species, etc.) advice on some coupes was significantly delayed because of 
concerns about potential impacts due to the changed situation. It is noted that the often extensive delays in the provision 
of advice to forest planners created tension but whether it led to poor planning and on-ground results is harder to 
determine. The need for s streamlined process for providing advice was becoming more obvious. 

By early 1997 it had therefore become clear that the consultation process needed to be reviewed, and the development of 
a system that captured the rationale behind the decision-making process was mooted. This ultimately led to the creation of 
the product now known as the Threatened Fauna Adviser, a decision-support package that allowed the forest industry to 
cater for threatened fauna in wood production forests. 

Development of first release version 

The idea for the TFA was first suggested in 1997 and was based on similar tools developed using XpertRule by Dr Gillard at 
DPIW for agricultural crop management. The idea led to collaboration between the FPB, TSU and the DPI. 

The first version of the TFA suitable for trial by the forest industry was developed in the period 1997 - 1999. The Senior 
Zoologist was the primary author of the product, with extensive additional information supplied by the Scientific Officer 
with the FPA, while Dr Peter Gillard from DPIW provided programming support. Species information was gathered from 
published information, scientists and others identified as having expert knowledge of the species involved. Management 
information was derived from Forest Practices Officers and others involved in the forest industry. 

The development of the first version required extensive consultation with officers of various government and non-
government agencies on the specific ecological and management requirements of the various species to be included in the 
TFA. The majority of this consultation was documented and has been maintained on file by the FPA (now known as file 310). 
The consultation with specialists was followed by consultation with the forest industry, which occurred through a series of 
demonstrations of the draft TFA product in numerous district and company offices (and some additional one-on-one 
demonstrations with consultant FPOs and smaller organisations such as Private Forests Tasmania). It should be noted that 
extensive re-working of the TFM took place during this phase of development of the TFA. The manual had previously only 
been available in hard copy during the early period of TFA development, but now became available via an online Access 
database. 

This period of specialist and industry consultation was followed by additional review by the FPAC, representing procedural 
assessment on behalf of the forest industry, and the SAC, providing conservation assessment with respect to threatened 
species management. Both of these groups endorsed the use of the interim version of the TFA in 1999. 

13 March 2002 version 

The first draft version of the TFA was released for use by the forest industry in 1999. The TFA was intended to be used in 
close association with the TFM and only by FPA-trained forest planners (the so-called “Fauna Liaison Officer”). A forest 
planner was supposed to use the TFM to determine if a proposed operation would affect a known site and/or potential 
habitat of threatened fauna. If a site or potential habitat was present, the planner input the specifics of the operation into 
the TFA according to pre-determined questions/options, which then generated a management recommendation according 
to those conditions. 

Formal notification to the FPB for advice was only needed if the management recommendation could not be applied or the 
TFA did not deliver a specific recommendation (e.g. instead directing the planner to seek further information). In practice, 
the FPB still required FPOs to advise of situations potentially involving threatened fauna, and there were many situations 
where the draft version of the TFA did not deliver an appropriate management recommendation. This was for several 
reasons. First, the need for monitoring and reporting on the use of the TFA and how it was being applied to threatened 
fauna management was recognised and formal reporting mechanisms were put in place whereby the FPB advised the TSU 
of the activities of the forest industry through the provision of copies of relevant documents (e.g. evaluation sheets and 
notification forms). Second, the original draft version of the TFA did not deal with post-RFA situations such as the 
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conversion of native forest to plantation so formal consultation was required for many situations. Third, the some sectors of 
the forest industry baulked at the idea of taking responsibility for developing in-coupe prescriptions without receiving 
formal approval from the FPA. The extreme example of this was some FPOs requiring confirmation of management 
prescriptions for species such as the wedge-tailed eagle and spotted-tailed quoll, even if no potential habitat had been 
identified from a coupe but the TFA delivered a recommendation to apply standard Code provisions. 

There were also several situations in which the TFA did not deliver a recommendation that could be applied. For some 
species, the recommendation required that further specialist advice be sought or that a survey may be needed, with the 
planner needing to contact the FPB in both cases. In other situations, the TFA did not include the type of proposed forestry 
activity (e.g. burning activities were not included for most species). The TFA also did not deliver for non-forestry activities 
such as mines, dams and subdivisions, which increasingly fell within the legislative responsibility of the FPA. Similarly, the 
draft version of the TFA became increasingly outdated as new additions were made to the Threatened Species list. 

The FPA continued to review the draft version of the TFA being trialled by the forest industry. Various modifications were 
made in accordance with the general review process outlined above (i.e. continued expert and industry consultation). The 
SAC formally endorsed the revised version for use on 28 June 2001, and FPAC provided industry endorsement on 29 August 
2001. 

Following final revisions, a formal version of the TFA was released to the forest industry for official active use in early 2002 
(the official date on the software product is 13 March 2002). 

More recent versions 

No further versions of the TFA have been released since the official 13 March 2002 version. 

During 2003, specific recommendations within the TFA were reviewed by FPA officers. Due to resource limitations, a new 
version of the TFA incorporating reviewed information was not finalised. 

It is noted that several species have been listed on the TSPA during the period 13 March 2002 – 2008 and there is new 
information on forestry impacts, meaning that the TFA is out-of-date as it cannot deliver management prescriptions for 
these species. Although planners can be directed to seek further information from the FPA for any such species, this has led 
to the reduced applicability of the TFA in some circumstances. Two species demonstrate this issue: 

 Engaeus granulatus was listed post-2002. It has very restricted available habitat, and so its lack of inclusion in the 
current version of the TFA is of concern to only a few users in a small number of cases. The fact that the species’ 
range and habitat is well defined and listed in the TFM, combined with the fact that the TFA delivers management 
prescriptions for other burrowing crayfish species, means that its lack of inclusion in the TFA is a relatively minor 
concern despite its high conservation significance. 

 In contrast, a species such as the masked owl, also listed after the 2002 release of the TFA, is of greater concern 
because the broad potential habitat description included in the TFA applies to a large proportion of the State and 
affects many specific forest operations. An interim set of guidelines have been developed for this species but 
disagreement over the habitat description and manner of management for this species means that inclusion in the 
TFA is an urgent need. 
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CURRENT POLICY AND PROCESS 

The following section is a brief overview of the relevant policy and legislative instruments with significant bearing on the 
application of the Threatened Fauna Adviser. Note that we have not delved into all possible instruments that may have only 
peripheral impact on the application of the product. 

The forest practices system is relatively complex in relation to the management of biodiversity values, including threatened 
species. There are international, national and State obligations and intentions (both formal legislative and broader general 
policy requirements). In addition, several local policy requirements can affect threatened species management under the 
Tasmanian forest practices system (e.g. State laws and local government regulations). 

The intent of the revised TFA is to ensure that the management recommendations delivered meet the intent of Tasmanian 
Forest Practices Act 1985, the Commonwealth Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999, the 
Tasmanian Threatened Species Protection Act 1995 and the Tasmanian-Commonwealth Regional Forest Agreement. In so 
doing, it is likely that the intention of most other policy instruments will be met but we will highlight anomalies to this in the 
present document and during the more detailed species-based review and development of decision pathways. 

Tasmanian Forest Practices Act 1985 (FPA) 

This is the principal piece of legislation relevant to the operation of the forest practices system in Tasmania. The Act has 
been recently amended through the Forest Practices Amendment (Threatened Native Vegetation Communities) Bill 2006. 
Key amendments to the Act and Regulations are highlighted below using underlined text. 

Schedule 7 of the Act states the objectives of the forest practices system of Tasmania, as follows: 

The objective of the State's forest practices system is to achieve sustainable management of Crown and private forests with 
due care for the environment while delivering, in a way that is as far as possible self-funding –  

(a) an emphasis on self-regulation; and 

(b) planning before forest operations; and 

(c) delegated and decentralized approvals for forest practices plans and other forest practices matters; and 

(d) a forest practices code which provides practical standards for forest management, timber harvesting and other forest 
operations; and 

(e) an emphasis on consultation and education; and 

(ea) an emphasis on research, review and continuing improvement; and 

(eb) the conservation of threatened native vegetation communities; and 

(f) provision for the rehabilitation of land in cases where the forest practices code is contravened; and 

(g) an independent appeal process; and 

(h) through the declaration of private timber reserves – a means by which private land holders are able to ensure the security 
of their forest resources. 

The Act provides for the certification of Forest Practices Plans (FPPs) under the Forest Practices Code, the principal delivery 
mechanism for management of forests, and therefore threatened species. Regulations to the Act specify situations on 
which FPPs are required and define terms such as “forest”, “trees” and “clearing”. These have a bearing on the applicability 
of the TFA, which is discussed below. 

The Act establishes the Forest Practices Code (the Code is discussed in detail later in this document), as follows: 

31. Purpose, &c., of Forest Practices Code  

(1) The Forest Practices Code shall prescribe the manner in which forest practices shall be conducted so as to provide 
reasonable protection to the environment. 

The following definitions have implications for what types of activities are regulated, and hence likely to have some impact 
on threatened species and therefore the revised TFA. 

"clearing of trees" means the removal of trees by –  

(a) clearing, cutting, pushing or otherwise removing; or 
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(b) destroying the trees in any way; 

“clearance and conversion” – the deliberate process of removing all or most of the threatened native vegetation community 
from an area of land and – (a) leaving the area of land in an unvegetated state; or (b) replacing the threatened native 
vegetation so removed, on a permanent or extended basis, with any, or any combination of, the following: (i) another 
community of native vegetation; (ii) non-native vegetation; (iii) agricultural works; (iv) residential, commercial or other non-
agricultural development; or (c) doing a combination of any of the things referred to in paragraphs (a) and (b). 

“exceptional circumstances” – that may justify the clearance and conversion of a threatened native vegetation community, 
include the need to do one or more of the following: (a) ensure the physical safety of an owner of land or the owner’s relatives 
or employees; (b) remove or reduce a bushfire risk; (c) respond to a threat to the State’s biosecurity; (d) protect a rare, 
vulnerable or endangered species of flora or fauna; (e) discharge a statutory obligation or comply with an order of a court. 

"forest" means an area containing trees; 

“forest practices”– (a) the processes involved in establishing forests, growing or harvesting timber, clearing trees or clearing 
and converting threatened native vegetation communities; and (b) works (including the construction of roads and the 
development and operation of quarries) connected with establishing forests, growing or harvesting timber or clearing trees. 

“native vegetation” means vegetation of a species that existed in Tasmania, on land, before European settlement 

“threatened native vegetation community” - meaning as in the Nature Conservation Act 2002 [see section below under this 
Act] 

"tree fern" means a plant of the species Dicksonia antarctica; 

"trees" means –  

(a) any woody plants with a height or potential height of 5 metres or more, whether or not living, dead, standing or fallen, that 
are –  

(i) native to Tasmania; or 

(ii) introduced into Tasmania and used for the processing or harvesting of timber; and 

(b) tree ferns. 

“remove” means remove by any direct or indirect means or combination of means, including but not limited to the following: 
(a) burning; (b) clearfelling; (c) cutting down; (d) lopping; (e) ploughing; (f) poisoning; (g) ringbarking; (h) thinning; (i) uprooting. 

“agricultural works” includes, but is not limited to, the following: (a) farm sheds and workshops; (b) farm dams and irrigation 
facilities; (c) farm storage and processing facilities; (d) farm access roads and easements; (e) farm fencing. 

 “management practice” means any of the following: (a) applying fertilizer or changing the nature or scale of a fertilizer regime; 
(b) burning off to reduce wildfire fuel; (c) constructing fire-breaks; (d) mowing, slashing or scything grasses or undergrowth; (e) 
pruning, trimming or lopping vegetation for work safety purposes or to ensure the health of specific specimens of vegetation or 
vegetation communities; (f) removing or controlling noxious weeds; (g) switching from one kind of livestock to another or 
adjusting livestock numbers. 

Tasmanian Forest Practices Regulations 2007 (FPR) 

The FPR provide conditions of when a Forest Practices Plan is not required. It is more convenient to state the situations in 
which an FPP is not required, because the converse will indicate when a FPP is required. This has implications in relation to 
threatened species, principally because of the definition of “vulnerable land” (see below). 

The FPR states: 

"applicable land" means – 

(a) in relation to Crown land, any Crown land that is not within 100 metres of – 

(i) any other Crown land that is subject to forest practices; or 

(ii) State forest that is subject to forest practices; and 

(b) in relation to State forest, any State forest that is not within 100 metres of – 

(i) any other State forest that is subject to forest practices; or 

(ii) Crown land that is subject to forest practices; and 

(c) in relation to any other land, any land set forth as one valuation of land on the valuation roll under section 24(1) of the 
Valuation of Land Act 2001; 

"conservation covenant" means a conservation covenant within the meaning of Part 5 of the Nature Conservation Act 2002; 
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"Crown land" means Crown land within the meaning of the Crown Lands Act 1976; 

"electricity infrastructure" has the same meaning as in the Electricity Supply Industry Act 1995; 

"existing infrastructure" means – 

(a) infrastructure existing when these regulations take effect; or 

(b) infrastructure built, after these regulations take effect, in accordance with a certified forest practices plan; or 

(c) infrastructure built, after these regulations take effect, for which no certified forest practices plan is required; 

"fire management work" means burning off vegetation and constructing firebreaks and access tracks where – 

(a) the sole purpose of the work is to reduce fire hazards or control wildfires; and 

(b) trees affected by the work are not harvested or cleared for any other purpose; and 

(c) reasonable precautions are taken to avoid harming natural and cultural forest values, including forest cover and 
regeneration; 

"GST" has the same meaning as in the A New Tax System (Goods and Services Tax) Act 1999 of the Commonwealth; 

"infrastructure" includes but is not limited to roads, fences, buildings and drainage channels; 

"native vegetation regrowth" means native vegetation not containing, in any 0.5 hectare area, more than 20 eucalypt plants, of 
any species, more than 2 metres in height; 

"previously cleared and converted land" means land – 

(a) whose owner can demonstrate a history of agricultural or other non-forest land use over a consecutive period of at least 5 
years, since 1985, during which the land did not contain trees or threatened native vegetation communities; or 

(b) that has been cleared and converted in the immediately preceding 5-year period in accordance with a certified forest 
practices plan; 

"public road" means – 

(a) a State highway within the meaning of section 3 of the Roads and Jetties Act 1935; and 

(b) a subsidiary road within the meaning of section 3 of the Roads and Jetties Act 1935; and 

(c) a country road within the meaning of section 3 of the Roads and Jetties Act 1935; and 

(d) a highway under local management within the meaning of section 4(6) of the Local Government (Highways) Act 1982; 

"reasonable buffer", in relation to infrastructure, means –  

(a) a buffer of land of such area as is necessary to provide safe vehicular access to the infrastructure; or 

(b) a buffer of land of such width as is necessary to protect the infrastructure from being damaged by falling timber; 

"State forest" means State forest within the meaning of the Forestry Act 1920; 

"vegetation management agreement" means an agreement that an owner of land enters into with an instrumentality or 
agency of the Crown for the purposes of managing native vegetation on that land; 

"vulnerable land" means land that – 

(a) is within a streamside reserve or a machinery exclusion zone within the meaning of the Forest Practices Code; or 

(b) has a slope of more than the landslide threshold slope angles within the meaning of the Forest Practices Code; or 

(c) is within the High or Very High Soil Erodibility Class within the meaning of the Forest Practices Code; or 

(d) consists of, or contains, a threatened native vegetation community; or 

(e) is inhabited by a threatened species within the meaning of the Threatened Species Protection Act 1995; or 

(f) contains vulnerable karst soil within the meaning of the Forest Practices Code; or 

(g) contains an area of trees reserved from the harvesting of timber or the clearing of trees under a forest practices plan where 
the period specified in the plan has expired. 

4. Circumstances in which forest practices plan, &c., not required  

For the purpose of section 17(6) of the Act, the following circumstances are prescribed: 

(a) the harvesting of timber or the clearing of trees with the consent of the owner of the land, if the land is not vulnerable land 
and – 
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(i) the volume of timber harvested or trees cleared is less than 100 tonnes for each area of applicable land for each year; or 

(ii) the total area of land on which the harvesting or clearing occurs is less than one hectare for each area of applicable land for 
each year – 

whichever is the lesser; 

(b) the clearing of native vegetation to provide a reasonable buffer for existing infrastructure if the clearing is necessary to 
maintain the infrastructure or for public safety; 

(c) the clearing of native vegetation regrowth from an area of previously cleared and converted land; 

(d) the harvesting of timber or the clearing of trees on any land, or the clearance and conversion of a threatened native 
vegetation community on any land, for one or more of the following purposes: 

(i) dam works authorised by a dam permit granted under the Water Management Act 1999; 

(ii) easements for the construction and maintenance of electricity infrastructure and associated access tracks, where the 
clearance and conversion is undertaken in accordance with an environmental management system endorsed by the Forest 
Practices Authority; 

(iii) the construction and maintenance of gas pipelines; 

(iv) the construction and maintenance of public roads; 

(e) the establishment of trees on land that has not contained trees or a threatened native vegetation community in the 
immediately preceding 5-year period where – 

(i) establishing the trees does not involve the construction of a road or the operation of a quarry; and 

(ii) the relevant area of land is less than 10 hectares for each area of applicable land for each year; 

(f) the harvesting of tree ferns – 

(i) with the consent of the owner of the applicable land; and 

(ii) if no more than 6 tree ferns are harvested on each area of applicable land during one year; 

(g) the harvesting of timber or the clearing of trees, or the clearance and conversion of a threatened native vegetation 
community, carried out in accordance with – 

(i) a conservation covenant of a kind that the Authority has approved in writing for the purposes of this paragraph; or 

(ii) a vegetation management agreement of a kind that the Authority has approved in writing for the purposes of this 
paragraph; 

(h) the clearing of trees, or the clearance and conversion of a threatened native vegetation community, in the course of fire 
management work carried out under a fire management program of a kind that the Authority has approved in writing for the 
purposes of this paragraph. 

Tasmanian Forest Practices Code 2000 (FPC or the Code) 

The Code is the principal document used to ensure that environmental values are adequately managed in wood production 
forests. 

The following statements are taken directly from the Forest Practices Code 2000 (edited only to aid readability) and relate 
specifically to the some aspect of the management of biodiversity. 

A1.Tasmania’s Forest Practices System 

Tasmania is endowed with extensive forest resources. These forests contain natural, cultural and economic values which will 
be managed in a sustainable manner to optimise the benefit to current and future generations. Good forest management 
entails protection of natural and cultural values during forest operations, and proper reforestation where areas are to be 
reforested. The Forest Practices Act 1985 was passed to ensure that forest operations are conducted in an environmentally 
acceptable manner on public and private forest lands. The Act forms part of a broader legislative and policy framework that 
provides the basis for sustainable forest management in Tasmania. 

A2.The Forest Practices Code 

The Forest Practices Act 1985 provides that the Forest Practices Code shall prescribe the manner in which forest practices are 
to be conducted so as to provide reasonable protection to the environment. The Code is issued by the Forest Practices Board, 
after extensive consultation and public comment. 

The Code provides a practical set of guidelines and standards for the protection of environmental values during forest 
operations, in particular: 
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• soils • water quality and flow • geomorphology • flora, fauna, genetic resources • visual landscape • cultural heritage. 

The key point from this section of the Code is that the forest practices system is based on the concepts of wood production 
in the context of reasonable protection to the environment. 

Section D (Conservation of Natural and Cultural Values) of the FPC includes the core set of statements related to the 
management of biodiversity. The most important statements are copied below. The FPC includes numerous other 
statements related to some aspect of biodiversity management (especially management of aquatic and riparian values). 

General Principles 

The forest practices system contributes to the conservation of natural and cultural values at State and regional levels. Such 
values can occur in forest and non-forest environments. 

Conservation of environmental diversity (biodiversity, including flora, fauna, threatened species, and genetic resources; 
landscape; cultural heritage; and geodiversity, including soils and landforms;) will be principally catered for in a systematic 
reserve system on public land, by a voluntary private land reserve system, and by management prescriptions in production 
forests. 

Natural and cultural values in adjacent reserves should be considered during the planning and conducting of forest operations. 

Management of natural and cultural values should be integrated where possible. 

Resource manuals and other available information on flora, fauna, threatened species, cultural heritage, geomorphology, 
landscape and soils will be consulted where appropriate. 

The main provisions dealing with the conservation of natural and cultural values are detailed below. Numerous other 
provisions in this Code affect these values, but have not been repeated in this section. 

Measures taken to conserve natural and cultural values will be consistent with effective fire management, silvicultural 
practices and safety requirements. 

Basic Approach 

Natural and cultural values should be assessed at the strategic or property level, and will be evaluated during the preparation 
of Forest Practices Plans. 

Requirements for the conservation of natural and cultural values, including specific sites, should be recorded to aid in future 
decision making and ensure continuity of management. 

Areas of high conservation significance may be designated as special management zones where there is agreement with the 
landowner. Forestry operations in special management zones will comply with the agreed management recommendations to 
ensure maintenance of natural and cultural values. Advice should be sought from an appropriate specialist before conducting 
any forest operations. 

The sustainable management of natural and cultural values within production forests under the forest practices system will be 
determined in accordance with: 

– relevant legislation, including the National Parks and Wildlife Act 1970, Threatened Species Protection Act 1995, Aboriginal 
Relics Act 1975, Forestry Act 1920, Commonwealth Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999, and 
State Policies; 

– the Tasmanian Regional Forest Agreement 1997 (including the provisions for the Comprehensive Adequate and 
Representative reserve system); 

– the policy for maintaining a Permanent Forest Estate; 

– policy mechanisms that relate to State forest; 

– the duty of care of landowners under the provisions of this Code, which is defined as the fundamental contribution of the 
landowner to the conservation of natural and cultural values that are deemed to be significant under the forest practices 
system. The landowners duty of care includes: all measures that are necessary to protect soil and water values as detailed in 
this Code; the reservation of other significant natural and cultural values. This will be at a level of up to 5% of the existing 
and proposed forest on the property for areas totally excluded from operations. In circumstances where partial harvesting 
of the reserve area is compatible with the protection of the values, the level will be up to 10%. The conservation of values 
beyond the duty of care is deemed to be for the community benefit and should be achieved on a voluntary basis or through 
compensation mechanisms where available. 

The key point from these sections of the Code is that the Code provides a set of guiding principles and basic approaches. It 
does not, on the whole and especially in relation to biodiversity values, provide detailed prescriptions on how to manage 
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particular values. This is the role of other planning manuals and policies such as the agreed procedures and the Threatened 
Fauna Adviser. The Code is intended as a practical document for off-reserve management of environmental values. 

Section D3 of the FPC deals specifically with the management of flora and fauna. The most relevant section in relation to 
threatened species management is section D3.33 (which is copied below), although many other provisions in Section D and 
other sections of the Code have application to the management of threatened fauna. 

D3.3 Threatened Species and Inadequately Reserved Plant Communities 

Basic Approach 

Management of threatened flora and fauna species and inadequately reserved plant communities are covered by legislation 
and processes that include the Commonwealth Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999, the Tasmanian 
Threatened Species Protection Act 1995, the National Parks and Wildlife Act 1970, and the Tasmanian Regional Forest 
Agreement 1997. 

Threatened species and inadequately reserved plant communities will be managed in wood production areas in accordance 
with procedures agreed between the Forest Practices Board and DPIWE. The agreed procedures will include the development 
of endorsed management prescriptions through consultation among landowners, Forest Practices Officers and specialists 
within the Board and DPIWE. Under the agreed procedures Forest Practices Officers will: 

– consult the Forest Botany Manual, the Threatened Fauna Manual for Production Forests in Tasmania, and the Threatened 
Fauna Adviser to determine if threatened species or inadequately reserved plant communities occur or are likely to occur in 
the operational area; 

– notify the appropriate specialist within the Forest Practices Board if threatened species or inadequately reserved plant 
communities occur or are likely to occur in the operational area; 

– obtain an endorsed management prescription for the operational area and incorporate this prescription into the Forest 
Practices Plan. This may involve further consultation between the Forest Practices Officer, the landowner, and specialists 
within the Forest Practices Board and DPIWE. 

The conservation of threatened species and inadequately reserved plant communities may be achieved by reservation or 
prescription in accordance with the duty of care policy, voluntary arrangements such as the Private Land Reserve Program, or 
through legislative processes as mentioned above. 

Tasmanian Threatened Species Protection Act 1995 (TSPA) 

Schedule 1 (Part 1) of the TSPA states the objectives of that Act, specifically the objectives of the Resource Management 
and Planning System of Tasmania, as stated in the NCA. 

Schedule 1 (Part 2) of the TSPA states the further objectives of the Act, specifically the objectives of the Threatened Species 
Protection System, as follows: 

3. The objectives of the threatened species protection system established by this Act are, in support of the objectives specified 
in Part 1 of this Schedule –  

(a) to ensure that all native flora and fauna in Tasmania can survive, flourish and retain their potential for evolutionary 
development in the wild; and 

(b) to ensure that the genetic diversity of native flora and fauna is maintained; and 

(c) to educate the community in the conservation of native flora and fauna; and 

(d) to encourage co-operative management of native flora and fauna including the making of co-operative agreements for land 
management under this Act; and 

(e) to assist landholders to enable native flora and fauna to be conserved; and 

(f) to encourage the conserving of native flora and fauna through co-operative community endeavours. 

The TSPA provides for the production of listing statements, recovery plans, public authority management and land 
management agreements. Note that there is a link between the TSPA and current version of the TFA through reference to 
recovery plans (generic header statement to all existing recommendations). 

Schedules 3, 4 and 5 of the TSPA list species of fauna and flora classified as Extinct, Endangered, Vulnerable and Rare. 

Section 51 of the TSPA provides a link to the Forest Practices Act 1985, through permit conditions. 

51. Offences relating to listed taxa 
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(3) A person acting in accordance with a certified forest practices plan or a public authority management agreement may take, 
without a permit, a specimen of a listed taxon of flora or fauna, unless the Secretary, by notice in writing, requires the person 
to obtain a permit. 

Agreed Procedures 

When the TFA was first released it was intended to cater for typical “commercial forestry” activities undertaken in a 
commercial “wood production” context i.e. for situations catered for the Forest Practices Code. Essentially the TFA operated 
under the “agreed procedures” for management of threatened species in wood production forests. 

Prior to the “agreed procedures”, management of threatened fauna in wood production scenarios was dealt with by 
consultation between the FPA and DPIW (or their respective previous incarnations) on a case-by-case basis as required 
under clauses of the then Forest Practices Code 1993. A set of agreed protocols was developed between the FPA and the 
TSS through the implementation of the RFA (1997 onwards), during the review of the Forest Practices Code (2000), and 
during the course of developing the the TFA (throughout this period). 

The “agreed procedures” referred to in s.D3.3 of the FPC (see Appendix D) were developed in cooperation between the FPB 
and the TSS. The procedures were endorsed by the Chair of the Forest Practices Board and the Director of the National 
Parks and Wildlife Service (pursuant to s.5 of the National Parks and Wildlife Act 1970) on 26th July 2000. The agreed 
procedures represented a formal and accredited process for delivering the requirements of the Tasmanian Threatened 
Species Protection Act 1995 through the planning and approval process established under the Forest Practices Act. The 
intent was to avoid unnecessary bureaucratic duplication by providing an integrated approval process for forestry 
operations. This intent, supported by the FPB and DPIWE, was endorsed by the Tasmanian Parliament through the 
amendment of s.51(3) of the Tasmanian Threatened Species Protection Act in 2001. 

The relevant section of the TSPA in relation to the implementation of the agreed procedures is Section 51(3), which states: 

“51. Offences relating to listed taxa 

(3) [Section 51 Subsection (3) amended by No. 64 of 2002, Sched. 1, Applied:31 Dec 2002] A person acting in accordance with a 
certified forest practices plan or a public authority management agreement may take, without a permit, a specimen of a listed 
taxon of flora or fauna, unless the Secretary, by notice in writing, requires the person to obtain a permit”. 

 

KEY ISSUE There are two concerns that need to be raised for consideration by the PSC that have relevance to the 
review of the TFA. The first is that the “agreed procedures” relate to “wood production forests” and may not have 
applicability to other situations now regularly catered for under the forest practices system i.e. activities that require an 
FPP but are not considered as “forestry operations” by most observers (e.g. residential subdivisions, agricultural land 
clearing, mine sites, activities in threatened non-forest situations, etc.). This may have implications under other 
planning and approval systems, including the Commonwealth EPBCA and the wording and intent under which it 
excludes forestry operations (see below). 

PSC DECISION is that the TFA will provide recommendations for all operations that require an FPP under the Forest 
Practices Act. For some of these ‘operations’, however, where it is difficult to provide standard advice and where 
decisions on actions need to be made on a case-by-case basis then the recommendation may just direct the planner 
back to the FPA or relevant agency. 

KEY ISSUE The second discussion point relates to section 51 of the TSPA, which clearly refers to “certified FPPs” and 
could be interpreted as meaning that that section of the Act has been complied with provided that the Code has been 
applied and appropriate prescriptions are included in the FPP. However, this may be in conflict with both the intent and 
actual wording of the agreed procedures, which apply only to wood production scenarios.  

In terms of reviewing the TFA, we need to define which species to include in the revised product and what decision 
paths require recommendations to be produced i.e. is the revised TFA dealing only with the traditional “forest 
operation”, or will it encompass broader developments as well? Below we attempt to define our concept of a “forest 
operation” for the purpose of developing the revised TFA. However, we strongly recommend that the agreed 
procedures be reviewed and amended to either be specific/limited to wood production activities (and define these 
activities) or be broadened to cater for all situations requiring an FPP. 

http://www.thelaw.tas.gov.au/tocview/index.w3p;cond=;doc_id=64%2B%2B2002%2BJS1%40Ja19%40GC24%40Hpb%40EN%2BSESSIONAL;histon=Y;prompt=;rec=;term=
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PSC DECISION is that it will recommend to the CFPO that the Agreed Procedures be revised so that they refer to all 
situations that require an FPP under the Forest Practices Act. 

 

 

Commonwealth Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 

Under the Commonwealth Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999, forestry operations are exempt 
from the referral process, provided that they comply with the Regional Forest Agreement. The recent Federal Court case 
was essentially about the applicability of the EPBCA to the management of threatened forest fauna under the forest 
practices system. We will not provide an overview of the findings of that case for the purpose of the present review of the 
TFA. We will undertake this review on the understanding that the clauses of the EPBCA cited below remain relevant to the 
Tasmanian situation: 

Division 4 of the EPBCA states: 

Division 4—Forestry operations in certain regions 

Subdivision A—Regions covered by regional forest agreements 

38 Part 3 not to apply to certain RFA forestry operations 

(1) Part 3 does not apply to an RFA forestry operation that is undertaken in accordance with an RFA. 

(2) In this Division: 

RFA or regional forest agreement has the same meaning as in the Regional Forest Agreements Act 2002. 

RFA forestry operation has the same meaning as in the Regional Forest Agreements Act 2002. 

Note: This section does not apply to some RFA forestry operations. See section 42. 

42 This Division does not apply to some forestry operations 

Subdivisions A and B of this Division, and subsection 6(4) of the Regional Forest Agreements Act 2002, do not apply to RFA 
forestry operations, or to forestry operations, that are: 

(a) in a property included in the World Heritage List; or 

(b) in a wetland included in the List of Wetlands of International Importance kept under the Ramsar Convention; or 

(c) incidental to another action whose primary purpose does not relate to forestry. 

The interpretation of these clauses in the context of the “agreed procedures” is difficult because the latter refer to “wood 
production areas” and their intent was to cater for typical forestry activities. Our reading of the EPBCA is that Division 4 also 
refers to “forestry operations”, specifically within the provisions of the Regional Forest Agreement Act 2002. It is also noted 
that the clauses do not apply to an “action whose primary purpose does not relate to forestry”. Our reading of this clause is 
that some situations that may legally require an FPP may still require referral under the EPBCA if referral conditions are met 
(e.g. residential subdivisions, mine sites, etc.). Prior communication from the Commonwealth (to Niall Doran as then TSU 
Zoologist) has indicated that this view is shared in Canberra. 

Tasmanian-Commonwealth Regional Forest Agreement 

The RFA included the following clauses in relation to protection of priority species. These are listed below because they 
were applicable to the first version of the TFA and how it dealt with “priority species”. 

68. The State agrees to protect the Priority Species listed in Attachment 2 (Part A) through the CAR Reserve System or by 
applying relevant management prescriptions. 

69. Prior to the first 5 yearly review, the State will, where practical, assess those species in Attachment 2 (Part B) and 
determine management requirements in accordance with clause 96 below. 

70. The Parties agree that management prescriptions or actions identified in jointly prepared and agreed Recovery Plans or 
Threat Abatement Plans will be implemented as a matter of priority. 

71. The Parties recognise that Priority Species may change and that new or altered management prescriptions may be needed 
during the term of this Agreement to take account of changes in the status of species, additional information and evolving 
forest management practices. Alterations in prescriptions will be in accordance with processes described in clause 96. 
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96. The State agrees that any changes to the Priority Species in Attachment 2 including new or altered management 
prescriptions developed over the term of the Agreement will: 

(a) be adequate to maintain the species identified; 

(b) have a sound scientific basis; 

(c) be endorsed by the Tasmanian Threatened Species Scientific Advisory Committee where relevant; and 

(d) take note of public comment. 

97. A Management Prescriptions Database and a Response to Disturbance Database have been prepared as part of the 
comprehensive regional assessment for species identified as priority for protection by reservation and/or management 
prescription. The State agrees to maintain these databases and to update them as necessary and also confirms that they will be 
used as a basis for updating relevant State management documents including the Threatened Species Database, Listing 
Statements, the Management Decision Classification System, the Forest Botany Manuals and the Threatened Fauna Manual. 
Updated hard copies of the database contents will be made available periodically for public comment. 

Amendment to the RFA occurred on 23 February 2007, following Justice Marshall’s decision in the Federal Court of 
Australia. The changes relate primarily to the definition and effect of the term “protect” as it applies to “priority species”. In 
addition, the revised schedule (clause 97) also recognises the need to make available in a publicly accessible format changes 
to any management prescriptions database, which it deletes definitions of, effectively ensuring that the TFA can be the 
database referred to in clauses. It also deleted reference to the Threatened Fauna Manual meaning that the existing system 
can be modified to suit the needs of managing threatened fauna. 

Note that there is a link between the RFA and current version of the TFA through reference to recovery plans (generic 
header statement to all existing recommendations). 

Commonwealth Regional Forest Agreements Act 2002 

The Commonwealth Regional Forest Agreements Act 2002 defines “RFA forestry operations” as: 

(d) forestry operations (as defined by an RFA as in force on 1 September 2001 between the Commonwealth and Tasmania) that 
are conducted in relation to land in a region covered by the RFA (being land where those operations are not prohibited by the 
RFA). 

The key point is that the RFA has not been modified with respect to its various definitions of “forest products” and “forestry 
operations”, which it defines as: 

“Forest Products” means all live and dead trees, ferns or shrubs or parts thereof; 

“Forestry Operations” means - 

(a) the planting of trees; or 

(b) the managing of trees before they are harvested; or 

(c) the harvesting of Forest Products 

for commercial purposes and includes any related land clearing, land preparation and burning-off, and transport operations. 

 

KEY ISSUE In terms of the present review of the TFA, the PSC need to define what activities are intended to be catered 
for through the application of the TFA. We see no reason to modify the intent of the RFA in this respect. As such, we 
intend that the TFA will deliver recommendations on the management of threatened fauna for situations traditionally 
regarded as a “forestry operation” and defined as such by the RFA (and associated legislative instruments). 

Our interpretation of a “forestry operation” for the purpose of the TFA is as follows: 

The Threatened Fauna Adviser will be applicable to “forestry operations” conducted under the provisions of 
the Tasmanian Forest Practices Act 1985 (and associated regulations), more specifically the Forest Practices 
Code 2000, and more broadly under the Regional Forest Agreement. 

The Threatened Fauna Adviser defines a “forestry operation” as any activity requiring a Forest Practices Plan 
and meeting one or more of the following conditions: 



Threatened Fauna Adviser review 

Background Document 1: History and preliminary review of species’ information 

Mark Wapstra & Niall Doran     Trim 2011/26620 22 of 75 

 activities involving the commercial establishment of trees (i.e. areas referred to as “plantations” in the 
Tasmanian context) on cleared land or sites previously cleared of vegetation (the term “commercial is 
used to exclude minor activities such as the planting of small windbreaks or rehabilitation projects); 

 silvicultural management of forests (forest being defined by the definitions of the Forest Practices Act) 
including activities such as various forms of timber harvesting, forest management activities as part of 
wood production such as regeneration burning and browsing management, infrastructure management 
activities such as accessing the forest including road construction and maintenance (which may include 
quarrying types of activities), and other peripheral related activities such as carting of timber from the 
forest to a handling site; 

The Threatened Fauna Adviser will be not be applicable to some activities requiring a Forest Practices Plan 
under the provisions of the Tasmanian Forest Practices Act 1985 (and associated regulations), but not 
considered as a “forestry operation”. These activities include such situations as: 

 clearing of vegetation (forest or otherwise) for creation of cleared ground intended for primary 
production i.e. cropping or grazing not involving commercially planted trees; 

 clearing of vegetation for development of a site as a residential subdivision i.e. housing or rural land 
blocks not involving the commercial management of trees; 

 other clearing activities such as, but not necessarily limited to, development of mine sites, infrastructure 
easements and water impoundments not involving the commercial management of trees. 

While some of these cited examples may result in commercial gain from removal of wood products, they are 
not defined as a “forestry operation” as this is not the primary purpose of the activity. 

There are some potentially significant implications of this definition of what will be regarded as a “forestry operation” 
under the revised TFA. In essence, it means that the TFA will be brought back to its original intention of delivering 
management recommendations for threatened species for commercial forestry activities. This would include traditional 
silvicultural management (i.e. clearfelling with regeneration to native forest or plantation, selective harvesting of 
various forms, management of plantations including new and existing plantations, etc.) but also related forest 
management activities such as constructing and maintaining roads and bridges (including establishing and using 
quarries and borrow pits for these activities), pest and disease management, fire management (where not exempt 
under the Regulations) and use of roads for carting wood products. 

The converse of these inclusions are the exclusions created by the definitions of a “forestry operation”. In effect, some 
activities requiring a FPP (because of regulatory areal or tonnage thresholds) would not be catered for in the TFA. This 
makes sense for the far end of the non-forestry scale of activities (that may or may not result in the commercial gain by 
removal of wood products) such as development of residential subdivisions, mine sites, infrastructure easements, etc. 
We are not suggesting that the FPA should not be involved in providing advice on the management of threatened fauna 
in these situations. However, we are suggesting that the wide range of site-specific management scenarios presented 
by these types of activities cannot be catered for in a set of simple decision pathways. Importantly, such activities also 
fall under the provisions of other Acts without meeting the exemption/exclusion requirements that apply to a “forestry 
operation”, and the TFA must be careful not to imply otherwise. 

The other major activity exempted under this definition of “forestry operation” are land clearing for agricultural 
development. While most such activities result in commercial gain from both removal of wood products and enhanced 
primary production, they are difficult to define as a “forestry operation”. As with other non-forestry activities, creation 
of decision pathways for management of threatened fauna for the myriad of scenarios presented is virtually 
impossible. By way of example, an FPP for land clearing may include exclusion of a forest patch for a wedge-tailed eagle 
nest but cannot include in any practical sense ongoing management prescriptions to ensure the long term viability of 
the nest site in the context of grazing activities. Similarly, an FPP may include retention of intact streamside reserves to 
cater for habitat of the giant freshwater crayfish but cannot include long term prescriptions for managing stock access 
to streams, weed management in riparian areas and reduction of water flow through irrigation. 
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We recommend that the revised TFA cater for these non “forestry operations” in a generic manner, directing the user 
of the TFA in the first instance (e.g. first decision pathway question, perhaps even before the species selection screen) 
to refer the proposed operation to the FPA for advice (perhaps even prompting the user with what additional 
information may be required to facilitate consideration of the referred operation). 

PSC DECISION is that the Threatened Fauna Adviser will provide recommendations for all activities requiring a Forest 
Practices Plan under the provisions of the Tasmanian Forest Practices Act 1985 (and associated regulations). For some 
of these activities, however, where it is difficult to provide standard advice and where decisions on actions need to be 
made on a case-by-case basis then the recommendation may just direct the planner back to the FPA, relevant agency 
or policy (e.g. conversion planning framework, simsons stag beetle PAMA). These activities include the ones detailed 
above by the consultants. 
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FURTHER BACKGROUND TO THE PRESENT REVIEW – SOME KEY ISSUES 

The bulk of this project is reviewing the decision pathways for individual species (or groups of species) based on available 
knowledge. This will be presented formally in Background Document 2. However, in revising the decision pathways, the role 
of the TFA in the decision-making process must be established to avoid unnecessary questions in the pathways or to avoid 
excluding critical questions in the pathways. Some key issues/questions for specific consideration by the PSC are highlighted 
in bold type below. 

Scope of the revised TFA 

The TFA has traditionally catered for forestry operations on a case-by-case basis, dealing mainly at the operational (coupe) 
level also providing some more strategic or landscape level management recommendations (e.g. generic prescriptions for 
the spotted-tailed quoll, catchment level advice for species such as the giant freshwater crayfish, hydrobiid snails and 
threatened fish). 

The Tasmanian policy framework allows timber production to occur and the Code prescribes how threatened species will be 
managed. However, it is not realistic to include all activities in the TFA. For example, the broader implications of a pulp mill 
development are not likely to be included in the decision pathways because the decision on such a development is made at 
a different level within the State’s planning systems. Similarly, establishment of a windfarm may require use of the TFA 
because FPPs are needed for clearing some sites but inclusion of the potential impact of collisions with turbine blades by 
birds is not likely to be included in the decision pathways (again, this is covered under other permitting/approval 
requirements). 

However, the former focus of the TFA on forestry activities only must be widened to now include any activities covered by 
the provisions of the Forest Practices Act i.e. activities requiring an FPP. As outlined in the previous section, we recommend 
that the TFA still be clearly oriented to forestry related activities. More developed decision pathways would be provided for 
such activities, with the view that most paths for commercial forestry activities would lead to an implementable 
management recommendation. Other “non-forestry” activities such as mines and subdivisions can be covered by a decision 
pathway but the management recommendation delivered may simply refer the user to a specialist for further advice. 

A simple way of dealing with this scenario is to have a first question in the decision pathway along the lines of “Is the 
proposed operation primarily a commercial forestry activity?” If yes, users proceed to select the species of concern. If no, a 
follow-up question could ask a question such as “Is the proposed operation on a Bass Strait island? For a mine development 
other than a forest quarry? A residential subdivision? etc.” leading the user to a more general recommendation requiring 
them to seek further advice. 

For the purpose of the revised TFA, we recommend that the definition of “forestry operation” used under the Tasmanian 
Regional Forest Agreement be used to define what type of activities will have a decision pathway leading to an 
implementable recommendation (see the preceding policy setting and context section for definitions). All other activities, 
commercial or otherwise, that fall within the requirements of the Forest Practices Act (i.e. that require an FPP), will lead to 
a non-implementable (at least in the immediate time frame of running the TFA) recommendation requiring further 
consultation. 

KEY ISSUE: What is the intended scope of the revised TFA with respect to the concept of a “forestry” and a “non 
forestry” activity? 

PSC DECISION is that the Threatened Fauna Adviser will provide recommendations for all activities requiring a 
Forest Practices Plan under the provisions of the Tasmanian Forest Practices Act 1985 (and associated 
regulations). For some of these activities, however, where it is difficult to provide standard advice and where 
decisions on actions need to be made on a case by case basis then the recommendation may just direct the 
planner back to the FPA, relevant agency or policy (e.g. conversion planning framework, simsons stag beetle 
PAMA). These activities include the ones detailed above by the consultants. 

Should the revised TFA attempt to cater for management of threatened fauna at all scales? That is, should 
recommendations be delivered for species such as the spotted-tailed quoll that take account of development activities 
throughout the whole home range of a pair of quolls, or should the TFA only deliver recommendations at the operational 
(in-coupe) scale delivering minor habitat management prescriptions? The present version of the TFA attempts to deliver 
recommendations at different scales for different species. 
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We recommend that where appropriate the revised TFA should at least address habitat management at a broader scale, 
even if for some species this means referring the user to other documents such as management plans. For some species, 
delivering landscape level recommendations may be difficult (e.g. the catadromus carabid beetle has a highly restricted 
range so prescriptions will be localised by definition). For others, a mix of recommendations at different scales may be 
possible (e.g. strategic advice on eagle nest searching combined with in-coupe reserve prescriptions). This concept of 
delivering management at different scales will be addressed for each species in Background Document 2. 

KEY ISSUE: What is the intended scale of operation (e.g. strategic/landscape vs local-in-coupe) of the revised TFA? 

PSC DECISION is that TFA needs to deliver both strategic/landscape level and operation/local level measures 
wherever possible. Need to ensure TFA meets Forest Practices System objective for threatened species. This 
objective needs to be clear in Introduction/Background. Need to have clear desired management outcome for 
each species or group of species. 

Relationship to “database” information 

Older versions of the TFA assume that the user has accessed the FPA’s online Fauna Values Database and identified a 
known site and/or potential habitat of a threatened species within the proposed operation area. This identification means 
that the first question in the decision pathway is not “Is the proposed operation in the range of the species?” but is typically 
a more specific question about operation type or detailed habitat features i.e. it assumed the user already knew they were 
dealing with the species concerned. 

We suggest that the revised TFA make absolutely no assumptions about the source of information about a species’ range 
and that one of the first questions (notwithstanding our other suggestions for precursor type of questions about operation 
type) will always be along the lines of “Is the proposed operation area within the defined range of Species X?”, even if the 
operator has already sourced this information. This question then assumes that the user has access to a database (or 
similar) telling them that they have a known site, potential habitat or that they are within the range of a threatened species. 
Note that the term “defined range” is used loosely at this point but may refer to a well-defined “known range” for some 
species (e.g. a whole catchment for a particular species of hydrobiid snail or the whole State for the wedge-tailed eagle) or 
to a the concepts of “core range” and “potential range” for some species (e.g. burrowing crayfish species, velvet worms, 
etc.). 

It is our understanding that the FPA will be moving away from the use of the Fauna Values Database and merging with 
DPIW’s Natural Values Atlas system. We strongly support this (simply to avoid unnecessary duplication or diversion of 
information between agencies) but strongly recommend that the NVA output include one or both of (a) a link to a map 
showing the accepted range boundary for the species (rather than, or in addition to, the current “Estimated Geographic 
Range” listings) and (b) a descriptor of “potential habitat” along the lines of the Fauna Values Database. 

The link between the NVA, the Fauna Values Database and Forestry Tasmania’s Conserve database (and possibly other 
forest company databases) also requires clarification as part of any re-development of the Fauna Values Database to 
ensure that all users are accessing up-to-date information. The revised TFA must assume that the user has access to the 
accepted threatened fauna database. 

Even if FPA maintain their own system independent of, or linked to, DPIW’s NVA, we recommend that the revised TFA be 
designed independent of the source of information i.e. the first question should still be “Is the proposed operation area 
within the defined range of Species X?” rather than “Is the proposed operation area within the defined range of Species X as 
defined by FPA’s shape file for the species?”. A well-designed Help file will cater for the potentially different sources of 
information used to answer each question posed in the decision path. For example, for some species it may be that FPA has 
a GIS shape file available, for others it might be a management plan (e.g. simsons stag beetle), and for others it might be 
verbal advice from a specialist. If the question is provided with three answer alternatives (yes, no and don’t know), the 
“don’t know” answer can direct the user to obtain the information. 

In revising the TFA decision pathways, we must make the assumption that adequate database systems are in place to allow 
users to identify whether their proposed operation is within the range of a threatened species and that these databases are 
appropriately maintained. It cannot be the role of the TFA to update databases. 

KEY ISSUE: Clarification of the links between different threatened fauna databases is required to ensure that users of 
the revised TFA are accessing the same up-to-date information that is accepted by all agencies. 
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PSC DECISION: The PSC note that TSS will be developing species range and habitat maps over next year 
(08/09). TFA to provide information on existing database sources for species ranges and habitats. The FPA will 
continue to maintain range maps until the TSS/NVA versions available. 

Range boundaries 

FPA has started producing pdf files showing the accepted range boundary of various species, available on a restricted user 
basis from their web site. We will work to the assumption that these maps can be produced for all species, in some format, 
even if only as a Statewide map in some cases. We note that some maps have a “core” and a “potential” range. We 
anticipate that this can be dealt with in the revised pathways quite easily by insertion of a question along the lines of “ Is the 
operation area in the core range or the potential range of Species X?”, allowing separate decision pathways to be followed if 
necessary. 

A similar style of question can be tailored for some species where a range boundary may not be well defined (i.e. a “fuzzy” 
boundary for all or part of the boundary, as may be seen with some burrowing crayfish species). The TFA may be 
constructed to allow two alternate paths to be followed in these circumstances, e.g. one leading to a well-defined 
recommendation, with the other requiring an event such as survey. 

It would be beneficial to the authors if the current program of defining agreed boundaries for all species was completed 
during the earlier part of the project. In addition, it would be useful to have the GIS shape files used to create the pdf 
documents made available, and to know if these files will be made available to users of the revised TFA (because this affects 
some subtleties in the phrasing of some questions). 

KEY ISSUE: The revised TFA is likely to rely heavily on predicted distribution maps for most species. The program of 
defining species’ ranges and making these available is critically linked to the revision of the TFA. 

PSC DECISION: The PSC will make existing range maps available to the consultants. 

Audit pathway 

The current version of the TFA has an “audit pathway” at the bottom of each recommendation. The pathway was included 
to provide an indication to the regulators (i.e. FPA/TSS) of the decision pathway that was followed to arrive at the 
recommendation. However, while the audit pathway was a good concept, in reality it was used to differing degrees by 
agency staff with some finding the concept incredibly useful while others used it only rarely in specific circumstances. The 
relevant FPA staff are very familiar with the TFA and already know if a user has reached the correct destination so the audit 
path was rarely required to be examined in a formal sense for most notifications (although it is recognised as being useful 
for new staff less familiar with the TFA and to determine reasons why a planner may have reached an incorrect decision in 
some cases). However, the shortened terminology of the audit pathway makes it difficult for someone monitoring the use 
of the TFA to instantly recognise the decision pathway, as the audit pathway is not currently unique to each 
recommendation. 

We suggest that removing the audit pathway option from the revised TFA will not significantly reduce the functionality of 
the TFA (this idea is not necessarily supported by all members of the PSC and current staff of the FPA but see further 
discussion below). Having said this, its continued inclusion is acceptable, provided that the recommended software allows 
for its relatively practical inclusion. If XpertRule continues to be used, inclusion of the audit pathway will be possible. 
However, significant revision to the “coding” (i.e. the underscored abbreviated lines that form the audit pathway) will need 
to be made to enhance their user-friendliness. If new software is used (e.g. Lucid), inclusion of the audit pathway may 
simply not be an option (at this stage this is not known because the software has not been explored in detail). 

We anticipate that the audit pathway will become redundant in the revised TFA. This is because we suggest that any 
recommendation delivered by the TFA’s decision pathways either become unique to that pathway (e.g. REC 1 for the GFC 
only relates to clearfelling adjacent to streams and not to any other scenario) or apply to several easily identifiable 
scenarios (e.g. generic situations of road construction across a stream supporting threatened aquatic species). 

KEY ISSUE: We suggest replacing the audit pathway concept with a more readily identifiable recommendation 
numbering and naming system along the lines of “Simsons stag beetle: Recommendation 8 (within range, native forest 
silviculture, clearfell)”. The format of the naming and numbering system will be determined at a later date. 
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PSC DECISION: The PSC agree in principle to the consultants’ recommendation. However, the audit pathway is useful 
and is used by regulators. Therefore if XpertRule is not used an alternative is required. Note in 21 Feb. 2009 finalised 
version: XpertRule has been selected and therefore the concept of an audit path remains a practical option. 

Wording common to all recommendations 

Each recommendation in the current TFA contains generic wording at the beginning and end of the detailed 
recommendation. This wording is reviewed below with recommended changes. 

The current header of each recommendation states: 

Under the current legislation, agreements, codes of practice, recovery plan actions and listing 
statements, the following is recommended to minimise the impact of the proposed operation on 
habitat for this species. Implementation of these recommended actions in this 'off-reserve' area 
will help to maintain a network of habitat important for such species throughout their range. The 
prescribed actions are based on current knowledge and expert opinion and they may change as 
new information becomes available. 

This wording is essentially an accurate reflection of the policy framework under which the recommendations are made. 
However, we feel that this statement is better presented on the opening screen of the TFA (but not hidden in a Help file or 
About This Program type of dialog box) in a tightened version, as follows: 

“Under the Tasmanian forest practices system, viable populations of threatened fauna species 
need to be maintained. Management prescriptions are required that balance environmental 
values and wood production. These include the management and networking of important 
habitat, and any special considerations required for specific species. All prescriptions are based on 
current knowledge and expert opinion and they may change as new information becomes 
available.” 

KEY ISSUE: We recommend that the PSC review our suggested wording above and advise of any modifications. This will 
be more formally reviewed in Background Document 2 and Background Document 3. 

PSC DECISION: The PSC agree with wording change but some changes suggested following recent BERP meeting. 
Further advice will follow. 

The current footer of each recommendation states: 

Further advice must be sought from the specialist: 

 if endorsed or recommended prescriptions cannot be implemented; 

 if a variation is made to the Plan that effects special values, not covered by the above 
recommendations or endorsements; or 

 if additional fauna values are identified in the FPP area. 

This statement can be simplified but also needs expanding. It is probably appropriate that the wording is included in each 
recommendation, as a constant reminder to users of its importance. We suggest the following wording (bold text shows 
changes): 

Further advice must be sought from the specialist if: 

 the applicable wording of recommendations cannot be implemented in their entirety; 

 a variation is made to the FPP that affects special values not covered by the 
recommendations; 

 there is a conflict between the delivered recommendations and recommendations made in 
regard to other special values IF the resolution results in the threatened fauna 
recommendations being compromised; and 
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 additional threatened fauna values are identified in or adjacent to the FPP area and these 
fauna values are not covered by the delivered recommendations. 

KEY ISSUE: We recommend that the PSC review our suggested wording above and advise of any modifications. This will 
be more formally reviewed in Background Document 2 and Background Document 3. 

PSC DECISION: The PSC agree with wording change. Also need to flag need for FPO to ensure prescriptions are current 
in a plan and that any plans > 6 months old should be checked to ensure prescriptions for threatened fauna are up to 
date. 

Generic opening statements 

It is recommended that the opening screens of the revised TFA include warning statements relating to four key issues. 

The first is that the TFA is only applicable to situations covered by the provisions of the Forest Practices Act and should not 
be relied on for other legislative and policy environments (see preceding sections in relation to the policy environment, in 
particular our recommended definition of what constitutes a “forestry operation” for the purpose of the revised TFA).  

The second is that the TFA only includes species considered likely to be affected by activities under the forest practices 
system but that there may be occasions where other listed species could be affected (e.g. the TFA will not include the great 
crested grebe but there may be an operation that affects habitat e.g. harvesting of trees around Lake Dulverton). We can 
deal with this by both a caveat type statement and the creation of a simple decision pathway for a “Listed species not 
included in TFA” leading to a simple recommendation requiring further consultation. This can be explored in greater detail 
in Background Document 2. 

The third is that the recommendations provided by the TFA should not be seen as the only requirements placed on an FPP 
in relation to threatened fauna. While the agreed procedures do ensure that the FPP is the mechanism for including 
appropriate prescriptions, local government sometimes impose their own prescriptions (e.g. even wider streamside 
reserves, restrict use of chemicals, etc.). In addition, an FPP may need to consider other government agency requirements. 
For example, while an FPP in the range of the State and Commonwealth listed dwarf galaxiid may be able to proceed under 
the agreed procedures (with or without prescriptions depending on the particular situation), the Commonwealth may 
require the landowner to undertake other actions (e.g. surveys elsewhere on the property, rehabilitation downstream, etc.) 
that may need to be considered as part of the FPP planning process. We will need to explore how this caveat is included in 
the revised TFA during the development of decision pathways (to be presented in Background Document 2). 

The fourth is that it should be noted somewhere that the TFA includes species currently listed on the TSPA and EPBCA and 
that lack of inclusion of a recently listed species does not imply that management actions are not needed. We can deal with 
this by both a caveat type statement and the creation of a simple decision pathway for a “Recently listed species not 
included in TFA” leading to a simple recommendation requiring further consultation. Again, we will need to further explore 
how this caveat is included in the revised TFA during the development of decision pathways (to be presented in Background 
Document 2). 

The following statements are recommended for inclusion and display on an opening screen or similar location: 

Caveats 

1. The recommendations provided by the Threatened Fauna Adviser are applicable to the 
Tasmanian forest practices system only. 

2. Recommendations are provided for species currently listed as threatened on State and 
Commonwealth legislation that may be affected by activities undertaken in a Forest 
Practices Plan. However, lack of inclusion of a currently listed species potentially present 
in a proposed plan area or of recently listed species does not imply that management 
prescriptions are not required. Further advice will need to be sought for these situations. 

3. Forest Practices Officers should ensure that the certified Forest Practices Plan includes all 
relevant management advice in relation to threatened fauna. Note that the Threatened 
Fauna Adviser recommendations may not necessarily take precedence over other advice 
provided by other planning systems. 
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We do not think that statements of this nature need to be included in each recommendation but could be placed as a 
footer on the opening screen or similar location where it will be encountered and read frequently (and “accepted/agreed” 
as a part of using the document). As mentioned, we raise this issue in this first background document to alert the PSC to the 
concepts. The resolution can be explored in detail during the development of the decision pathways. 

KEY ISSUE: The PSC needs to consider the recommendations related to the caveats discussed above (especially point 1) 
for further discussion prior to finalising the revised TFA product. 

PSC DECISION: The PSC agree with caveats. Also note that only trained planners should use the TFA. 

Software platform – some initial discussion points 

While it is the role of the PSC to provide the consultants with a fully functional licensed software platform on which to 
construct the revised TFA (see Consultant Brief at Appendix A), we have briefly explored some software options for 
decision-support software. 

The present TFA was programmed in a British product called XpertRule. It has been widely used for a variety of decision 
support (expert systems) products, including several in Tasmania, principally because of the use of the software by Peter 
Gillard. The reader is referred to XpertRule Software Ltd’s web site <www.xpertrule.com> for further information. The 
associated Help File was initially written in Microsoft Word, and then compiled into a .hlp file using HDK, a program 
developed by Virtual Media Technology (<www.virtualmedia.com.au>, although this web site no longer appears to be 
functional). 

To the best of our knowledge, the version of XpertRule on which the TFA was originally based has been superseded and 
would need to be updated. A preliminary query was sent to the owner of the company and a reply was received indicating 
pricing structure. This information has been provided to the PSC for further review. 

Some internet searches were undertaken using terms such as “expert systems software” and “decision support software”. 
This yielded several business-oriented products. Adding terms such as “conservation management” refined the search pool 
hits but most related to Excel-based products utilising macro functions. None appeared suitable for redevelopment of the 
TFA, but the PSC is urged to conduct their own investigations. 

During 2005, one of the authors (MW) explored the potential use of Lucid software. This is produced by an Australian-based 
software company specialising in software for generating taxonomic keys and associated help files. A software license was 
purchased by the FPA in 2005 but it is now out of date. Recent investigations of the Lucid web site <www.lucidcentral.com> 
indicated that the new generation of Lucid products are likely to suit the needs of the TFA review. However, two emails sent 
via the company’s website have not been answered. The software was tested in a very limited form by one of the authors 
(MW) and it appears to be able to produce “keys” that resemble decision pathways and incorporate help files, species 
profiles and technical information. Based on commercial products such as Euclid and AusGrass that utilise Lucid software, it 
appears possible to create an attractive user interface using this platform. Delivery through a server is also indicated as a 
viable option. 

In summary, the initial choice appears to be limited to two platforms: 

 The advantage of using XpertRule is that it is designed for production of specialised expert systems that utilise 
complex decision pathways. The previous problem of not being able to deliver the output via a server (i.e. a web-
based product) appears to have been overcome in the new generation of products. According to the XpertRule 
team, using the software should be relatively simple to learn. The key question therefore is whether the company 
can be engaged to translate the existing TFA into new generation software (perhaps also incorporating the Help 
File system) such that we do not have to reprogram all the decision pathways. The disadvantage of using XpertRule 
may be the cost, but the PSC may be able to consider this in context of broader agency needs and cost-recovery 
options. 

 The advantages of using Lucid software are the price (significantly below $1000), useability (seems easy to use by 
novices) and web application. The disadvantage may be the need to engage external parties to create a good 
looking front end/user interface (i.e. finalise the product) and to “re-program” all the present TFA decision paths 
and help file. From experience to date, it also appears that XpertRule staff respond more quickly and reliably than 
Lucid staff, irrespective of the distances involved. 

http://www.virtualmedia.com.au/


Threatened Fauna Adviser review 

Background Document 1: History and preliminary review of species’ information 

Mark Wapstra & Niall Doran     Trim 2011/26620 30 of 75 

KEY ISSUE: The PSC needs to explore software platforms as a matter of some urgency to allow the consultants to 
program the revised TFA as research on each species is completed. 

PSC DECISION: The PSC is exploring options and funding. Note in 21 Feb. 2009 finalised version: XpertRule has been 
selected as the software platform and provided to the consultants. 
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SPECIES TO BE INCLUDED IN REVISED THREATENED FAUNA ADVISER 

The list of fauna species to be included in the review of the Threatened Fauna Adviser will be determined by reference to 
those species already included in the current version of the TFA and the relevant lists of “threatened” fauna. The term 
“threatened” requires explanation. For the purpose of considering which species will be included in the review of the TFA, 
we have defined threatened fauna as any species listed on: 

 schedules of the Tasmanian Threatened Species Protection Act 1995; 

 schedules of the Commonwealth Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999; 

 the Tasmanian-Commonwealth Regional Forest Agreement and associated published and unpublished lists of 
“priority species”; 

 other species in the process of being formally listed as threatened (see detailed species or species group 
discussions for justification of these taxa). 

We have not included species that are listed as “protected wildlife” on the Tasmanian Nature Conservation Act 2002 
through schedules of the Wildlife Regulations 1999, except where such species are also included on schedules of other 
legislation as listed above. 

Table 1 lists threatened fauna species by taxonomic grouping, indicates their current status on the TSPA, EPBCA and RFA 
priority species lists (with any recently proposed changes to their status). The Table also indicates whether the species were 
previously included in the TFA, and assesses the need for adding them to the revised TFA. 

Reasons are provided where a species is not included in the review. For the sake of consistency and thoroughness, we have 
listed all species on the schedules of the various acts, not just those generally considered to be “forest dependent”. This 
avoids any grey areas in the interpretation of which species are eligible for consideration. Some species such as marine 
mammals are obviously not forest dependent, but others such as coastal birds may occur adjacent to sites subject to 
activities controlled by the provisions of the forest practices system. The latter are therefore more difficult to exclude from 
early consideration without at least some discussion. 

The following list summarises the main changes to the species to be included in the revised TFA. If a species or group 
represented in Table 1 is not listed below, no significant change has been suggested for that species or group in the revised 
TFA (although the decision pathways will still be reviewed and revised). 

Terrestrial mammals 

 Inclusion of Sarcophilus harrisii (newly listed species) 

 Inclusion of Vombatus ursinus subsp. ursinus, subject to ongoing review of inclusion dependent on DEWHA’s decision in 
coming months 

 Possible exclusion of Dasyurus viverrinus (never listed as threatened but status as an RFA priority species under review) 
- Note in 21 Feb. 2009 finalised version: eastern quoll not to be included until otherwise advised by PSC 

Terrestrial non-coastal birds 

 Inclusion of three King Island endemics (thornbill, scrubtit and rosella) – newly listed species, probably to be included as 
a “supergroup” 

 Inclusion of Ceyx azurea subsp. diemenensis (newly listed species) 
Note: generic name change in line with Christidis & Boles (2008) and DPIW internal decision (M. Driessen pers. comm.) 

 Inclusion of Tyto novaehollandiae subsp. castanops (newly listed species) 

 Inclusion of Neophema chrysogaster (previously listed species now possibly present in areas subject to forestry 
activities) 

Amphibians 

 Inclusion of Limnodynastes peroni (previously listed species now possibly present in areas subject to forestry activities) 
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Reptiles 

 Inclusion of Pseudemoia pagenstecheri (previously listed species now possibly present in areas subject to forestry 
activities) 

 Inclusion of Pseudemoia rawlinsoni (previously listed species now possibly present in areas subject to forestry 
activities) 

Invertebrates – butterflies and moths 

 Inclusion of Chrysolarentia decisaria (previously listed species now possibly present in areas subject to forest practices) 

 Inclusion of Pseudomenus chlorinda subsp. myrsilus (newly listed species) 

 Inclusion of Oreisplanus munionga subsp. larana (newly listed species) 

 Possible exclusion of Fraus latistria (no longer listed as threatened but status as an RFA priority species under review) 

Invertebrates – burrowing crayfish 

 Inclusion of Engaeus granulatus (newly listed species) 

 Inclusion of Engaeus martigener (newly listed species marginally subject to potential forest practices) 

 Possible inclusion of Ombrastacoides denisoni (forest-dependent species in process of being listed/nominated – 
inclusion dependent on status of listing process) 

Invertebrates – terrestrial snails 

 Inclusion of Discocharopa vigens (previously listed species now possibly present in areas subject to forest practices) 

 Possible exclusion of Anoglypta launcestonensis (no longer listed as threatened but status as an RFA priority species 
under review) - Note in 21 Feb. 2009 finalised version: northeast forest snail not to be included 

Invertebrates – freshwater snails 

 No change except some species no longer listed and one species has had a name change. 

Invertebrates – caddisflies 

 No change except some species no longer listed 

Invertebrates – beetles and weevils 

 Inclusion of Castiarina insculpta (previously listed species now possibly present in areas subject to forest practices) 

 Inclusion of Enchymus sp. nov. (newly listed species) 

 

Invertebrates – spiders 

 Inclusion of Migas plomleyi (previously listed species now possibly present in areas subject to forest practices) 

 Inclusion of Plesiothele fentoni (previously listed species now possibly present in areas subject to forest practices) 

Invertebrates – velvet worms 

 Possible exclusion of Ooperipatellus cryptus (no longer listed as threatened no longer listed as threatened but status as 
an RFA priority species under review) - Note in 21 Feb. 2009 finalised version: northwest velvet worm not to be 
included until otherwise advised by PSC 

Invertebrates – other invertebrates 

 Inclusion of Haloniscus searlei (inclusion subject to further review of ecology) 
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There remain some unresolved issues at the time of preparing this draft of Background Document 1. These issues relate to 
the preceding definition of threatened species, and potentially affect which of the preliminary considered species will be 
included in the final revised TFA. These issues have been raised separately with the PSC and can be resolved in the final 
draft of this document. 

The issues relate primarily to RFA “priority species” and concern species in five categories: 

1. RFA priority species listed at Part B of Attachment 2 of the RFA 

Some of these species have subsequently been listed formally on threatened species legislation (e.g. white-bellied sea-
eagle) so the concern is in regard to the remainder on the list, as follows: 

Accipiter cirrocephalus Collared sparrowhawk 

Archipetalia auriculata  Alpine dragonfly 

Cryptops n. sp. undescribed centipede 

Lackrana carbo Geometrid moth 

Myiagra cyanoleuca Satin flycatcher 

Neboissoperla n. sp. Stonefly 

Neopseudogarypus scutellatus Pseudoscorpion 

Niceteria macrocosma Geometrid moth 

Paralamyctes n. sp. undescribed centipede 

Riekoperla n. sp.  Stonefly 

Tasmanophilus n. sp. undescribed centipede 

KEY ISSUE: We recommend that these species are not included in the revised version of the TFA, principally 
because there has not been any evidence presented that they should be treated as threatened species within the 
meaning of the EPBCA and TSPA. - Note in 21 Feb. 2009 finalised version: these species not to be included until 
otherwise advised by PSC 

2. RFA priority species listed at Part A2 of Attachment 2 of the RFA 

Two of these species have subsequently been listed formally on threatened species legislation (i.e. burgundy snail and wet 
forest snail) so the concern is in regard to the remaining species on the list, as follows: 

Bettongia gaimardi Tasmanian bettong 

KEY ISSUE: We recommend that this species is not included in the revised version of the TFA. While there are 
Special Management Zones established for habitat management on State forest (see Fauna Values Database on 
FPA’s web site for details), the main concern presented appears to be in relation to the use of 1080 poison. Aside 
from the fact that the use of this chemical is to be phased out on State forest (and perhaps the wider forestry 
setting), we consider that the use of the chemical and its potential effect on populations of the betting are 
regulated by a permitting system administered by DPIW. The TFA should not include the bettong if the primary 
management issue will be catered for by another system (thereby avoiding duplication and potential conflicts in 
administration). - Note in 21 Feb. 2009 finalised version: this species not to be included until otherwise advised by 
PSC 

3. RFA priority species listed at Part A3 of Attachment 2 of the RFA 

These “species” include the two super-categories of “hollow dependent species” and “karst species”. In the authors’ 
opinion, these “species” are catered for by the FPC provisions (as indicated by the RFA wording of the category “other 
species protected through existing mechanisms” or through the formal threatened status of the species (e.g. the swift 
parrot is a hollow dependent species and threatened cave species (or cave species groupings) are catered for through their 
present inclusion in the TFA). 
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4. RFA priority species listed at Part A1 of Attachment 2 of the RFA 

There are two species of concern in this category. The first species is Dasyurus viverrinus, which was listed on the RFA as 
threatened on the EPBCA. This was an error at the time, and the species remains unlisted on either the TSPA or the EPBCA. 
While its status as a “priority species” is unclear, we recommend that the species not be included in the revised TFA 
because it is not regarded by State and Commonwealth authorities as threatened. The second species is Perameles gunnii 
subsp. gunnii. This species was not listed as an RFA priority species but is now classified as threatened on the EPBCA but not 
the TSPA (the primary reason for its listing is its distributional and threat status in Victoria, not Tasmania, although DEWHA 
documents do indicate a concern about decline in Tasmania). We seek formal advice from the PSC on the inclusion of this 
species in the revised TFA. 

KEY ISSUE: A formal decision is needed on the inclusion of the eastern quoll (we recommended it be excluded for 
reasons stated above) and the eastern barred bandicoot (we recommend it continue to be included). - Note in 21 
Feb. 2009 finalised version: eastern quoll not to be included until otherwise advised by PSC but eastern barred 
bandicoot (as an EPBCA-listed species) 

5. Species recently delisted from the TSPA but that were RFA priority species 

Several species have been removed from schedules of the TSPA since the signing of the RFA. While recent RFA review 
documents recommend that the priority species list be aligned to the EPBCA and TSPA, we are unaware whether this has 
officially occurred. For example, the recent review of the RFA does not include Anoglypta launcestonensis on the priority 
species list because its delisting occurred prior to the preparation of the review, but it continues to include species such as 
Fraus latistria and Ooperipatellus cryptus because both these were delisted after the preparation of the document. The list 
also includes some hydrobiid snails and caddisflies. As such, the status of some species remains unclear. 

KEY ISSUE: A formal decision is needed on the inclusion of the northeast forest snail, the broad-striped ghost moth 
and the northwest velvet worm. We recommend that all three species be excluded from the review of the TFA 
because they are no longer formally listed as threatened and would not have been delisted if forestry continued to 
be perceived as a threat. - Note in 21 Feb. 2009 finalised version: these species not to be included until otherwise 
advised by PSC 

Roblinella agnewi (the silky snail) is also included in this category but for the opposite reason: it was originally listed as a 
RFA priority species and has been listed as threatened, but is no longer regarded by State authorities as a forest dependent 
species and hence is no longer an RFA priority species. We argue that the species should not be included in the revised TFA. 

KEY ISSUE: A formal decision is needed on the inclusion of the silky snail (we recommend it be excluded for 
reasons stated above). - Note in 21 Feb. 2009 finalised version: silky snail not to be included until otherwise 
advised by PSC 
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Table 1. Reasons for inclusion/exclusion of species from review of Threatened Fauna Adviser. 

Notes. 

1. Species shown in bold to be included in review of Threatened Fauna Adviser. 

2. Status of species on EPBCA taken from DPIW’s website (19.03.08) and confirmed by cross-reference to DEWHA’s website (19.03.08). 

3. Status of species on TSPA taken from DPIW’s website (19.03.08), as per Threatened Species Protection Order 2008. Where a status change is indicated by information more 
recently posted on the website, the revised status is indicated (usually with a comment in the final column of the table). 

4. RFA status (included = Y, not included = -) taken from original 1997 RFA document, Attachment 2, pages 85-91 of the RFA. 

5. RFA2007 status taken Table 1.2.b “Proposed Priority Fauna Species” from Sustainability Indicators for Tasmanian Forests 2001-2006. 

6. Shading in the final column of the table indicates a significant change to the TFA being recommended i.e. either new inclusion of a species or exclusion of a previously 
included species. 

 

 

Scientific Name 

 

Common Name TSPA EPBCA RFA RFA2008 TFA2002 Inclusion in revised TFA 

VERTEBRATES 

MARINE MAMMALS 

Arctocephalus forsteri 
New Zealand Fur 
Seal 

r - - - 

No 

No. 

These are marine mammals that spend all or much of their time at 
sea or on offshore islands and the immediate littoral zone of some 
coasts. They occupy habitat types outside (or beyond) the 
provisions of the Forest Practices Act and are thus not included in 
the revision of the TFA. 

The potential of terrestrial activities to impact on the marine 
environment is recognised. However, it is the role of the 
provisions of the broader Forest Practices Code to manage such 
impacts. It is not the role of the present review to assess the 

Arctocephalus tropicalis 
Subantarctic Fur 
Seal 

e VU - - 

Balaenoptera musculus Blue Whale e EN - - 

Balaenoptera physalus Fin Whale v VU - - 

Eubalaena australis 
Southern Right 
Whale 

e EN - - 

Megaptera novaeangliae Humpback Whale e VU - - 
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Scientific Name 

 

Common Name TSPA EPBCA RFA RFA2008 TFA2002 Inclusion in revised TFA 

Mirounga leonina 
Southern Elephant 
Seal 

e VU - - 
adequacy or efficacy of the Code. 

TERRESTRIAL MAMMALS 

Dasyurus maculatus subsp. 
maculatus 

Spotted-tailed quoll r VU Y Y Yes Yes. 

Dasyurus viverrinus Eastern quoll - - Y Y Yes 

No. 

The RFA included the eastern quoll as a priority species noting in 
error that it was listed on the EPBCA. The species is not listed on 
either the TSPA or the EPBCA, was not listed in the 2002 review of 
the RFA but has since been added to the category of unlisted 
priority species, albeit simply noting that it is already included in 
the TFA. Given the legislated status of the species, there is no 
justification for inclusion of the species in the revised version of 
the TFA. 

A formal decision is sought on the inclusion of this species in the 

revised TFA (see main document). - Note in 21 Feb. 2009 
finalised version: eastern quoll not to be included until 
otherwise advised by PSC 

Perameles gunnii subsp. gunnii 
Eastern-barred 
Bandicoot 

- 
VU - Y Yes Yes (but see discussion in text). 

Pseudomys novaehollandiae New Holland Mouse e - - Y Yes Yes. 

Sarcophilus harrisii Tasmanian devil e VU - Y No 

Yes. 

Species has been listed since last review of the TFA. Status shown 
reflects recent uplisting from vulnerable to endangered on the 
TSPA. 

Thylacinus cynocephalus Thylacine x EX - - No 
No. 

This is an extinct species. As such, delivery of management 
recommendations for specific scenarios covered by the forest 
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Scientific Name 

 

Common Name TSPA EPBCA RFA RFA2008 TFA2002 Inclusion in revised TFA 

practices system is nonsensical. Some planners will encounter 
database records of the species (if they use the Natural Values 
Atlas or Conserve) but all records are historical sightings of various 
(and potentially dubious) precision. 

Vombatus ursinus subsp. ursinus 
Common Wombat 
(Bass Strait) 

- VU - - No 

Yes. 

The species is in the process of consideration for delisting from 
the EPBCA through development of a DEWHA SPRAT statement. If 
this occurs during the development of the TFA, the species will be 
excluded from further consideration. For the moment, however, it 
will be treated as a listed species. 

BIRDS 

EXTINCT BIRDS 

Cyanoramphus novaezelandiae 
subsp. erythrotis  

Macquarie Island 
Parakeet 

x EX - - 

No 

No. 

These are extinct species with few to no database records so will 
hardly be encountered even at the database level of planning 
systems. The two Macquarie Island species occurred in habitats 
outside (or beyond) the provisions of the Forest Practices Act and 
are thus not included in the revision of the TFA. 

Dromaius minor King Island Emu x EX - - 

Dromaius novaehollandiae subsp. 
diemenensis 

Tasmanian Emu x EX - - 

Gallirallus philippensis subsp. 
macquariensis 

Macquarie Island 
Rail 

x EX - - 

MARINE & SUBANTARCTIC BIRDS 

Diomedea exulans 
Wandering 
Albatross 

e VU - - 

No 

No. 

These re all marine birds that spend much of their time at sea or 
on offshore islands and the immediate littoral zone of some 
coasts. They occupy habitat types that are outside (or beyond) the 
provisions of the Forest Practices Act and are thus not included in 

Halobaena caerulea Blue Petrel v VU - - 

Leucocarbo atriceps subsp. 
purpurescens 

Macquarie Island 
Shag 

v VU - - 



Threatened Fauna Adviser review 

Background Document 1: History and preliminary review of species’ information 

Mark Wapstra & Niall Doran     Trim 2011/26620 38 of 75 

 

Scientific Name 

 

Common Name TSPA EPBCA RFA RFA2008 TFA2002 Inclusion in revised TFA 

Macronectes giganteus 
Southern Giant 
Petrel 

v EN - - 
the revision of the TFA. It is recognised that there are some inland 
database records of these species (e.g. blue petrel) that have 
occasionally required forest planners to seek advice but these are 
so few and far between as to not warrant inclusion of a species in 
the TFA (most such records are either errors or vagrant birds not 
requiring management prescriptions). 

The potential of terrestrial activities to impact on the marine 
environment is recognised. However, it is the role of the 
provisions of the broader Forest Practices Code to manage such 
impacts. It is not the role of the present review to assess the 
adequacy or efficacy of the Code. 

Macronectes halli 
Northern Giant 
Petrel 

r VU - - 

Oceanites oceanicus 
Wilsons Storm 
Petrel 

r - - - 

Pachyptila turtur subsp. 
subantarctica 

Fairy Prion southern 
sub-species 

e VU - - 

Phoebetria fusca Sooty Albatross r VU - - 

Phoebetria palpebrata 
Light-mantled Sooty 
Albatross 

v - - - 

Procellaria cinerea Grey Petrel e - - - 

Pterodroma lessonii White-headed Petrel v - - - 

Pterodroma mollis 
Soft-plumaged 
Petrel 

e VU - - 

Sterna vittata subsp. bethunei Antarctic Tern e EN - - 

Thalassarche cauta Shy Albatross v VU - - 

Thalassarche chrysostoma 
Grey-headed 
Albatross 

e VU - - 

Thalassarche melanophrys 
Black-browed 
Albatross 

e VU - - 

COASTAL BIRDS (e.g. wading birds, beach birds, estuary birds) 

Numenius madagascariensis Eastern Curlew e - - - 
No 

No. 

These are generally birds of coastal habitats such as mudflats (e.g. Podiceps cristatus Great Crested Grebe v - - - 
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Scientific Name 

 

Common Name TSPA EPBCA RFA RFA2008 TFA2002 Inclusion in revised TFA 

Sterna albifrons subsp. sinensis Little Tern e - - - eastern curlew), beaches and dunes (e.g. terns) or estuaries 
(grebe). Typically these habitats are outside (or beyond) the 
provisions of the Forest Practices Act and are thus not included in 
the revision of the TFA. 

There are some possible marginal exceptions to this scenario in 
that there are some “forest” habitats close to potential nest sites 
for upper beach nesting birds (e.g. coastally located pine 
plantations) and potential inland water body habitats of the grebe 
(e.g. forest to the margin of lakes such as Lake Dulverton). 
However, these situations are not considered to be likely to incur 
application of the Forest Practices Act to the management of 
habitat of these species so they will not be included in the review 
of the TFA. 

The potential of terrestrial activities to impact on the coastal and 
estuarine environment (or large inland water bodies) is 
recognised. However, it is the role of the provisions of the broader 
Forest Practices Code to manage such impacts. It is not the role of 
the present review to assess the adequacy or efficacy of the Code. 

Sterna nereis subsp. nereis Fairy Tern v - - - 

Sterna striata White-fronted Tern v - - - 

TERRESTRIAL NON-COASTAL BIRDS 

Acanthiza pusilla subsp. 
archibaldi 

Brown Thornbill 
(King Island) 

e EN - Y No 
Yes. 

Likely to be included under a super category of “King Island birds”. 

Acanthornis magnus subsp. 
greenianus 

Scrubtit (King Island) e CR - Y No 
Yes. 

Likely to be included under a super category of “King Island birds”. 

Accipiter novaehollandiae  Grey Goshawk e - Y Y Yes Yes. 

Aquila audax subsp. fleayi  Wedge-tailed Eagle e EN Y Y Yes Yes. 

Ceyx azurea subsp. diemenensis Azure Kingfisher e - Y Y No 
Yes. 

This species was included in Part B of Attachment 2 of the original 
RFA but was subsequently listed on the TSPA and its EPBCA status 
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Scientific Name 

 

Common Name TSPA EPBCA RFA RFA2008 TFA2002 Inclusion in revised TFA 

is under current review. 

Note recent generic name change as recommended by Christidis 
& Boles (2008) and as accepted by DPIW for their NVA (M. 
Driessen pers. comm.). 

Haliaeetus leucogaster 
White-bellied Sea-
Eagle 

v - Y Y Yes 

Yes. 

This species was included in Part B of Attachment 2 of the original 
RFA but was subsequently listed on the TSPA and its EPBCA status 
is under current review. 

Lathamus discolor Swift Parrot e EN Y Y Yes Yes. 

Neophema chrysogaster 
Orange-bellied 
Parrot 

e CR - Y No 

Yes. 

Inclusion of this species requires some initial justification. The 
species has traditionally been viewed as a WHA species. However, 
there have been recent scenarios covered by the forest practices 
system where advice on the management of the species was 
required (e.g. Recherche Bay area and issues relating to the 
interpretation of historic records). It is also conceivable that 
foraging habitat (e.g. samphire marshes) will be adjacent to 
activities covered by the provisions of the Forest Practices Act. 

Pardalotus quadragintus 
Forty-spotted 
Pardalote 

e EN Y Y Yes Yes. 

Platycercus caledonicus subsp. 
brownii 

King Island Green 
Rosella 

v - - Y No 
Yes. 

Likely to be included under a super category of “King Island birds”. 

Tyto novaehollandiae subsp. 
castanops 

Masked Owl e - - Y No 
Yes. Note that this species was not listed on either the TSPA, 
EPBCA or RFA during all phases of development of the present 
version of the TFA. 

AMPHIBIANS 
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Litoria raniformis Green and Gold Frog v VU - Y Yes Yes. 

Limnodynastes peroni Striped Marsh Frog e - - Y No 

Yes. 

This is mainly a species of near-coastal lagoons but there are 
several inland records (e.g. Harcus River system). Activities 
conducted under the provisions of the Forest Practices Act have 
the potential to directly or indirectly effect sites or habitat of the 
species, although this will be explored in greater detail during 
development of Background Document 2. 

Status indicates recent uplisting on the TSPA. 

REPTILES 

MARINE AND ISLAND REPTILES 

List below no longer includes Notechis ater subsp. serventyi as it has recently been delisted from the TSPA. 

Caretta caretta Loggerhead Turtle e EN - - 

No 

No. 

These are all species of marine habitats (turtles) or islands not 
subject to any activities under the provisions of the Forest 
Practices Act (e.g. Pedra Branca is a bare rock and Chappell Island 
is non-forest). 

The potential of terrestrial activities to impact on the marine 
environment is recognised. However, it is the role of the 
provisions of the broader Forest Practices Code to manage such 
impacts. It is not the role of the present review to assess the 
adequacy or efficacy of the Code. 

Chelonia mydas Green Turtle v VU - - 

Dermochelys coriacea Leathery Turtle v VU - - 

Eretmochelys imbricata Hawksbill Turtle v VU - - 

Niveoscincus palfreymani Pedra Branca Skink e VU - - 

TERRESTRIAL REPTILES 

Pseudemoia pagenstecheri Tussock Skink v - N Y No Yes. 
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This is a species of non-forest habitat (native grassland) but may 
also occur in habitats technically classified as “forest” within the 
meaning of the Forest Practices Act (e.g. dieback paddocks of the 
Midlands within native grassland beneath, grassy woodland and 
scrub with “trees”). 

Status reflects recent change from endangered to vulnerable on 
the TSPA. 

Pseudemoia rawlinsoni Glossy Grass Skink r - N Y No 

Yes. 

There are some records for this species in habitats that could be 
technically described as “forest” within the meaning of the Forest 
Practices Act and several that are adjacent to forested habitats 
potentially subject to activities under the Act. 

FISH 

MARINE FISH 

Brachionichthys hirsutus Spotted Handfish e EN - - 

No 

No. 

These are all species of marine habitats (including some near-
coastal sites such as estuaries) not subject to any activities under 
the provisions of the Forest Practices Act. 

The potential of terrestrial activities to impact on the marine 
environment is recognised. However, it is the role of the 
provisions of the broader Forest Practices Code to manage such 
impacts. It is not the role of the present review to assess the 
adequacy or efficacy of the Code. 

Brachionichthys politus Red Handfish - VU - - 

Carcharodon carcharias Great White Shark v VU - - 

Raja sp. L. 

(Last & Stevens, 1994) 
Maugean Skate e EN - - 

Sympterichthys sp. 

(CSIRO #T1996.01) 

Waterfall Bay 
Handfish 

- VU - - 

Sympterichthys sp. 

(CSIRO #T6.01) 
Ziebells Handfish - VU - - 
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FRESHWATER FISH 

Galaxias auratus Golden Galaxias r EN Y Y Yes 

Yes. 

Original RFA had this species listed as a Part B priority species 
only. 

Galaxias fontanus Swan Galaxias e EN Y Y Yes Yes. 

Galaxias johnstoni Clarence Galaxias e EN Y Y Yes Yes. 

Galaxias parvus Swamp Galaxias v VU - Y Yes Yes. Status reflects recent change to schedules of the TSPA. 

Galaxias pedderensis Pedder Galaxias e E - - No 

No. 

Species is considered extinct in Lake Pedder and occurs only in a 
translocated population in a site unlikely to ever be subject to the 
provisions of the Forest Practices Act. 

Galaxias tanycephalus Saddled Galaxias v VU Y Y Yes Yes. Status reflects recent change to schedules of the TSPA. 

Galaxiella pusilla Dwarf Galaxias v VU Y Y Yes Yes. Status reflects recent change to schedules of the TSPA. 

Paragalaxias dissimilis 
Shannon 
Paragalaxias 

v VU - Y Yes Yes. 

Paragalaxias eleotroides 
Great Lake 
Paragalaxias 

v VU - Y Yes Yes. 

Paragalaxias julianus 
Western 
Paragalaxias 

r - - - No 

No. 

Species occurs entirely in the World Heritage Area (or similar 
conservation areas) and lakes in the upper parts of catchments 
outside of areas subject to activities covered by the Forest 
Practices Act. 

Paragalaxias mesotes Arthurs Paragalaxias e EN Y Y Yes Yes. 
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Original RFA had this species listed as a Part B priority species 
only. 

Prototroctes maraena Australian Grayling v VU - - Yes. Yes. 

INVERTEBRATES 

BUTTERFLIES AND MOTHS 

Amelora acontistica 
Chevron Looper 
Moth 

v - - - No 

No. 

This is a species of coastal saltmarsh habitats with the main 
threats being changes to the hydrology of the marshes, stock 
trampling and weed invasion. While some peripheral activities 
covered by the Forest Practices Act may have indirect impacts on 
this habitat (e.g. an FPP for land clearing in adjacent areas leading 
to greater risk of stock access), inclusion in the TFA is not justified 
for the very few (if any) situations that may arise. 

The potential of terrestrial activities to impact on the coastal and 
estuarine environment is recognised. However, it is the role of the 
provisions of the broader Forest Practices Code to manage such 
impacts. It is not the role of the present review to assess the 
adequacy or efficacy of the Code. 

Antipodia chaostola Chaostola Skipper e - Y Y Yes 
Yes. Table 1.2.b simply notes the existing inclusion of the species 
in the TFA but does not note its priority species status. 

Chrysolarentia decisaria 
Tunbridge Looper 
Moth 

e - - N No 

Yes. 

While not included in any lists of “priority species”, recent 
collections in the Interlaken area (K. Richards pers. comm.) in a 
site potentially subject to the provisions of the Forest Practices Act 
means that inclusion in the TFA is now necessary. 

Dasybela achroa 
Saltmarsh Looper 
Moth 

v - - - No 
No. 

See comments under chevron looper moth. 



Threatened Fauna Adviser review 

Background Document 1: History and preliminary review of species’ information 

Mark Wapstra & Niall Doran     Trim 2011/26620 45 of 75 

 

Scientific Name 

 

Common Name TSPA EPBCA RFA RFA2008 TFA2002 Inclusion in revised TFA 

Fraus latistria 
Broad-striped Ghost 
Moth 

- - - Y Yes 

No. Species has recently been removed from the TSPA so there is 
no longer any justification for including the species in the revised 
TFA. 

A formal decision is sought on the inclusion of this species in the 

revised TFA (see main document). - Note in 21 Feb. 2009 
finalised version: species not to be included until otherwise 
advised by PSC 

Oreisplanus munionga subsp. 
larana 

Marrawah Skipper e - - Y No 

Yes. 

Not listed at the time the TFA was originally prepared. The species 
has also not previously been thought to occur in sites potentially 
subject to forestry but recent evidence has shown it to be present 
in several forest and scrub situations.  

Oreixenica ptunarra 
Ptunarra Brown 
Butterfly 

v - Y Y Yes Yes. 

Pseudalmenus chlorinda subsp. 
myrsilus 

Tasmanian 
Hairstreak 
(butterfly) 

r - - Y No 
Yes. 

Was not included in last TFA as it was not listed. 

Theclinesthes serpentata subsp. 
lavara 

Chequered blue r - - - No 
No. 

See comments under chevron looper moth. 

FRESHWATER CRAYFISH 

Astacopsis gouldi 
Giant Freshwater 
Crayfish 

v VU Y Y Yes Yes. 

BURROWING CRAYFISH 

Engaeus granulatus 
Central North 
Burrowing Crayfish 

e EN - Y No 
Yes. 

Listed in 2005 after previous edition of TFA. Occurs in production 
forest and other habitats subject to the provisions of the Forest 
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Practices Act. 

Engaeus martigener 
Furneaux Burrowing 
Crayfish 

v EN - Y No 

Yes. 

The species occurs wholly in areas that are reserved (or managed 
as such) in sites unlikely to be subject to the provisions of the 
Forest Practices Act. However, there are some sites in forested 
habitats that may be subject to minor works (e.g. track work) so 
inclusion of the species is marginally justified. 

Engaeus orramakunna 
Mt. Arthur 
Burrowing Crayfish 

v VU Y Y Yes Yes. 

Engaeus spinicaudatus 
Scottsdale 
Burrowing Crayfish 

e EN Y Y Yes Yes. 

Engaeus yabbimunna 
Burrowing Crayfish 
(Burnie)  

v VU Y Y Yes Yes. 

Ombrasticoides denisoni Denison crayfish - - - - No 

Yes. 

Forestry operations are already applying ‘interim’ prescriptions. 
Species is under review as part of the present burrowing crayfish 
review by ND and AMMR and a nomination for listing is likely 
during the course of development of the TFA. We will work on the 
assumption that the species will be listed and require 
consideration (forest-dependent species). 

TERRESTRIAL SNAILS 

Anoglypta launcestonensis 
North East Forest 
Snail 

- - Y N Yes 

No. 

Species has been officially delisted from the TSPA and is no longer 
considered a “priority species” under the RFA. Management of 
State forest SMZs (if not already now in reserves) can be an 
internal affair through FT’s MDC system. 

A formal decision is sought on the inclusion of this species in the 
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revised TFA (see main document). - Note in 21 Feb. 2009 
finalised version: species not to be included until otherwise 
advised by PSC 

Austrochloritis victoriae 
Southern Hairy Red 
Snail 

v - - Y Yes 

Yes. 

May be included as part of a complex of species that occur on King 
Island (see birds). 

Charopidae “Skemps” Skemps Snail r - Y Y Yes Yes. 

“Discocharopa” vigens Land Snail v - - Y No 

Yes. 

Occurs in forest in the Hobart area, some of which is outside 
reserves and there is also some potential habitat potentially 
subject to activities under the Forest Practices Act. 

Helicarion rubicundus Burgundy Snail r - Y - Yes 
Yes. 

Was included in RFA as a Part A2 priority species. 

Miselaoma weldi Stanley Snail e - Y ? No 

No. 

This species occurs on the The Nut at Stanley, which is unlikely to 
ever be subject to any activities under the Forest Practices Act. Its 
inclusion as an original RFA priority species seems to be an error. 

Note that Table 1.2.b lists the species but does not make 
recommendations for its inclusion as a priority species. 

Pasmaditta jungermanniae Cataract Gorge Snail v - - Y Yes Yes. Status indicates recent uplisting on the TSPA. 

Roblinella agnewi Silky Snail r - Y - No 

No. 

This species occurs on the slopes of Mount Wellington (wholly in 
reserve) and possibly from a few other sites also unlikely to be 
subject to any activities under the Forest Practices Act. Its 
inclusion as an original RFA priority species seems to be an error. 

A formal decision is sought on the inclusion of this species in the 

revised TFA (see main document). - Note in 21 Feb. 2009 
finalised version: species not to be included until otherwise 
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advised by PSC 

Tasmaphena lamproides Keeled Snail r - Y Y Yes 
Yes. 

Was included in RFA as a Part A2 priority species. 

FRESHWATER SNAILS 

One recently delisted species (Beddomeia kessneri) is not shown in the list below. The list below reflects the status of species as amended by recent changes to the schedules of the TSPA. 

Beddomeia angulata 
Hydrobiid Snail 
(Rabid River) 

r - 

Y Y Y 

Yes. 

Species were included in RFA as “Beddomeia spp.” and “Phrantela 
spp.”. While some of the listed species may occur in areas unlikely 
to be subject to the provisions of the Forest Practices Act, the 
present TFA considers all species as a group, along with the 
caddisflies. While there may be justification for separating the 
caddisflies from the hydrobiid snails in the revised TFA, they are 
highly unlikely to be listed under individual species. 

Note that the listed status of the species is likely to be reflected in 
the decision pathways with the more widespread species 
(generally listed as rare) and the narrow range endemics 
(generally now listed as endangered) being split into two groups. 

A formal decision is sought on the inclusion of recently delisted 
species in the revised TFA (see main document). 

Beddomeia averni 
Hydrobiid Snail 
(West Gawler) 

e - 

Beddomeia bellii 
Hydrobiid Snail 
(Heazlewood River) 

r - 

Beddomeia bowryensis 
Hydrobiid Snail 
(Bowry Creek) 

r - 

Beddomeia briansmithi 
Hydrobiid Snail 
(Fern Creek) 

r - 

Beddomeia camensis 
Hydrobiid Snail (Cam 
River) 

e - 

Beddomeia capensis 
Hydrobiid Snail 
(Table Cape) 

e - 

Beddomeia fallax 
Hydrobiid Snail 
(Heathcote Creek) 

r - 

Beddomeia forthensis 
Hydrobiid Snail 
(Wilmot River) 

r - 

Beddomeia franklandensis 
Hydrobiid Snail 
(Frankland River ) 

r - 

Beddomeia fromensis 
Hydrobiid Snail 
(Frome River) 

e - 
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Beddomeia fultoni 
Hydrobiid Snail 
(Farnhams Creek) 

e - 

Beddomeia gibba 
Hydrobiid Snail 
(Salmon River Road) 

r - 

Beddomeia hallae 
Hydrobiid Snail 
(Buttons Rivulet) 

e - 

Beddomeia hermansi 
Hydrobiid Snail 
(Viking Creek) 

e - 

Beddomeia hullii 
Hydrobiid Snail 
(Heazlewood River) 

r - 

Beddomeia inflata 
Hydrobiid Snail 
(Heathcote Creek) 

r - 

Beddomeia kershawi 
Hydrobiid Snail 
(Macquarie River) 

e - 

Beddomeia krybetes 
Hydrobiid Snail (St. 
Pauls River) 

v - 

Beddomeia launcestonensis 
Hydrobiid Snail 
(Cataract Gorge) 

e - 

Beddomeia lodderae 
Hydrobiid Snail 
(Upper Castra 
Rivulet) 

v - 

Beddomeia mesibovi 
Hydrobiid Snail 
(Arthur River) 

r - 

Beddomeia minima 
Hydrobiid Snail 
(Scottsdale) 

r - 

Beddomeia petterdi 
Hydrobiid Snail 
(Blyth River) 

e - 

Beddomeia phasianella 
Hydrobiid Snail 
(Keddies Creek) 

r - 
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Beddomeia protuberata 
Hydrobiid Snail (Emu 
River) 

r - 

Beddomeia ronaldi 
Hydrobiid Snail (St. 
Patricks River) 

e - 

Beddomeia salmonis 
Hydrobiid Snail 
(Salmon River) 

r - 

Beddomeia tasmanica 
Hydrobiid Snail 
(Terrys Creek) 

r - 

Beddomeia topsiae 
Hydrobiid Snail 
(Williamson Creek) 

r - 

Beddomeia trochiformis 
Hydrobiid Snail 
(Bowry Creek) 

r - 

Beddomeia tumida 
Hydrobiid Snail 
(Great lake) 

e - 

Beddomeia turnerae 
Hydrobiid Snail 
(Minnow River) 

r - 

Beddomeia waterhouseae 
Hydrobiid Snail 
(Claytons Rivulet) 

e - 

Beddomeia wilmotensis 
Hydrobiid Snail 
(Wilmot river) 

r - 

Beddomeia wiseae 
Hydrobiid Snail 
(Blizzards Creek) 

v - 

Beddomeia zeehanensis 
Hydrobiid Snail 
(Little Henty River) 

r - 

Phrantela annamurrayae 
Hydrobiid Snail 
(Heazlewood River) 

r - 

Phrantela conica 
Hydrobiid Snail 
(Little Henty River) 

r - 
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Phrantela marginata 
Hydrobiid Snail 
(Heazlewood River) 

r - 

Phrantela pupiformis 
Hydrobiid Snail 
(Tyenna River) 

r - 

CADDISFLIES 

Four recently delisted species (Diplectrona castanea, Diplectrona lyella, Hydrobiosella armata and Leptoceras souta) are not shown in the list below. 

Ecnomina vega 
Caddis Fly 
(Macquarie River) 

r - 

Y Y Yes 

Yes. 

Species were included in RFA as “Trichopteran spp.”. While some 
of the listed species may occur in areas unlikely to be subject to 
the provisions of the Forest Practices Act, the present TFA 
considers all species as a group, along with the hydrobiid snails. 
While there may be justification for separating the caddisflies 
from the hydrobiid snails in the revised TFA, they are highly 
unlikely to be listed under individual species. 

A formal decision is sought on the inclusion of recently delisted 
species in the revised TFA (see main document). 

Hydrobiosella sagitta 
Caddis Fly (St. 
Columba Falls) 

r - 

Hydroptila scamandra 
Caddis Fly (Upper 
Scamander River) 

r - 

Oecetis gilva 
Caddis Fly (South 
Esk River) 

r-  

Orphninotrichia maculata 
Caddis Fly (Wedge 
River) 

r - 

Orthotrichia adornata 
Caddis Fly (Derwent 
River) 

r - 

Oxyethira mienica 
Caddis Fly (Ouse 
River) 

r - 

Ramiheithrus kocinus Caddis Fly (Corinna) r - 

Stenopsychodes lineata 
Caddis Fly (Bluff Hill 
Creek) 

r - 

Tasimia drepana 
Caddis Fly (Huon & 
Picton Rivers) 

r - 
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Taskiria mccubbini 
Caddis Fly (Lake 
Pedder) 

e - 

Taskiropsyche lacustris 
Caddis Fly (Lake 
Pedder) 

e - 

GREAT LAKE SPECIES 

Benthodorbis pawpela 
Hydrobiid Snail 
(Great Lake) 

r - 

- Y Yes Yes. 

Costora iena 
Caddis Fly (Great 
Lakes) 

x - 

Mesacanthotelson setosus Isopod (Great Lake) r - 

Mesacanthotelson tasmaniae Isopod (Great Lake) r - 

Onchotelson brevicaudatus 
Isopod (Great Lake 
& Shannon Lagoon) 

r - 

Onchotelson spatulatus Isopod (Great Lake) e - 

Tasniphargus tyleri 
Amphipod (Great 
Lake) 

r - 

Uramphisopus pearsoni Isopod (Great Lake) r - 

BEETLES & WEEVILS 

Castiarina insculpta Miena Jewel Beetle e - - Y No 

Yes. 

Species re-discovered in forest in 2004. Status reflects recent 
downlisting from extinct to endangered on the TSPA. 

Catadromus lacordairei 
Catadromus Carabid 
Beetle 

v - Y Y Yes Yes. Status reflects recent uplisting on the TSPA. 

Enchymus sp.nov. 
Weldborough Forest 
Weevil 

r - Y Y No 
Yes. 

Only listed in 2002, very little known but definitely a forest-
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dweller. 

Hoplogonus bornemisszai 
Bornemisszas Stag 
Beetle 

e - Y Y Yes Yes. 

Hoplogonus simsoni Simsons Stag Beetle v - Y Y Yes Yes. 

Hoplogonus vanderschoori 
Vanderschoors Stag 
Beetle 

v - Y Y Yes Yes. 

Lissotes latidens 
Broad-toothed Stag 
Beetle 

e EN Y Y Yes Yes. 

Lissotes menalcas 
Mt. Mangana Stag 
Beetle 

v - Y Y Yes Yes. 

CAVE FAUNA 

Cavernotettix craggiensis 
Craggy Island Cave 
Cricket 

r - - - No 
No. 

Species is restricted to a Furneaux group island. 

Echinodillo cavaticus 
Flinders Island Cave 
Slater 

r - - - No 

No. 

Species is restricted to a cave system on Flinders Island (near 
Whitemark) unlikely to ever be subject to the provisions of the 
Forest Practices Act. 

Goedetrechus mendumae Blind Cave Beetle  v - Y Y Yes Yes. Status reflects recent uplisting on TSPA. 

Goedetrechus parallelus 
Slender Cave Beetle 
(Junee-Florentine) 

v - Y Y Yes Yes. 

Hickmanoxyomma cavaticum 
Ida Bay Cave 
Harvestman 

r - Y Y Yes Yes. 

Hickmanoxyomma gibbergunyar 
Cave Harvestman 
(Mole Creek) 

r - Y Y Yes Yes. 

Idacarabus cordicollis 
Cave Beetle 
(Hastings Cave) 

r - Y Y Yes Yes. 
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Idacarabus troglodytes Ida Bay Cave Beetle  r - Y Y Yes Yes. 

Micropathus kiernani Cave Cricket e - Y Y Yes Yes. 

Olgania excavata 
Cave Spider (Bubs 
Hill Cave) 

r - Y Y Yes Yes. 

Parvotettix rangaensis Cave Cricket r - N N No 

No. 

Species is restricted to a cave system on Flinders Island (near 
Ranga) unlikely to ever be subject to the provisions of the Forest 
Practices Act. 

Parvotettix whinrayi 
Whinrays Cave 
Cricket 

r - N N No 

No. 

Species is restricted to a cave system on Erith Island unlikely to 
ever be subject to the provisions of the Forest Practices Act. 

Pseudotyrannochthonius typhlus 
Cave 
Pseudoscorpion 
(Mole Creek) 

r - Y Y Yes Yes. 

Tasmanotrechus cockerilli 
Cave Beetle (Mole 
Creek) 

r - Y Y Yes Yes. 

“WORMS” 

Dasyurotaenia robusta 
Tapeworm 
(Tasmanian Devil) 

r - - - No 

No. 

Species is a parasite of the listed devil so it is assumed that any 
management prescriptions for that species will cater for this one. 

Diporochaeta pedderensis 
Lake Pedder 
Earthworm 

e - - - No 

No. 

Species is considered to be extinct so applying management 
prescriptions is nonsensical. 

SPIDERS 

Hadronyche pulvinator Cascade Funnel-web x - - - No No. 
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Spider Species is considered to be extinct so applying management 
prescriptions is nonsensical. 

Migas plomleyi 
Plomleys Trapdoor 
Spider 

r - Y - No 

Yes. 

Inclusion is warranted because of the slight possibility of the 
species occurring in sites subject to the provisions of the Forest 
Practices Act. It is noted in the recent RFA list as not occurring in 
production forest but this criterion is not sufficient to reject 
inclusion. 

Note that Table 1.2.b lists the species but does not make 
recommendations for its inclusion as a priority species. 

Plesiothele fentoni 
Lake Fenton 
Trapdoor Spider 

e - - - No 

Yes. 

Species occurs at Lake Fenton (at a site unlikely to be subject to 
the provisions of the Forest Practices Act) but may also occur in 
the wet forests of Tarraleah and intervening areas (which are 
subject to intensive forest management). 

VELVET WORMS 

Ooperipatellus cryptus 
Northwest Velvet 
Worm 

- - Y Y Yes 

No. Species has recently been removed from the TSPA so there is 
no longer any justification for including the species in the revised 
TFA. 

A formal decision is sought on the inclusion of this species in the 

revised TFA (see main document). - Note in 21 Feb. 2009 
finalised version: speciesl not to be included until otherwise 
advised by PSC 

Tasmanipatus anophthalmus Blind Velvet Worm e - Y Y 
 Yes. 

Tasmanipatus barretti Giant Velvet Worm r - Y Y 

OTHER INVERTEBRATES 
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Scientific Name 

 

Common Name TSPA EPBCA RFA RFA2008 TFA2002 Inclusion in revised TFA 

Allanaspides hickmani 
Hickmans Pigmy 
Mountain Shrimp 

r - - - No 

No. 

Entire range is outside any areas likely to be subject to, or affected 
by, activities covered by the Forest Practices Act. 

Haloniscus searlei Salt Lake Slater e - - - No 

Yes. 

Inclusion is due to recent information (K. Richards pers. comm.). 
This will be subject to further review on species’ information. 
Status reflects recent uplisting on TSPA. 

Schayera baiulus 
Schayers 
Grasshopper 

e - Y Y Yes Yes. 

MARINE INVERTEBRATES 

Gazameda gunnii Gunns Screw Shell v - - - 

No 

No. 

These are all marine (including marine littoral) species that occupy 
habitat types outside (or beyond) the provisions of the Forest 
Practices Act and are thus not included in the revision of the TFA. 

The potential of terrestrial activities to impact on the marine 
environment is recognised. However, it is the role of the 
provisions of the broader Forest Practices Code to manage such 
impacts. It is not the role of the present review to assess the 
adequacy or efficacy of the Code. 

Marginaster littoralis 
Derwent River 
Seastar 

e - - - 

Patiriella vivipara Live-bearing Seastar v - - - 

Smilasterias tasmaniae Seastar r - - - 
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APPENDIX A. Consultant Brief 

 

The following is a copy of the items listed as “Contracted Services” on the contract between the Forest Practices Authority 
and Mark Wapstra (Environmental Consulting Options Tasmania). This is included for easy reference by all parties. The 
following essentially forms the “Consultant Brief”. Note that the Brief below may be amended by the parties by mutual 
agreement and readers should refer to the formal file notes for the latest version. 

 

Contracted Services 
 
The Contracted Services are: 
 
The Contractor is to assist with the revision of the Threatened Fauna Adviser (2001) (a decision support tool used 
by forest planners) by providing a Background Document and Draft Web-based interface. 

 
Tasks – General 

 To review any new information (published and unpublished scientific literature and/or expert opinion) relating to the 
conservation management of threatened forest fauna (species to be covered by the Threatened Fauna Adviser (TFA) 
as agreed by the Project Steering Committee (PSC); 

 Taking into account the new information (and referencing it), develop a draft Background Document containing a 
revised set of decision paths and management recommendations that meets the objectives and requirements of 
relevant National and State legislation and policies. This will be considered by the PSC and other Committees 
involved in the endorsement process; 

 To attend meetings with the PSC to discuss progress as required; 

 To evaluate the effectiveness of the software platform recommended by the PSC in delivering the revised TFA via the 
FPA web site; 

 To develop and deliver a draft web-based revised TFA for consideration by the PSC and other Committees involved in 
the endorsement process. 

The Contracted Services will end with the delivery of a final draft web-based product suitable for consideration by the PSC 
and other committees. Further revisions after consideration by such committees will need to be requoted at a later date. 
 
Deliverables and Timeframe  
The Contractor will coordinate the production of deliverables to the required schedule. The work will be undertaken by 
Mr Mark Wapstra and Dr Niall Doran. Casual staff employed by The Contractor (Brian French and others as required) may 
undertake some of the technical/scientific tasks (e.g. literature reviewing, beta testing, document editing, etc.). 

 May 29 2008 - Provide first draft of background document to PSC for comment. This document will provide an 
overview of the history of the TFA, list of species to be included in the revised TFA, and a referenced review of new 
information. 

 June 28 2008 – PSC to provide feedback on first draft to Contractor 

 August 22 2008– Taking into consideration feedback from the PSC, provide a second draft of the background 
document, including draft decision paths and recommendations, to PSC for comment.  

 September 14 2008 – PSC to provide feedback on second draft to Contractor 

 September 28 2008– Taking into consideration feedback from the PSC, provide a third draft of the Background 
document to PSC including report on software evaluation. 

 October 25 2008 – PSC to provide feedback on third draft to Contractor 

 October 28 2008- Introduce draft web-based TFA to PSC and species specialists for comment. 
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 November 28 2008 – PSC to provide feedback on draft web-based TFA 

 December 30 2008 – Taking into consideration feedback from the PSC, provide final background document and final 
draft web-based TFA to PSC. 

 
To assist the Contractor with providing the Contracted Services the FPA will:  
1. Require the PSC to provide a list of fauna species to be included in the TFA to the Contractor at the earliest possible 

convenience. 

2. Require the PSC to provide the Contractor with a fully functional software license and installation disks for the 
software platform to be used, suitable for installation on at least 3 laptop computers to ensure all Contractor staff 
have access to the appropriate version of any working drafts of the TFA. 

3. Ensure the old software platform used for the current Threatened Fauna Advisor will be replaced with a user-friendly 
program such as Lucid. 

4. Provide the Contractor with access to historical files held at the FPA and allow those files, or copies thereof, to be 
used at the Contractor’s office(s). 

5. Require the PSC to seek to ensure that specialists of FPA and TSS are made available at reasonable mutual 
convenience for the purposes of the Contracted Services. 

6. Arrange for the Contractor to consult with specialists outside FPA/TSS (e.g. UTas, IFS, Freshwater Systems, etc.) as 
required. 

7. Require the PSC to confirm that any discussions with specialist staff of FPA/TSS are regarded as “agency view” to 
negate the need to use managers as intermediaries and avoid the need to confirm every statement made by a 
specialist. 

 

A revised version of the consultant brief was agreed to between the consultants and the PSC during the development of 
Background Document 1 and is presented below. This revision essentially reflects a more efficient approach to undertaking 
the review process. 

 

Contracted Services 
 
 

The Contracted Services are: 
 
The Contractor is to assist with the revision of the Threatened Fauna Adviser (2001) (a decision support tool used 
by forest planners) by providing a Background Document and Draft Web-based interface. 

 
Tasks – General 

 To review any new information (published and unpublished scientific literature and/or expert opinion) relating to the 
conservation management of threatened forest fauna (species to be covered by the Threatened Fauna Adviser (TFA) 
as agreed by the Project Steering Committee (PSC)); 

 Taking into account the new information (and referencing it), develop draft background documents containing a 
revised set of decision paths and management recommendations that meets the objectives and requirements of 
relevant National and State legislation and policies. This will be considered by the PSC and other Committees 
involved in the endorsement process; 

 To attend meetings with the PSC to discuss progress as required; 

 To evaluate the effectiveness of the software platform recommended by the PSC in delivering the revised TFA via the 
FPA web site; 
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 To develop and deliver a draft web-based revised TFA for consideration by the PSC and other Committees involved in 
the endorsement process. 

The Contracted Services will end with the delivery of a final draft web-based product suitable for consideration by the PSC 
and other committees. Further revisions after consideration by such committees will need to be requoted at a later date. 
 
Deliverables and Timeframe  
The Contractor will coordinate the production of deliverables to the required schedule. The work will be undertaken by 
Mr Mark Wapstra and Dr Niall Doran. Casual staff employed by The Contractor (Brian French and others as required) may 
undertake some of the technical/scientific tasks (e.g. literature reviewing, beta testing, document editing, etc.). 

 May 23 2008 - Provide draft of Background Document 1 (“History of the Threatened Fauna Adviser, Review Process 
and Revised List of Included Species”) to PSC for comment. This document will provide an overview of the history of 
the TFA, an outline of the review process, and a tabulated list of species to be included in the revised TFA. 
Recommendations will be made to the PSC on which species are to be included in the revised TFA. 

 June 13 2008 – PSC to provide feedback on draft Background Document 1 to Contractor, specifically addressing the 
list of recommended species and other general recommendations made in Background Document 1. 

 June 30
 
2008 – Provide PSC with final version of Background Document 1 taking into consideration their 

commentary. 

 June 30 2008 – Provide PSC with draft of Background Document 2 (“Review of Species’ Information and Draft 
Decision Pathways”). 

 July 14 2008 – PSC to provide feedback on draft of Background Document 2, specifically providing commentary on 
the format of the document and review process because the document will be used as a “rolling” progressive 
document. 

 July 14 2008 to August 29 2008 – Provide various extracts of Background Document 2 to the PSC presenting species 
by species accounts and decision pathways for comment by the PSC. 

 July 14 2008 to September 9 2008 – PSC to provide feedback on progressive extracts of Background Document 2. 

 September 26 2008– Taking into consideration feedback from the PSC, provide a second full draft of Background 
Document 2, including draft decision paths and recommendations, to PSC for comment.  

 October 14 2008 – PSC to provide feedback on second draft of Background Document 2 to Contractor 

 October 28 2008– Taking into consideration feedback from the PSC, provide a final draft of Background Document 2 
to PSC. 

 October 28 2008- Introduce draft web-based TFA to PSC and species specialists for comment. 

 November 28 2008 – PSC to provide feedback on draft web-based TFA. 

 December 30 2008 – Taking into consideration feedback from the PSC, provide final Background Document 2, 
including final draft web-based TFA to PSC. 

 
To assist the Contractor with providing the Contracted Services the FPA will:  
8. Require the PSC to provide a list of fauna species to be included in the TFA to the Contractor at the earliest possible 

convenience. 

9. Require the PSC to provide the Contractor with a fully functional software license and installation disks for the 
software platform to be used, suitable for installation on at least 3 laptop computers to ensure all Contractor staff 
have access to the appropriate version of any working drafts of the TFA. 

10. Ensure the old software platform used for the current Threatened Fauna Advisor will be replaced with a user-friendly 
program such as Lucid. 
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11. Provide the Contractor with access to historical files held at the FPA and allow those files, or copies thereof, to be 
used at the Contractor’s office(s). 

12. Require the PSC to seek to ensure that specialists of FPA and TSS are made available at reasonable mutual 
convenience for the purposes of the Contracted Services. 

13. Arrange for the Contractor to consult with specialists outside FPA/TSS (e.g. UTas, IFS, Freshwater Systems, etc.) as 
required. 

14. Require the PSC to confirm that any discussions with specialist staff of FPA/TSS are regarded as “agency view” to 
negate the need to use managers as intermediaries and avoid the need to confirm every statement made by a 
specialist. 
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APPENDIX B. Specialist consultation letter 

 

The following is a copy of the letter and attached questionnaire that was sent to selected specialists during the course of 
preparing Background Documents 1 and 2. The process of consultation was agreed at the meeting between the consultants 
and the PSC on 23 June 2008 and in subsequent email discussions. 

 

Dear 

 

Threatened Fauna Adviser Review 2008 

 

The Forest Practices Authority and the Threatened Species Section (Department of Primary 
Industries & Water) are undertaking a review of the Threatened Fauna Adviser. 

The Threatened Fauna Adviser (TFA) is a key component of the forest practices system, used by 
the forest industry and conservation management planners to develop management 
recommendations for threatened forest fauna. 

It is a computer-based decision-support system designed to capture best available information 
on species that may be affected by forestry activities. The TFA allows this information to be 
considered in a manner that allows practical development of site-specific management 
prescriptions by trained persons when forestry activities are conducted. 

The review of the Threatened Fauna Adviser is being directed by a Project Steering Committee 
from the Forest Practices Authority and the Threatened Species Section. External consultants 
are undertaking the first phase of the review. The second phase of the review will include review 
by the Threatened Species Scientific Advisory Committee and by stakeholders through the 
Forest Practices Advisory Council, with the final recommendations subject to approval by the 
board of the FPA.  

This letter is being sent to you and others who may have new or updated knowledge of the 
various species, species groups or management issues relevant to the review process. We would 
be pleased to receive information on any fauna species that may be affected by activities 
conducted under the Forest Practices Code, especially new information that might not be 
included in the current version of the Threatened Fauna Adviser. If you would like a copy of the 
current Threatened Fauna Adviser please contact Karen Richards at the FPA on 62337966. 

The information received will be used to guide further consultation and the development of the 
revised decision pathways that will form the crux of the updated Threatened Fauna Adviser. 
There will then be additional opportunities to provide input to the review process, including a 
public consultation phase. 

A questionnaire is attached to guide the provision of information. However, feel free to supply 
information in any format that is most convenient to you or your organisation. Please note that 
any information supplied will remain publicly available through the Forest Practices Authority. 
Information should be returned to the TFA Project Steering Committee at the Forest Practices 
Authority, who will coordinate responses and provide the information to the project 
consultants. 
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The consultants may follow up for further information on some lines of inquiry, so please 
provide contact details if you are happy to supply further information. This letter has been sent 
to as many people we could think of who have previously been involved in reviews of the 
Threatened Fauna Adviser and who we know are currently involved with the species likely to be 
included in the review.  

 

Yours Sincerely, 

 

Mr Graham Wilkinson, CFPO 

Forest Practices Authority 
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Threatened Fauna Adviser Review 2008 

Questionnaire 

Name:  .................................................................................................................  

Organisation:  .................................................................................................................  

Address:  .................................................................................................................  

Email:  .................................................................................................................  

Phone:  .................................................................................................................  

 

Are you happy for the external consultants to contact you directly to gather further 
information to that provided below? 

 .........................................................................................................................................  

 .........................................................................................................................................  

Are you familiar with the current version of the Threatened Fauna Adviser, and 
specifically how it delivers management recommendations? 

 .........................................................................................................................................  

 .........................................................................................................................................  

Have you provided input into the development of previous versions of the Threatened 
Fauna Adviser? 

 .........................................................................................................................................  

 .........................................................................................................................................  

Do you have any comments/suggestions on possible improvements to the current 
operation of the Threatened Fauna Adviser? 

 .........................................................................................................................................  

 .........................................................................................................................................  

 .........................................................................................................................................  

Are there particular species or group of species that you have expertise with? Please 
explain the nature of this expertise. 

 .........................................................................................................................................  

 .........................................................................................................................................  

 .........................................................................................................................................  

 .........................................................................................................................................  

To develop practical and pragmatic management recommendations we need to have 
information about the species involved. Important issues include but are not limited to 
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the distribution, habitat characteristics, level of survey that may be required, and 
potential impacts of forestry activities. For any species, or group of species, can you 
provide information below that might be useful for developing management 
prescriptions. 

Please attach additional sheets if needed. If you refer to any publications or similar 
information sources, can you indicate the availability of any such documentation. 

Species:  .......................................................................................................................  

Distribution 

[e.g. new or unreported occurrences, range extensions, etc.] 

 .........................................................................................................................................  

 .........................................................................................................................................  

 .........................................................................................................................................  

Habitat 

[e.g. unreported habitat types, range of habitats used, refuge habitats (e.g. in times of 
drought, etc.), disturbance regimes needed, etc.] 

 .........................................................................................................................................  

 .........................................................................................................................................  

 .........................................................................................................................................  

Biology 

[e.g. aspects of biology and behaviour that might affect management e.g. breeding 
season, emergence times, flying seasons, survey windows, etc.] 

 .........................................................................................................................................  

 .........................................................................................................................................  

 .........................................................................................................................................  

 .........................................................................................................................................  

Management 

[need to consider all aspects of management under a forestry regime including 
accessing forest, harvesting forest products, removing timber, regeneration burning, 
weed, pest and disease management, etc.] 

 .........................................................................................................................................  

 .........................................................................................................................................  

 .........................................................................................................................................  
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If you are familiar with the current Threatened Fauna Adviser management 
recommendations for this species, can you provide suggestions on improved and/or 
alternative decision pathways? 

 .........................................................................................................................................  
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APPENDIX C. Industry consultation letter 

 

The following is a copy of the letter and attached questionnaire that was sent to the forest industry via the FPA’s standard 
mailing list for important announcements such as Administrative Instructions to FPOs so includes all FPOs, District and 
company managers and several other key planners and managers in various organisations. The letter was sent during the 
course of preparing Background Documents 1 and 2. The process of consultation was agreed at the meeting between the 
consultants and the PSC on 23 June 2008 and in subsequent email discussions. 

 

FOREST PRACTICES AUTHORITY 
 
Inquiries :  Sarah Munks 
Phone :  6233 8710 
Fax :  6233 7954 
Our red :  
Your ref :  
 
 
18th July 2008 

 

Dear FPO 

Review of the Threatened Fauna Adviser 

 

The Forest Practices Authority and the Threatened Species Section (Department of Primary 
Industries & Water) are undertaking a review of the Threatened Fauna Adviser and the 
management recommendations it delivers. 

The Threatened Fauna Adviser (TFA) is a key component of the forest practices system, used by 
the forest industry and conservation management planners. 

The review of the Threatened Fauna Adviser is being directed by a Project Steering Committee 
from the Forest Practices Authority and the Threatened Species Section. External consultants 
are undertaking the specific tasks of the review. 

As part of the initial phase of the review process, we are seeking information from people with 
expert knowledge of various species and from forest industry practitioners and managers. The 
second phase of the review will include review by the Threatened Species Scientific Advisory 
Committee and by stakeholders through the Forest Practices Advisory Council, with the final 
recommendations subject to approval by the board of the FPA. A briefing on the revised Adviser 
will be provided to all FPOs once the review process is completed. 

This letter is being sent to you and other people who may have particular knowledge of issues 
associated with the management of threatened fauna, particularly the on-ground 
implementation of management advice. 

We would be pleased to receive information on the management of threatened fauna subject to 
activities conducted under the Forest Practices Code, especially new information that might not 
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be included in the current version of the Threatened Fauna Adviser. The previous version of the 
Adviser was launched in March 2002 so there are now management issues that have not 
previously been catered for via the Adviser, and undoubtedly there are some new and 
innovative approaches to dealing with such issues. 

The information received will be used to guide further detailed consultation and development of 
revised decision pathways in the Threatened Fauna Adviser. There will be additional 
opportunities to provide input to the review process, including a public consultation phase. 

A questionnaire is attached to guide the provision of information. However, feel free to supply 
information in any format that is most convenient to you or your organisation. Please note that 
any information supplied will remain publicly available through the Forest Practices Authority.  

 
 
Any information you would like to contribute should be returned to the TFA Project Steering 
Committee at the Forest Practices Authority, who will coordinate responses and provide the 
information to the project consultants. We suggest that coordination of individual responses 
within larger offices may be efficient but the review team is happy to consider individual 
responses, especially where they relate to direct on-ground use of the TFA. 

The consultants may follow up for further information on some lines of inquiry, so please 
provide contact details if you are happy to supply further information. 

Yours Sincerely, 

 

Graham Wilkinson 
Chief Forest Practices Officer 
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Threatened Fauna Adviser Review 2008 

Questionnaire 

Name:  .................................................................................................................  

Organisation:  .................................................................................................................  

Address:  .................................................................................................................  

Email:  .................................................................................................................  

Phone:  .................................................................................................................  

 

Are you happy for the external consultants to contact you directly to gather further 
information to that provided below? 

 .........................................................................................................................................  

 .........................................................................................................................................  

Are you familiar with the current version of the Threatened Fauna Adviser, and 
specifically how it delivers management recommendations? 

 .........................................................................................................................................  

 .........................................................................................................................................  

Apart from the inclusion of new species, do you have any comments/suggestions on 
possible improvements to the current operation of the Threatened Fauna Adviser? 

 .........................................................................................................................................  

 .........................................................................................................................................  

 .........................................................................................................................................  

 .........................................................................................................................................  

 .........................................................................................................................................  

To develop practical and pragmatic management recommendations we need to have 
information about the management issue and how it might affect the species. 

In relation to existing decision pathways and species, can you indicate any areas of 
concern e.g. particular management issue not covered by Adviser, management 
recommendations impractical to apply for some reason, etc. 

In relation to species that are not presently included in the Adviser but for which you 
have been applying management recommendations (e.g. masked owl, central north 
burrowing crayfish, Marrawah skipper, etc.), can you indicate similar issues of concern. 

Please attach additional sheets if needed. If you refer to any publications or similar 
information sources, can you indicate the availability of any such documentation. 
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Species:  .......................................................................................................................  

Issue(s) 

 .........................................................................................................................................  

 .........................................................................................................................................  

 .........................................................................................................................................  

 .........................................................................................................................................  

 .........................................................................................................................................  

Species:  .......................................................................................................................  

Issue(s) 

 .........................................................................................................................................  

 .........................................................................................................................................  

 .........................................................................................................................................  

 .........................................................................................................................................  

 .........................................................................................................................................  

Species:  .......................................................................................................................  

Issue(s) 

 .........................................................................................................................................  

 .........................................................................................................................................  

 .........................................................................................................................................  

 .........................................................................................................................................  

 .........................................................................................................................................  

Species:  .......................................................................................................................  

Issue(s) 

 .........................................................................................................................................  

 .........................................................................................................................................  

 .........................................................................................................................................  

 .........................................................................................................................................  

 .........................................................................................................................................  

Species:  .......................................................................................................................  

Issue(s) 
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 .........................................................................................................................................  

 .........................................................................................................................................  

 .........................................................................................................................................  

APPENDIX D. Agreed procedures 

 

The following is a verbatim copy of the “agreed procedures” with only minor formatting changes to suit the current 
document format. 

 

Procedures for the management of threatened species in wood 
production forests under the forest practices system 

Threatened species as listed in the schedules to the Threatened Species Protection Act 
1995 will be managed in wood production forests under the forest practices system as 
follows. 

1. Provisions of the Forest Practices Code.  The Code prescribes the approach that must 
be taken with respect to the conservation of flora and fauna, including threatened 
species.  The Code (2000) provides that threatened species must be managed in 
accordance with procedures agreed between the Forest Practices Board (FPB) and 
the Director of the National Parks and Wildlife Service (pursuant to s.5 of the 
National Parks and Wildlife Act 1970).  This document sets out those agreed 
procedures.   

2. Forest Practices Officers – Forest Practices Officers are responsible for planning and 
supervising forest operations and are therefore key personnel for the transmission 
of good management prescriptions to landowners and forest workers.  Specialists 
within the FPB and DPIWE will actively support and facilitate the continuing training 
of Forest Practices Officers.  

3. Endorsed management prescriptions 

3.1 Fauna 

3.1.1 The Threatened Fauna Manual for Production Forests in Tasmania 
and the Threatened Fauna Adviser Expert System program will be 
the basis for providing management prescriptions at the 
operational (coupe) scale.   

3.1.2 The Threatened Fauna Manual for Production Forests in Tasmania 
and the Threatened Fauna Adviser program will be updated on a 
regular basis, as new information becomes available.  In addition, 
the manual and program should be reviewed at least every 5 
years, to coincide with the 5 yearly reviews under the RFA.  The 
development and review of the manual and program and any 
updates will be subject to consultation among specialists within 
FPB and DPIWE, landowners and Forest Practices Officers.  The 
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manual and program and any changes will be subject to formal 
endorsement by the following bodies – the Director of the 
National Parks and Wildlife Service, the Scientific Advisory 
Committee established under the Threatened Species Protection 
Act and the Forest Practices Advisory Council established under 
the Forest Practices Act.  Any proposed changes will be taken as 
endorsed by a body where that body has not responded within 3 
months to a request for endorsement of a change. New site data 
that become available to the FPB will be added to the Threatened 
Fauna Manual (web version) as soon as practical after the site is 
received (within 2 weeks) to ensure that the most up-to-date 
information is available to the forest industry.  Such alterations to 
the Threatened Fauna Manual do not require endorsement by the 
parties listed above.  Specialists from DPIWE will supply relevant 
data on forest-associated threatened fauna, as the data become 
available. 

3.1.3 Forest Practices Officers will consult the Threatened Fauna Manual 
for Production Forests in Tasmania (or up to date version in GIS 
format) to determine whether an operational area contains or is 
likely to contain threatened species.   

3.1.4 The Forest Practices Officer will consult the Threatened Fauna 
Adviser to determine the appropriate endorsed management 
prescription and will seek further specialist advice from the Senior 
Zoologist of the FPB where required by the provisions of the 
Threatened Fauna Adviser.  

3.1.5 Where an operational area contains or is likely to contain 
threatened species, the Forest Practices Officer will notify the 
Senior Zoologist of the FPB. 

3.1.6 Where a Forest Practices Officer seeks further advice for a specific 
operational area in accordance with the Threatened Fauna 
Adviser, or where endorsed prescriptions are not appropriate for 
an operation, the Senior Zoologist of the FPB will consult with the 
DPIWE to determine an appropriate management prescription.  
This should involve consultation and negotiation among the 
specialists, the Forest Practices Officer and the landowner and 
may involve field inspections or surveys.  Advice will be provided 
within 6 weeks, otherwise the Forest Practices Officer may 
proceed on the basis of best available information. 

3.2 Flora 

3.2.1 The Forest Botany Manuals will be the basis for providing 
management prescriptions at the operational scale.  
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3.2.2 The manuals will be updated on a regular basis, as new 
information becomes available.  In addition, the manuals should 
be reviewed at least every 5 years, to coincide with the 5 yearly 
reviews under the RFA.  The development and review of the 
manuals and any updates will be subject to consultation between 
specialists within FPB and the DPIWE, landowners and Forest 
Practices Officers.  The manuals and any changes will be subject to 
formal endorsement by the following bodies – the Director of the 
National Parks and Wildlife Service, the Scientific Advisory 
Committee established under the Threatened Species Protection 
Act and the Forest Practices Advisory Council established under 
the Forest Practices Act.  Any proposed changes will be taken as 
endorsed by a body where that body has not responded within 3 
months to a request for endorsement of a change.  

3.2.3 Forest Practices Officers will consult the manuals to determine 
whether an operational area contains or is likely to contain 
threatened species. 

3.2.4 Where an area contains or is likely to contain threatened species, 
the Forest Practices Officer will notify the Senior Botanist of the 
FPB to seek advice on management for the species. 

3.2.5 Endorsed management prescriptions will be developed and issued 
where possible for individual species or groups of species.  
“Endorsed management prescriptions” means endorsed by the 
Director of the National Parks and Wildlife Service, the Scientific 
Advisory Committee established under the Threatened Species 
Protection Act and the Forest Practices Advisory Council 
established under the Forest Practices Act.  When the operation 
will follow an endorsed management prescription, the Forest 
Practices Plan can be determined in consultation with the FPB 
Senior Botanist without further consultation with DPIWE. Details 
of the site and operation will be provided by the FPB to DPIWE. 

3.2.6 Where standard endorsed prescriptions are not available or are 
not appropriate for an operation, prescriptions will be provided on 
a case by case basis.  The development of these prescriptions 
should involve consultation and negotiation among the relevant 
specialists within FPB and DPIWE, the Forest Practices Officer and 
the landowner and may involve field inspections or surveys.  
Advice will be provided within 6 weeks, otherwise the Forest 
Practices Officer may proceed on the basis of best available 
information. 

4 Forest Practices Plans - Once the Forest Practices Officer has obtained an 
endorsed management prescription, the officer will apply the prescription by 
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incorporating appropriate provisions into the Forest Practices Plan for the area.  
The provisions of a certified Forest Practices Plan are legally binding on all parties 
who operate within the area covered by the plan for the duration of the plan. A 
permit for the purposes of s.51 of the Threatened Species Protection Act is not 
required where a Forest Practices Plan has been certified in accordance with 
these procedures. 

5 Monitoring of compliance – Compliance with the provisions of the Forest 
Practices Plan, including provisions that relate to threatened species, will be 
assessed by a Forest Practices Officer and a report on compliance will be lodged 
with the FPB within 30 days of the expiry of the plan, as required under s.25A of 
the Forest Practices Act.  The Board will publish information on compliance in its 
Annual Report. 

6 Independent audit and enforcement– The Board will audit the standard of 
planning and the degree of compliance with the implementation of the 
provisions of the Code and Forest Practices Plan, including those that relate to 
threatened species as part of its annual audit.  Results will be published in the 
Board’s Annual Report, as required under s.4 of the Forest Practices Act.  
Appropriate action will be taken with respect to instances of poor planning, or 
failure to comply with the provisions of a plan, in accordance with the provisions 
of the Forest Practices Act.  Potential breaches of the Threatened Species 
Protection Act will be reported to DPIWE as soon as practicable.  

7 Monitoring of efficacy of prescriptions – The Board in association with the DPIWE 
will monitor the efficacy of management prescriptions through a coordinated 
approach to research. 

8 Research – The FPB and the DPIWE will consult with landowners and other 
stakeholders to determine the priorities for research into the ecology and 
management requirements of threatened species.  Both bodies will coordinate 
an approach to secure appropriate levels of funding from all available sources.  
The forest industry recognises its role in contributing to research into the effects 
of forest management practices on threatened species.  The forest industry will 
consider the research needs for threatened species as part of its overall 
contribution to forest practices research under the terms of the forest practices 
research fund. 

These procedures are agreed: 

 

…………………………………… 

Chair 

Forest Practices Board 
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Date:……………………………... 

 

…………………………………… 

Director of the National Parks and Wildlife Service (pursuant to s.5 of the National Parks 
and Wildlife Act 1970) 

 

Date:……………………………… 
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