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Trialling implementation of the Biodiversity landscape planning guideline: 

results for three forest blocks 

Summary 

 This document reports on a project exploring the application and value of landscape-level 

planning for three State forest blocks, guided by the Biodiversity landscape planning guideline 

and associated planning tools. This report contributes to milestone 25 for Part 2 of the project 

entitled ‘Developing a framework for the conservation of habitat of regional forest agreement 

priority species and a strategic species plan for the swift parrot’, being a schedule signed between 

the Commonwealth and Tasmanian governments dated 2 February 2010 and its variants.  

Milestone 25 – To review and evaluate the outcomes of the first year of monitoring the 

effectiveness of forest management prescriptions and the landscape approach to the 

management of habitat of RFA priority species.   

 The Biodiversity landscape planning guideline has been developed to facilitate management of 

habitat for RFA priority species habitat, and biodiversity values in general, in areas covered by 

the Tasmanian forest practices system (across all land tenures).  

 State forest planners assessed the degree to which the outcomes of their current planning 

processes met the goals and associated management targets of the draft Biodiversity landscape 

planning guideline. The results indicated that many of the management targets are already met 

through the implementation of current policies (e.g. Regional Forest Agreement), historical 

application of planning processes (e.g. wildlife habitat strips) and current planning procedures that 

are implemented at the three year plan planning stage or forest practices plan planning stage. 

 The results also indicated that strategic planning for some values (e.g. threatened species) could 

be improved. Three management targets that do not currently have explicit planning processes in 

place to manage these values relate to mature habitat, in-stream habitat (catchment management) 

and remnant vegetation. The Forest Practices Code and associated planning tools currently 

provide little guidance on the management of these habitat elements at the landscape-scale. These 

gaps were recognised by the Biodiversity Review Panel in 2009 and further work is required in 

these areas.  

 A demonstration of how the Biodiversity landscape planning guideline could be applied in 

strategic planning was undertaken and trialled for three forest blocks; Southport (Huon), Nicholas 

(Bass) and Mt Foster (Bass). The trial focussed on implementing management target 2.1, relating 

to mature habitat management, and management target 6.1, relating to threatened species habitat 

management. Available GIS layers were used to inform the application of FPA’s draft mature 

habitat management approach (FPA 2012) and the Threatened Fauna Adviser (revised draft 

2012). The trial resulted in proposed alteration of the provisional coupe boundaries planned for 

these blocks in order to meet the management targets for these values (i.e. areas mapped as 

containing habitat for some threatened species and some areas of mature habitat were excluded 

from harvest). This trial helped clarify how the Biodiversity landscape planning guideline may be 

applied by planners, and identified a new tool needed to assist planners to strategically plan for 

mature habitat management (Mature Habitat Context Calculator). 
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 The three forest blocks varied considerably in relation to threatened species likely presence, 

amount of mature habitat, the area in formal reserve, and the distribution and type of forest 

management (i.e. plantation vs. native forest). In general, the revised coupe boundaries (altered 

predominantly to meet the management targets for the retention of mature habitat and some 

threatened species) were smaller than the original planned boundaries. With on-ground 

knowledge, however, the potential exists to extend the boundaries of the revised coupes into some 

of the un-couped areas within each forest block. For example, it may be determined that some 

excluded areas do not capture the particular habitat values for which they are being retained, and 

so coupe boundaries could potentially be extended at this stage in the planning process.  

 For one forest block, the difference between the original planned coupe area and the revised 

couped area was sizeable (26% reduction). However, if the management targets of the 

Biodiversity landscape planning guideline are applied in this way at the strategic planning stage 

(e.g. 3 year planning), the biodiversity provisions of the Forest Practices Code are expected to be 

largely met. This would therefore minimise the need for additional exclusion of areas for some 

values (e.g. threatened species) and increase certainty during coupe-level planning.  

 The scenario testing done focused on management of mature habitat and threatened species. 

Catchment management has been identified as important, but there is currently no planning tool to 

assist planners in this area. The forest age structure was examined for state forest within the 

different subcatchments in the three test forest blocks. There are currently no management targets 

for harvesting in subcatchments, but this trial highlighted the importance of considering stand age 

structure and coupe dispersal when planning the sequencing of harvest operations. Remnant 

vegetation management was not considered in this trial due to a current lack of relevant spatial 

information. 

 Feedback from the planners was that a landscape planning process could be useful, especially if it 

resulted in an endorsed strategic plan for biodiversity values and some threatened species. 

However, it was acknowledged that the development of such a strategic plan was currently limited 

by availability of accurate spatial data for some values and there was concern about the impact of 

some of the management recommendations (e.g. the mature habitat management approach) on the 

ability of industry to meet wood volume targets. Further exploration and testing is needed to 

determine the cost benefit of landscape scale planning and the impacts on wood supply.  

 It is proposed that a process be developed through the forest practices system and agreed 

procedures that results in endorsement of strategic plans for forest blocks that meet the goals and 

management targets delivered by the Biodiversity landscape planning guideline. It is envisaged 

that any coupes planned under an endorsed strategic plan would need minimal further planning 

for biodiversity. 

 It is proposed that applying the BLPG will help industry achieve certification as applying the 

BLPG helps meet a number of the principles (5, 6, 7, 9 & 10) and criteria for forest stewardship 

under the FSC international standard. 
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Acronyms and abbreviations 

3YP: Three-year plan 

AFS: Australian Forestry Standard 

BLPG: Biodiversity landscape planning guideline 

BVD: Biodiversity Values Database 

CLF: Clearfall 

CRA: Comprehensive Regional Assessments 

DPIPWE: Tasmanian Department of Primary Industries, Water and Environment 

FOD: Forest Operations Database (Forestry Tasmania) 

FPA: Forest Practices Authority 

FPAC: Forest Practices Advisory Council 

FPC: Forest Practices Code 

FPO: Forest Practices Officer  

FPP: forest practices plan  

FT: Forestry Tasmania 

GIS: Geographic Information System 

MDC system: Management decision classification system 

MHMA: Mature habitat management approach 

NF: Native forest 

OG: Old-growth 

PAMA: Public authority management agreement 

PC: Phytophthora cinamommi 

PI-type: photograph-interpreted type (information) 

RFA: Regional Forest Agreement 

SFEFL: Southern Forests Experimental Forest Landscape 

SMZ: Special Management Zone 

SOP: Standard Operating Procedure 

SPIBA: Swift Parrot Important Breeding Area 

SSR: Streamside reserve 

TFA: Threatened Fauna Adviser 

WHS: Wildlife Habitat Strip  
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1. Background 

The Forest Practices Authority has been contracted to develop an approach to the management of 

Regional Forest Agreement (RFA) priority species at the landscape-scale. This project is known as the 

RFA priority species project (see TRIM file 2011/46574). As part of this broader project, the Forest 

Practices Authority has developed a draft Biodiversity landscape planning guideline (BLPG) (FPA 

2011). The BLPG is the culmination of a literature review of ecological theory, and an understanding 

of the current approach to biodiversity management delivered through the Tasmanian forest practices 

system and elsewhere (Chuter & Munks 2011a, 2011b; Koch et al. 2011). The BLPG delivers 

objectives for the management of biodiversity, including RFA priority species and their habitats, 

across the landscape in areas covered by the forest practices system. The BLPG, and many of its 

objectives, has originated from the results of a review of the biodiversity provisions of the Forest 

Practices Code (Biodiversity Review Panel 2009) which recommended (as a result in part due to 

published theory in the ecological literature) increasing the capacity of the forest practices system to 

manage biodiversity values at the landscape-scale.  

Implementation of the BLPG is one of the main outputs of the RFA priority species project. However, 

before the BLPG can be endorsed and implemented, it needs to be trialled and tested and reviewed 

accordingly. Testing and assessing the practical application of the draft BLPG in different scenarios 

will determine the practicality, usefulness and effectiveness of the BLPG. [Note: this trial does not 

include a socio-economic impact assessment of the BLPG]. 

Two forest planners and one conservation planner from Forestry Tasmania were invited to help trial 

the implementation of the BLPG. One planner had extensive experience in the production of three-

year strategic plans, the other planner was experienced in coupe-level planning (Forest Practices Plan 

development). The conservation planner helped coordinate the process and provide relevant GIS data 

to conduct state-wide analyses. The objectives of this project undertaken by FT and FPA staff were: 

1. To assess if the BLPG goals are currently being met at the strategic planning stage and assess 

where any gaps may occur. 

2. To demonstrate how the BLPG can be applied in the strategic planning of forest management 

at the forest block scale. 

3. To evaluate the utility of the BLPG (does it assist planners in meeting the Forest Practices 

Code requirements during strategic planning), and consider the advantages and disadvantages 

of the approach. 

2. Current application of the BLPG goals and management targets during 

strategic planning 

The forest planners were briefed on the BLPG and asked if and how they currently met the 

management targets. They were also asked to document the actions taken to achieve the targets. Table 

1 summarises the information gathered. 

Goal 1. Maintain an extensive and permanent native forest estate and avoid or minimise 

any permanent forest loss. 

There is currently no conversion on State Forest which largely meets the requirements of Goal 1 

without any further action (although small areas (<5ha) may be converted to achieve practical 
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plantation boundaries on previously cleared land, and infrastructure development is permitted such as 

road construction, quarries, recreational facilities etc,  Forestry Tasmania 2011a).  

Goal 2. Maintain or improve landscape heterogeneity. 

Goal 2 is achieved in part on state forest. The interval between harvest operations is considered during 

strategic planning. The coupe dispersal provision of the Forest Practices Code contributes to the 

maintenance of age structure heterogeneity to an extent. However, this provision is inadequate for 

ensuring older seral stages are retained. Older seral stages are retained to varying degrees as part of 

other landscape related provisions (e.g. visual landscape reserves, wildlife habitat strips etc). The 

amount and distribution of these patches and strips of mature forest is determined by the special 

values that occur in that landscape, meaning the maintenance of the older seral stages in particular is 

achieved in an ad hoc fashion. Areas retained as part of coupe-level planning can contribute to the 

retention of older seral stages but more targeted planning of seral stages during strategic planning, in 

particular mature habitat, could help achieve this goal more fully. Remnant vegetation management is 

less of an issue on public land compared to private land, which is typically situated in a more human-

modified landscape. Where relevant, management of remnants is determined during coupe-level 

planning.  

Goal 3. Maintain connectivity of habitat for flora and fauna species.   

The management targets of goal 3 are largely achieved on state forest during strategic planning. WHS 

have largely been established on state forest at the landscape-scale. The location of WHSs  is 

considered permanent, but slight adjustments to their location can be made provided the intent of the 

WHS contribution in the immediate landscape is maintained (Forestry Tasmania 2011b). Streamside 

reserves are established for mapped streams, but on-site surveys are important for identifying 

additional unmapped streams. Further study is required to assess how well this goal of connectivity is 

currently achieved. 

Goal 4. Maintain and/or improve the condition of freshwater ecosystems. 

Goal 4 is indirectly managed through the provisions of the Forest Practices Code relating to 

streamside reserves, coupe dispersal, town water catchments, soil and water, and chemical use. For 

town water catchments, the level of harvesting within a catchment is considered during the 

preparation of three year wood production plans (i.e. the percentage of the catchment that is harvested 

within a specified time interval). Currently, there are no explicit provisions for management of water 

flow (other than town water catchments), and so the extent to which goal 4 is achieved by the existing 

provisions is unknown. Management of water quality is largely achieved through coupe-level 

planning and minimal benefit is expected to be achieved by managing water quality and riparian and 

in-stream habitat quality at a larger scale (other than how it relates to water flow).  

Goal 5. Maintain and/or improve the condition of native habitats for flora and fauna, 

particularly priority species. 

Goal 5 is currently largely achieved through coupe-level planning (e.g. washdown procedures, 

silvicultural practices). Some strategic planning tools are available, such as Special Management 

Zones for Phytophthora, weeds etc, which identify areas that require specific management practices to 

mitigate the spread of infected areas or protect susceptible areas (Forestry Tasmania 2011b). Little 

benefit is expected to be achieved by applying these tools at a more strategic scale. A small amount of 

strategic planning is done when defining provcoupe boundaries and meeting the coupe dispersal 

requirements, helping to minimise edge effects near sensitive areas. The timing of harvest operations 

is evaluated both strategically and operationally which helps maintain soil values by ensuring 
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harvesting activity is scheduled to occur at a time appropriate to the soil conditions of the harvest 

area.  

Goal 6. Maintain and/or improve the conservation status of forest species and their natural 

levels of genetic diversity. 

Goal 6 is currently largely achieved through coupe-level planning (e.g. threatened species 

recommended actions). Some threatened species management requirements are considered at the 

strategic scale (e.g. through implementation of strategic plans such as simsons stag beetle strategic 

plan in the north-east, the keeled snail strategic plan in the north-west, or strategic recommended 

actions delivered through the TFA). However, there is potential for the conservation requirements for 

some threatened species (particularly the wide-ranging species) to be met during strategic planning. 

Managing genetic pollution is a new principle and is not currently being widely addressed. Greater 

management could occur, particularly in the establishment of buffers and the location and type of 

plantations.  

Summary 

Overall, the strategies to meet the management targets of the BLPG are generally already being 

applied through existing planning procedures. This means that the strategic planning related 

biodiversity provisions of the Forest Practices Code are largely being met. This trial identified, 

however, four areas where landscape planning could be improved upon. These relate to mature habitat 

management, in-stream habitat (catchment water) management, remnant vegetation management, and 

threatened species habitat management. While there are existing planning procedures and Code 

provisions that contribute to varying degrees towards meeting these management targets, this trial 

identified a need for practical planning tools that manage for these values at a landscape scale.  

Some of the management targets were largely implemented during coupe-level planning (e.g. 

threatened species habitat management actions, hygiene measures, weed management). The planners 

felt that there would be little benefit in trying to implement these targets at the strategic level. The 

main exceptions were that some threatened species could be managed more efficiently during 

strategic planning, and provisions for managing genetic pollution to ameliorate impacts on reserves. 

One of the benefits with managing threatened species habitat at a landscape scale is that it could 

potentially negate or reduce the need for consideration of threatened species management 

requirements during coupe-level planning.  
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Table 1. Results of the industry analysis of how the management targets of the biodiversity landscape planning guideline (and hence the strategic level 

provisions of the Forest Practices Code) are applied on State Forest. The scale of application is indicated (e.g. during three-year planning (3YP) or 

during the production of forest practices plans (FPPs)). The planning and management mechanisms used to achieve this are indicated, and some 

recommendations and comments are provided where relevant. ‘NA’ indicates the management target is not considered at this level of planning. 

‘Applied in part’ means some measures are undertaken to meet this management target, but not all actions will be achieved in full. 

Management target How is this considered during the 3YP planning process How is this considered during the FPP planning process 

1.1 A minimum of 95 per cent of the 

1996 CRA native forest area is to be 

maintained on a state-wide basis. 

NA 

No broad-scale conversion on State forest (apart from roading, dam building etc.) 

Applying Forest Botany Manual, field surveys, and FPA biodiversity 

advice (relevant for roading plans and quarries as no other conversion 

done on State Forest). 

1.2 Maintain and/or enhance the area 

and/or condition of threatened native 

vegetation communities on public and 

private land.  

No broad-scale conversion on State forest. (apart from roading, dam building etc.) 

Mapping layers (TasVeg, Glob map, conserve- threatened species sites, Special 

Management Zones, provcoupe exclude codes, CAR reserves), local knowledge and 

strategic field surveys used to identify priority areas of threatened communities that are 

excluded from harvest.   

Applying Forest Botany Manual, field surveys, and FPA biodiversity 

advice (relevant for roading plans and quarries as no other conversion 

done on State Forest). 

1.3 Ensure that conversion does not 

result in any non-threatened forest 

community becoming threatened. 

No broad-scale conversion on State forest. (apart from roading, dam building etc.) 

 

Applying Forest Botany Manual, field surveys, and FPA biodiversity 

advice (relevant for roading plans). 

1.4 Maintain priority forest communities 

on public land wherever prudent and 

feasible.   

Local knowledge and strategic field surveys are used to identify potential coupes in the 

3YP that may contain priority forest communities. Priority communities on public land 

are excluded from harvested under the RFA, where prudent and feasible 

Applying Forest Botany Manual, field surveys and RFA requirements. 

2.1 Maintain the full range of seral stage 

pattern in native forests 

Applied in part. 

FPC coupe dispersal guideline and District Fire Management Strategy are considered 

(landscape assessment of fuels and consultation with neighbouring land managers (e.g. 

PWS, Norske, Huon district, Gunns), applying Biodiversity spine guidelines. 

Mature habitat in particular is often retained in WTE reserves, FT Giant trees, FT Special 

Species Strategy, FT Rainforest policy, TCFA (Minimise CLF of OG policy  - VR) 

FPC state need for fire management plans (E3), however no tools provided.  

Forests, including mature forest are retained during operation planning 

stage for special values, (soil, water, threatened species and 

communities, landscape, cultural values, geoconservation, giant trees), 

and operational constraints. 

2.2 Maintain remnant vegetation NA 

Not currently considered during strategic planning as rarely encountered on public land. 

Applied in part. 

Field surveys, applying relict rainforest policy. 

Variable in terms of how this is considered, depends on definition of 

remnant (needs clear definition). Currently have definition in Forest 

Botany Manual. 

2.3 Ensure adequate regeneration in 

native forest harvest areas is achieved 

Applied in part 

Appropriate silvicultural regimes applied at 3YP and forest block scale if deemed 

Applying appropriate silvicultural regime, reforestation/burning 

prescriptions in line with quality standards (which captures FPC E1.3 
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Management target How is this considered during the 3YP planning process How is this considered during the FPP planning process 

during each harvest cycle, including 

regeneration of the understorey 

important from local knowledge, particularly for dry and high altitude (>700m) forests, 

following FT tech bulletin principles. 

and E1.4), stocking standards and browsing management (E1.5), 

managing fire risk through Fire management evaluation, monitoring of 

pests and weeds, and seed crop evaluations and harvesting local 

provenance seed crop, based on seed zones, for regeneration. 

3.1 Maintain and/or enhance linkages 

along water courses capturing a range of 

habitat types and topographies 

Applied in part during strategic planning. 

SSRs established for mapped streams, and consideration of coupe sequencing to ensure 

the protection of SSR’s from fire. SSR are not put in place specifically to enhance 

linkages, nor to capture a range of habitat types and topographies.  

WHS are put in place to enhance linkages, but they are often located along streams. 

Field assessment and GIS Lidar used to refine established SSRs, and 

identify additional SSRs for unmapped streams and threatened species 

values (e.g. grey goshawk), WHS location changes based on field 

assessment and operational constraints, revegetation of riparian areas in 

plantations. 

4.1 Maintain water quality and flow 

within the range of natural variation over 

time 

Applied in part. 

3YP FPC town water catchment analysis, coupe dispersal, SSRs.  

Operational planning retains SSR and other forest for special values or 

operational constraints, FT Chemical use SOP, and applying FPC D1, 

D2, E2. 

4.2 Maintain and/or restore riparian 

vegetation and in-stream habitat 

Applied in part. 

SSR are retained and managed. Consideration of this aspect is given at this planning 

stage in terms of influencing decisions regarding recouping and scheduling for coupes 

with internal SSRs or SSRs on the boundary, and the need to manage these SSRs to 

ensure the minimisation of impact of post harvest burns on the values associated with 

these SSRs. 

Field assessment, applying Forest Botany Manual, identification of 

additional SSRs, and prescriptions to manage fire incursions, 

maintaining riparian vegetation through FPC, C4 stream matrix, FPA 

Soil and Water specialist advice. 

5.1 Manage the risk of introducing 

disease into a 'healthy' habitat 

NA 

Not currently considered during strategic planning 

Phytophthora (PC) management is applied at the operational level, 

through MDC check for PC Special Management Zones, Conserve, 

implementing hygiene measure as per operational planning and on-site 

values, applying FPA Flora technote 8, which includes washdown 

procedures, field assessment and laboratory testing of suspected sites 

(conserve and local knowledge, field assessment) when required. 

Nothing specific for chytrid fungus as yet, however the principles of 

SOP for machinery washdown should assist in contributing to this 

consideration. Myrtle rust considered as part of the relict rainforest tech 

note, and through protection of informal reserve values with regards to 

hanging cables. Also local knowledge and field reconnaissance with 

referral to FPA ecologists for advice, Quarry code of practices (MDC 

and FOD). 

5.2 Minimise the deleterious effects of 

weeds in native forests, with particular 

focus on declared environmental weeds 

and native forest adjacent to plantations. 

NA MDC - special management zones identified during operational 

planning, triggering technote. Field assessment. Operational 

prescriptions in FPP to manage the risk of weed-spread to informal and 

formal reserves, as per Flora sheet and FPC. FT district also apply 

‘washdown guidelines for weed and disease control' to every FPP. 

Consideration of pine plantation management to minimise risk of 
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Management target How is this considered during the 3YP planning process How is this considered during the FPP planning process 

wildlings to informal and formal reserves, particularly on sandy soil 

locations. This may include applying buffers.  

5.3 Minimise harmful edge effects on 

reserves and sensitive vegetation 

communities and sensitive priority 

species habitat. 

Applied in part 

During 3YP coupes are identified which may have potential boundary issues with 

reserves (formal and informal). 3YP process identifies requirements with regards to 

surveying boundaries, adjacency issues and additional tasking required to minimise edge 

effects. These boundary issues are then addressed during coupe-level planning. 

 

Field survey and special values assessment. Operational prescriptions 

to protect reserves (formal and informal) and forest managed under 

prescription from damage as a result of FPP planning (mechanical 

damage from harvesting, fire damage from regeneration burn, weeds 

and PC spread). Managing fire risk into reserves or fire sensitive 

communities is developed on a case by case basis depending on the 

values (e.g. button grass vs rainforest/WTE reserve/giant trees). Such 

prescriptions can include importing water (hose lays), extending 

reserve/retained areas to include a buffer (e.g. Cyathea australis), and 

monitoring fuel differentials, mechanical fire breaks to provide access 

for suppression and pre-burn monitoring activities. FT internal policies 

regarding minimising wildfire risk and recording planned burn 

incursions as wildfires. Application of 40m buffers to relict rainforest, 

and buffers on formal reserve boundaries (e.g. neighbouring button 

grass plains) - refer to fire management sheets.  

5.4 Maintain soil fertility and structure Applied in part during strategic planning 

Assessment of soil types influences an efficient schedule with regards to seasonality, as 

each coupe is categorised into it suitability for winter, shoulder or summer harvesting. 

Ensure a spread of planned operations across these categories for the financial year, to 

ensure availability of wood throughout the year for wood flow and contractor. This also 

manages soil values by ensuring that harvesting is conducted at the appropriate time. 

There is also some consideration in devising road networks and road classes specific for 

strategic cable operations and locality of operations. 

Field confirmation of soil type and erodibility, erosion risk (slope and 

erodibility), reconnaissance for landslips, landslip thresholds or 

potentials. Selection of machinery type (cable vs ground) based on 

field assessed erosion risk. Application of the wet weather provisions 

of the FPC C1.4, C2. C3, C4, C6, and Appendix 5, Appendix 6 and 

Appendix 3, and application of FPA soil and water specialist advice. 

6.1 Maintain populations of RFA priority 

species throughout their ranges, through 

the management of potential habitat and 

other management actions 

 

Application of  coupe dispersal, TFA strategic planning/considerations for threatened 

galaxiids, stag beetles, burgundy snail, keeled snail, skemps snail, velvet worms, 

hydrobiids, swift parrot,  

Selection and timing of operations to consider this target (ie implementation of longer 

lead in times for road construction activities in relation to breeding season requirements 

for raptor species) 

Consideration of threatened species with addition dispersal requirements, e.g. dispersal 

on either side of SSR or increasing streamside reserve widths for grey goshawks. 

Operationally would consider small conversion applications, 

(following FT internal guideline) as well applying FPA planning 

guideline. Conserve/BVD report, field reconnaissance, Apply FPA 

Planning tools (TFA, Fauna tech notes, FPC D3, and other forms of 

habitat retention from operational constraints and other special values 

management requirements (soil, water, landscape, cultural heritage, 

geo), Giant trees. 

6.2 Manage the risk of genetic pollution 

in threatened native eucalypt populations 

and areas of high conservation as defined 

in FPA Flora Technical Note 12. 

NA NA 

More recent principle and therefore not currently addressed. Need 

further monitoring of this risk with regards to assessing wildling and 

hybridisation occurrences, particularly with sensitive area (sandy dry 
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Management target How is this considered during the 3YP planning process How is this considered during the FPP planning process 

forests) and sensitive species that hybridise with E. nitens. Consider 

revision of plantation management SOP with regards to monitoring 

hybridisation in adjacent retained sensitive communities. Possibly, 

could be addressed in second rotation plantation planning and 

scheduling and could involve reverting part of plantation back to NF to 

ensure buffers if monitoring indicates issues in regard to hybridisation 
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3.  Methods used in trialling the BLPG  

The case studies provided in this report explore how the goals and management targets of the BLPG 

may be considered in strategic planning.  

During discussions with the foresters it was decided that a forest block would be an appropriate scale 

to trial ‘landscape-scale’ management planning. The entire state of Tasmania is divided into forest 

blocks, and these blocks occur across tenures, including both public and private land. Forest blocks 

occur at varying extents covering from 10,000 to 50,000 hectares.  

Three forest blocks in Tasmania; Southport, Nicholas and Mt Foster were selected for the trial. It 

should be emphasised that the results presented in this report were produced purely as examples for 

the purpose of this project. They should not be regarded as the final plan. Furthermore, it should be 

noted that during this project we identified the need for an additional planning tool to facilitate 

strategic planning. This planning tool, which will be referred to as the Mature Habitat Context 

Calculator, is required to provide information on mature habitat availability surrounding un-couped 

areas. The Mature Habitat Context Calculator is currently under development and would assist with 

planning areas like the Mt Foster Block (see below). 

GIS information used in the trial included: 

 Forestry Tasmania’s provcoupe boundaries 2012 (FT) 

 TasVeg 2009 (DPIPWE) 

 Mature habitat availability map 2011 (FPA) 

 Maturity habitat context map 2012 (FPA) 

 PI data 2012 (FT) (includes establishment year, growth stage, structural group, mature crown 

density) 

 GlobMap 2010 (DPIPWE) 

 NVA species records 2013 (DPIPWE) 

 Public Land 2008 (DPIPWE) 

 Transport layer 2008 (DIER). 

 

The current provcoupe boundaries used as a basis for this exercise already meet some of the goals and 

management targets of the BLPG (e.g. through implementation of WHS, SSR, eagle nest reserves 

etc). In Section 2 (above) it was noted that there were limitations in the current planning processes 

that relate to the mature habitat, catchment water, remnant vegetation, and some threatened species 

values. The FPA have been developing a planning tool for managing mature forest habitat, referred to 

as the Mature Habitat Management Approach (MHMA) draft technical note. As the planning tool 

focuses largely on coupe-level planning, applying the MHMA in this trial illustrates how the approach 

could be applied at a strategic scale. In particular, the issue of mature habitat recruitment was 

considered, as was the contribution in some areas of low density maturity to mature habitat 

management. 

For this trial the implementation of the BLPG focused primarily on the mature habitat management 

approach and threatened species management. No planning tools have been developed to explicitly 
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manage catchment water or remnant vegetation, and so the effect of any associated management 

actions on forest management planning could not be accounted for in this trial.  

The aim of the BLPG is to achieve the conservation goals, by meeting the management targets. While 

a recommended approach (i.e. planning tool) for achieving each management target is identified, the 

management targets could be achieved using a different approach to that specified. Consequently 

there are multiple ways in which the BLPG could be applied. 

For example, the strategic assessment could identify the issues that will need to be addressed during 

coupe-level planning. For example, it could highlight if targeted retention of mature habitat is 

expected in a particular coupe (i.e. mature habitat quality is expected to vary and so some retained 

areas will need to target higher quality habitat), or if areas retained for other measures are expected to 

achieve adequate management of mature habitat. 

Alternatively, the strategic assessment could result in modified coupe boundaries. This could be done 

in a way to achieve relevant management targets, either completely or in part. If partially met then the 

assumption could be made that the results of coupe-level planning will meet the target, or guidance 

could be provided for coupe-level planning to ensure the targets are met.  

Having a strategic assessment that partially meets the recommendations for landscape planning is 

expected to provide the best compromise between certainty in landscape management planning, and 

flexibility for coupe-level planning. It could then be assumed that this partial strategic planning 

coupled with coupe-level planning should meet all the goals and associated management targets of the 

BLPG. However, before relying on habitat provided during coupe-level planning done for other 

values, the amount, type, and bias of areas retained during coupe-level planning should be assessed.  

The steps used in trialling the BLPG on State forest, applied at the forest block scale is outlined 

below. This includes implementing the MHMA at a strategic scale.  

1. Identify areas of plantation. These coupe boundaries should not be adjusted during strategic 

planning, although revegetation of streamside areas may be recommended during coupe-level 

planning. 

2. Identify locality records for threatened species of concern (using the BVD, Conserve or the 

NVA) and apply buffers around relevant records (e.g. eagle and swift parrot nests, although 

reserves will already be established for many of these records).  

3. Identify species range boundaries and relevant TFA prescriptions. Assess the need for 

strategic and coupe-level planning for each species. Apply relevant strategic planning 

prescriptions (e.g. retention of E. globulus forest for swift parrot in some areas).  

4. Examine the mature habitat context map and mature habitat availability map (Table 2) and 

apply the mature habitat management approach. 

a. Assess mature habitat availability for the forest block in areas outside proposed 

coupes. The aim is to have at least 30% of the block managed for mature habitat. The 

types of areas retained for mature habitat management will vary between forest 

blocks depending on habitat availability. Where possible, planners should aim to 

manage 20% of the blocks for high/medium mature habitat availability, and 10% for 

low (and potentially negligible) mature habitat availability (the low and negligible, as 

well as areas with errors in mapping, are expected to ensure recruitment of mature 

habitat in the future). If this level is not met, use the approach outlined below when 

selecting additional areas for retention. 
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b. In areas where mature habitat context is 20% or greater at the landscape scale (HH, 

HL, MH or ML - see Table 2 for explanation) planners should manage at least 10% of 

the landscape within every 1km radius for mature habitat (high and medium density). 

Planners can do this by using the mature habitat context calculator to assess the 

distribution of mature habitat outside of couped areas. Where the mature habitat 

context calculator indicates areas outside the couped areas have a low mature habitat 

context, but the mature habitat availability map indicates areas of high or medium 

mature habitat availability occur within the couped area, the coupe boundaries could 

be adjusted until 10% mature habitat retention is achieved. When there is insufficient 

high or medium mature habitat to achieve this target, areas of low mature habitat 

should be considered for retention. When deciding how to adjust coupe boundaries, 

the mature habitat availability map should be used in conjunction with other 

information relevant to the forest practices system (e.g. the wedge-tailed eagle habitat 

map, CFEV data, information on visual landscapes, cultural heritage sites, 

geologically sensitive sites etc). [Note: a new tool, the Mature Habitat Context 

Calculator, needs to be developed so that this can easily be assessed by planners.] 

This approach asks planners to actively ensure 10% of the area across the forest block 

is managed for mature habitat, but the management approach asks for 20% of all 

areas to be managed for mature habitat. The additional 10% is expected to be 

achieved through areas excluded during coupe-level planning.  

c. In areas where mature habitat context is < 20% at the landscape scale (LH or LL – see 

Table 2), identify for retention ~90% of areas of high or medium mature habitat 

availability, or until 30% of the block is managed for current and future mature 

habitat (where possible around 20% high or medium mature habitat availability and 

10% low, with negligible contributing where there is insufficient high, medium or 

low mature habitat availability).  

5. Examine other spatial layers to assess if there is a large bias in the retained areas, and 

consider adjusting retained areas (if values can be maintained while ensuring better retention 

of under-reserved landscape types or vegetation types): 

a. Altitude 

b. Geology 

c. Vegetation type 
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Table 2. Details of the mature habitat mapping layers referred to in this document 

Mapping layer Details  

Mature Habitat 

Availability Map 

This map indicates the relative availability of mature eucalypt forest habitat, based on photo-interpreted spatial information. See FPA 

Fauna Tech Note 2 for details 

High Mature native forest with PI-type density class ‘a’ or ‘b’ (≥40 % crown cover is mature eucalypts), where no 

information was available for senescence or where SenCode information was not equal to ‘nil’. 

Medium Mature native forest with PI-type density class ‘c’ (20-40% crown cover is mature eucalypts) where no information was 

available for senescence or where SenCode information was not equal to ‘nil’. 

Low Mature native forest with PI-type density class ‘d’ or ‘f’ (<20% crown cover is mature eucalypts), areas of higher PI-

type density where SenCode information was equal to ‘nil’, and areas with a certified Forest Practices Plan for which 

the PI-type information has not been updated. 

Negligible Areas mapped as plantation and areas PI-typed as regrowth forest with no or patchy (class ‘P’) mature eucalypt cover. 

Not suitable Areas mapped as a non-eucalypt dominated vegetation type (See FPA Fauna Tech Note 2 for details). 

Mature Habitat 

Context Map 

This map indicates the percentage of the land area (excluding the area mapped as ‘not suitable’ on the Mature Habitat Availability Map) 

that is mapped as ‘high’ or ‘medium’ mature habitat availability within a 5km and 1km radius. This assessment is done at a fine 

resolution (every 50m
2
) across the whole of Tasmania. 

HH >30% of the area mapped as high or medium within a 5km radius and >20% within a 1km radius 

 HL >30% of the area mapped as high or medium within a 5km radius and <20% within a 1km radius 

 MH 20-30% of the area mapped as high or medium within a 5km radius and >20% within a 1km radius 

 ML 20-30% of the area mapped as high or medium within a 5km radius and <20% within a 1km radius 

 LH <20% of the area mapped as high or medium within a 5km radius and >20% within a 1km radius 

 LL <20% of the area mapped as high or medium within a 5km radius and <20% within a 1km radius 

Mature Habitat 

Context 

Calculator 

This tool, when developed, will allow users to submit a shapefile of the Mature Habitat Availability Map for a forest block, excluding 

areas that are couped. The output will be a map that indicates the percentage of the land area within a 1km radius (excluding the area 

mapped as ‘not suitable’ on the Mature Habitat Availability Map) that is expected to contain mature forest after all the coupes are 

harvested (i.e. a mature habitat calculated context map). The calculation is made every 50m
2
 across the forest block.  

 High >20% Mature Habitat Context 

 Medium 10-20% Mature Habitat Context 

 Low <10% Mature Habitat Context 
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3.1.  Southport forest block 

The Southport forest block was selected for this trial as it currently has low levels of mature habitat 

and has significant threatened species issues (primarily swift parrot habitat management).  

3.1.1. Planning for coupe boundaries 

Implementing management targets for threatened species 

Recommended management approaches and the ability to plan at the landscape-scale was considered 

for all threatened species that had range boundaries or known records that overlap with state forest in 

the Southport forest block (Table 3). Applying the mature habitat management approach helps cater 

for the management of several threatened species including the grey goshawk, swift parrot, masked 

owl and Mt Mangana stag beetle. However, as this block is within a SPIBA, almost all mature habitat 

is recommended for retention to meet the current agreed swift parrot habitat management 

recommendations (Table 3).  

Species locality records were examined, and buffers were applied around relevant records (e.g. where 

management requires areas to be retained around known nest records) (Figure 1).  

Further strategic management of habitat for the swift parrot and the forty-spotted pardalote requires 

suitable habitat mapping layers. No suitable layers are currently available for forty-spotted pardalotes, 

and as a result habitat is typically identified during coupe-level planning and retention of habitat may 

still be required at this planning scale. The implementation of targeted habitat surveys during three-

year planning could help reduce the extent to which this occurs. A map of foraging habitat has been 

produced for the swift parrot (GlobMap, Figure 1). Areas mapped as having foraging habitat for swift 

parrot were excluded from harvest consideration under this trial. GlobMap is variable in accuracy and 

it is likely that additional areas of unmapped foraging habitat that contain E. globulus at densities 

requiring management which will require consideration during coupe-level planning. 

Coupe dispersal and the timing of operations will help cater for the requirements of the grey goshawk, 

eagles, the Australian grayling and caddis flies in this forest block (Table 3).  

While the approach outlined above caters for most threatened species requirements, a small amount of 

coupe-level planning for threatened species would still be required. This would largely result in 

retention of habitat through wildlife habitat clumps and streamside reserves (Table 3). 

 



Scenario testing of the Biodiversity landscape planning guideline 

Page 19 of 58 

FPA Scientific Report 18  2012/153828 

 
Figure 1. The occurrence of E. globulus in the Southport Forest Block (green, from GlobMap) 

and threatened species records (pink circles, large circles indicate species where management may 

require the retention of patches of habitat, such as eagle and swift parrot nests, Mt Mangana stag 

beetles, slender treeferns and narrow leaf westringia). 
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Table 3. The threatened species with either range boundaries or known records that overlap with state forest in the Southport forest block, 

indicating recommended management and how the species can be planned for at the strategic and/or coupe-level. Planning approaches in red 

indicate they can be applied through alteration of coupe boundaries.
a 

Species Range boundary Suggested strategic-level planning approach Suggested coupe-level planning approach 

Grey goshawk Core range  Apply the MHMA to manage potential habitat.  

 Adjacency issues need to be addressed during coupe dispersal 

considerations, or through widening SSRs where operations 

are to occur on both sides of the stream.  

  Apply buffers around known nesting records. 

 Apply WHCs 

Eagles Potential range  Apply harvest exclusion buffer around all known nests (check 

that the nest reserve requirements are met).  

 When developing the 3YP and operational harvest schedules, 

consider timing of operations near nests to limit activities 

within 1km line-of-sight during the breeding season. 

 If suitable habitat is present within and 

adjoining operational area then nest 

searches may be required. 

Swift parrot SPIBA  Apply harvest exclusion buffer around all known nests.  

 Using GlobMap, retain high and medium density foraging 

habitat and half of the areas of low density foraging habitat. 

 Using the mature habitat availability map, retain high and 

medium mature habitat availability.  

 If less than 30% high/medium mature habitat within 5km 

radius, retain 90% of areas with low mature habitat 

 Some areas with unmapped E. globulus 

that need retention may be identified 

during coupe-level planning. 

Masked owl Core range  Apply MHMA.  

 Consider applying buffers around known nesting records. 

NA 

Azure kingfisher Core range NA  Apply SSR, wider on Cl 3 streams 

Forty-spotted 

pardalote 

Potential and 

survey range 
 Examine mapping layers and use expert knowledge to 

establish where E. viminalis forest is likely to occur. Consider 

ground-truthing and excluding. 

 Mapping is poor for identifying forty-

spotted pardalote habitat, so E. viminalis 

forest may be identified during coupe-level 

planning. 

Eastern barred 

bandicoot 

Potential  range NA  Retain WHC with a focus on potential 

habitat 
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Species Range boundary Suggested strategic-level planning approach Suggested coupe-level planning approach 

New Holland 

mouse 

Potential range NA   Patches of heathy woodland retained in 

WHC where possible, contact FPA 

 Apply hygiene measures 

Spotted-tailed 

quoll 

Potential range  Apply buffer around known denning sites. NA 

Tasmanian devil Potential range-

heavily diseased 
 Apply buffer around known denning sites.  Retain WHC with a focus on potential 

habitat 

Green and gold 

frog 

Potential range  Apply 30m buffer around still waterbodies  Apply SSR, 10m SSR for Class 4 streams,  

 Apply hygiene measures 

Glossy grass skink Core range  Avoid areas mapped as being swamps  Buffer Class 4 streams by 20m, refer to 

FPA if habitat is located 

Tussock skink Potential range  Identify areas potentially containing grassland or grassy 

woodland. Consider nominating some for retention. 

 Refer to FPA if extensive habitat is located, 

apply WHCs if habitat is assessed as 

patchy 

Australian 

grayling 

Potential range  Coupe dispersal  10m SSR on class 4 streams, 30m SSR on 

Class 3 streams  

 Revegetate cleared streamside reserves 

Swan galaxias Potential range  Apply catchment management approach (yet to be developed) 

 Consider limiting harvesting within particular subcatchments 

(coupe dispersal)  

 Seek advice from FPA 

Blind velvet worm Known range  Ensure WHS and SSR occur through core range. Focus 

retention here if required to achieve this.  

 Disperse coupes in space and time.  

 SSR 

 Apply WHC at double the rate 

Potential range NA  Seek advice from FPA 

Giant velvet worm Known range  Within known range ensure WHS and SSR occur through 

core range. Focus retention here if required to achieve this.  

 Disperse coupes in space and time.  

 SSR (10m for Cl4) 

 Apply WHC at double the rate.  

Mt Mangana stag Known range  Apply MHMA  Some unmapped areas with lots of large 

logs may need to be retained 
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Species Range boundary Suggested strategic-level planning approach Suggested coupe-level planning approach 

beetle Potential range NA  If habitat present seek advice from FPA 

Chaostola skipper Potential range NA  Focus WHC on potential habitat where 

habitat is assessed as patchy, contact FPA 

if habitat is assessed as extensive 

Caddis flies NVA record  Coupe dispersal  10m SSR on class 4 streams 

Narrowleaf 

westringia 

NVA record NA  Seek advice from FPA 

Heath bentgrass NVA record NA  Seek advice from FPA 

Slender treefern NVA record NA  Seek advice from FPA 

Curly sedge NVA record NA  Seek advice from FPA 

Forest groundsel NVA record NA  Seek advice from FPA 
a
 Note: The information provided in this table is for the current exercise only. This table outlines a proposed approach to meeting the management 

recommendations delivered via the draft revised Threatened Fauna Adviser, but the content has not been formally endorsed by DPIPWE.  
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Applying the mature habitat management approach 

Examination of the mature habitat context map (Figure 2a) showed that all state forest land within the 

Southport forest block has less than the recommended availability of mature habitat at the landscape 

scale (<20% high or medium within a 5km radius around each point locality), and most areas had less 

than the recommended availability at the local scale (<20% high or medium within a 1km radius 

around each point locality). As all areas had low mature habitat context (Figure 2b), it is 

recommended that most high and medium mature habitat availability be retained (Note: this is 

inherently required as a consequence of the requirement for the implementation of the swift parrot 

management guidelines). 

The mature habitat availability map was examined (Figure 2b), and it was determined that 17.8% of 

the relevant land area (i.e. excluding native non-eucalypt-dominated vegetation types) was mapped as 

high or medium mature habitat availability, and 35% was mapped as high, medium or low mature 

habitat availability. 26.8% of the block is already designated for long-term retention or potential long-

term retention.  

Knowledge of this area was sought from local forest planners. Much of the area mapped as low 

mature habitat availability contains high quality mature habitat. This is confirmed by the distribution 

of growth stage ‘mature’ within the forest block (Figure 2c). Areas to be retained should therefore 

also target areas of low mature habitat availability, as well as areas of high and medium mature 

habitat availability.  

The mature habitat management approach focuses on the distribution as well as the abundance of 

mature habitat. However there is an uneven distribution of mature habitat across the forest block 

(Figure 2a). The management approach aims to minimise further loss of mature habitat, so retained 

areas were targeted primarily towards the areas mapped as high, medium or low mature habitat 

availability. Areas are retained in coupes for many reasons, with 20% of the provcoupe boundary 

often retained during coupe-level planning (P. Sangster pers. comm.). Therefore areas of recruitment 

in areas with currently little high, medium, or low mature habitat availability are expected to occur 

through other planning mechanisms. 

The current provisional coupe boundaries were examined. Given that the management approach 

aimed to minimise further loss of mature habitat in this area, coupes that fell almost entirely within 

areas mapped as high, medium or low mature habitat availability were removed. Coupe boundaries 

were adjusted in other coupes where smaller levels of mature habitat availability were found. Very 

little coupe expansion was done. While there are considerable areas that are un-couped through this 

forest block, expanding coupe boundaries into un-couped areas was not attempted during this 

exercise. Southport forest block was couped in the 1980s, and while many areas were set aside for 

particular values or because they were deemed potential non-commercial at the time there is scope for 

re-assessing the un-couped areas and potentially expanding the coupe boundaries (P. Sangster pers. 

comm.).  
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a) b) 

  
c)  

  
Figure 2. An overview of the attributes of the Southport Forest Block.  

a) Mature habitat context (medium blue = MH, light blue = LH, medium green = ML, 

light green = LL, see Table 2 for explanation of categories) 

b) Public land (diagonal stripes) and mature habitat availability (red = high, orange = 

medium, yellow = low and aqua = not suitable) 

c) Growth stage on public land (Dark purple = mature, pink = regrowth, light pink = 

young, red = not applicable) 
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Modified coupe boundaries 

Considerable adjustments to the coupe boundaries were made by applying the process outlined in 

Section 3 above (Figure 3). As a result of these adjustments there were fewer coupes available for 

harvesting consideration and the area theoretically available for harvest consideration was reduced by 

1172 ha (~26%). Provisional coupe boundaries still available for harvest consideration were however 

of a similar size (Table 4). It should be noted that currently considerable areas are retained during 

coupe-level planning for a variety of reasons (on average about 25% of the coupe area, M. Yee pers. 

comm.), including biodiversity. The stated area available for harvest is considerably lower if the 

proposed modified coupe boundaries were adopted (compared to the existing provcoupe boundaries). 

However, the difference in actual area available for harvest after all stages of planning are complete is 

expected to be more similar because applying the BLPG during strategic planning at the forest block 

scale should cater for most biodiversity requirements, thereby negating the need for further retention 

during coupe-level planning. 

It should also be emphasised that the coupe boundaries were revised based on mapping layers. 

Mapping layers can be very inaccurate, and it is possible that the proposed coupe boundaries could be 

extended beyond their current range with ground-truthing (e.g. field assessments may find that areas 

mapped as having E. globulus may not support E. globulus, and so coupe boundaries could be 

extended into these areas because they do not have the biodiversity value they were expected to have). 

The advantage of extending proposed coupe boundaries to correct for inaccurate mapping rather than 

reducing coupe boundaries when habitat is found, is that forest planners will have greater certainty on 

the minimum areas available for harvest. 

An examination of the composition of the forest block shows that the main changes in harvested areas 

was a decrease in the amount of wet eucalypt forest and mature forest available for harvest (Figure 4).  

While the process applied focuses on biodiversity management, planners noted that there are many 

other considerations to take into account when planning forestry activities. One important issue is 

related to harvest access and road network design and provision. The road access to the revised 

coupes appears to be adequate (Figure 3b). Another issue that may impact the level of retention within 

any particular operational planning area is visual management. These additional constraints that 

impact on the operationally available area for harvest could be considered when identifying areas for 

retention. In forest blocks where there is more current mature habitat present in the landscape there is 

inherently more flexibility when identifying areas for retention. Consideration and design of harvest 

boundaries in respect to burning is also an important factor dictating operational planning in clearfall 

operations. 
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Figure 3 (a) Current coupe boundaries & (b) proposed coupe boundaries for the Southport 

forest block, with roads indicated.  

 

Table 4. A summary of the difference in number and size of coupes between the current and 

proposed coupe boundaries. (Note: these are the mapped ‘provcoupe’ boundaries and include 

the area retained on most coupes for Code provisions, threatened species requirements etc. 

These area to be retained during coupe-level are expected to be considerably less for the 

proposed coupes than the current coupes).   

 Current coupes Proposed coupes 

Area (ha) 4438 3266 

Number of coupes 81 61 

Average coupe size (± SD) 55ha ± 35 54ha ± 35 

Max and min coupe size (ha) 9 - 159 9 - 158 

Percentage of forest block (excluding areas mapped on the 

Mature Habitat Availability Map as ‘not suitable’) in each 

of the following Map categories that is also not couped 

  

High 3.2% 4.0% 

Medium 9.6% 13.5% 

Low 11.9% 16.6% 
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Figure 4. The area of different Tasveg map categories for the entire Southport forest block, the forest block excluding the original couped area and 

the forest block excluding the modified couped area,  
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3.1.2. Planning for catchment management (coupe dispersal) 

An approach to catchment management under the BLPG has yet to be developed. Consequently it was 

not possible to apply these principles to the current trial. However, an examination of current 

catchment management for this forest block was undertaken to explore an approach to developing 

recommendations that explicitly manage in-stream habitat could be delivered, with the aim of 

minimising the hydrological impacts on in-stream habitat (direct and indirect).  

The subcatchments that overlap with the Southport Forest Block are outlined in Figure 5. Catchment 

planning could be done at many different scales, but one option it to manage at the scale of the 

subcatchment. However for practical reasons it may be easier to plan within a forest block. If the latter 

is done, then the boundaries of the subcatchments should be considered.  

 

Figure 5. The Southport forest block (black outline) indicating the subcatchments that fall 

within this block, and the extent to which they occur in another forest block. 

 

The establishment year and growth stage data for public land were examined for each of the 

subcatchments that overlap with the Southport forest block (the entire subcatchment was examined, 

not just the area restricted to the Southport block). For one subcatchment (19020), almost 15% of the 

area on state forest is less than ten years old, and almost 25% is less than twenty years old (Figure 6).  

Previous research has indicated that water yield in a catchment will initially decrease after harvest, 

then increase after a period of time and eventually resumes pre-harvest levels (see Figure 7 for the 

results of a study on clearfelling in wet E. regnans forest in Victoria) (see also Barmuta 2008). (Note: 

the relationship between harvesting and water yield is extremely complex, being influenced by many 
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factors including the rainfall level of the catchment, the area harvested, the type of harvesting 

undertaken, the proximity of harvested areas to streams, geology etc). It can take many years before 

water use and evapotranspiration (which relates to water yield) reach levels found pre-harvest. The 

abundance of young forest found in some of the subcatchments examined (e.g. Figure 6 19020, 

19042) may have affected water flow, confirming the need to develop an approach for catchment 

management in forestry areas.  

The type of information provided in Figure 6 could be used to guide the sequencing of coupes in time 

and space. Subcatchments 19041 (predominantly private land) and 19045 (largely unroaded and with 

a greater abundance of mature forest) have a lower proportion of young forest (Figure 6) and so 

coupes in 19041 and 19045 (and 19046) may have a lesser impact on water flow than harvesting 

coupes in the other subcatchments. Management may become more intense in the future (given the 

reduced land area available for production forestry in Tasmania), so the challenge of managing 

catchments to minimise the amount of younger forest within water catchment boundaries is likely to 

increase.  

In terms of developing a catchment management tool, project participants were asked about whether 

an approach that limited the amount of annual harvesting within a catchment would be easier to 

implement strategically, or whether a range of target seral stage patterns would work. All agreed that 

it would be easier to develop and implement an approach that provided a threshold to limit the amount 

of annual harvesting within a catchment. However, managing the catchment to a seral stage pattern 

could be more ecologically relevant, and potentially more flexible for forest managers so warrants 

further exploration.  
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Figure 6. The stand age composition of the five subcatchments that overlap with the Southport 

forest block. 
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Figure 7. The relationship between mean annual water yield and stand age from mountain ash 

forest catchments, indicating the 95% confidence interval (reproduced from Vertessy et al. 

2001). 

 

3.2. Nicholas forest block 

The Nicholas forest block was selected for this trial because it contained a considerable area of forest 

in reserve (18%), and it maintains a considerable amount of mature forest in the landscape. 34% of the 

corrected land area (i.e. land area excluding areas mapped in the Mature Habitat Availability Map as 

‘not suitable’) of the forest block contains currently high or medium mapped mature habitat 

availability. 49% of the forest block is classified as currently high, medium or low mapped mature 

habitat availability. 14% of the corrected land area is classified as currently high or medium mapped 

mature habitat availability and is located within a formal or informal reserve (CAR reserve layer). 

18% of the corrected land area is classified and currently high, medium or low mature habitat 

availability and is defined with a reserve. There is also a considerable amount of plantation within this 

forest block (Figure 9d). 

3.2.1. Planning for coupe boundaries 

Applying management for threatened species 

Buffers were applied around relevant species records (180m buffer around eagle nest, 20m buffer 

around confirmed devil dens, Table 5). A 30m buffer was applied around dams within the range of the 

green and gold frog. Areas mapped (GlobMap) as having at least 10% E. globulus were excluded 

from coupe boundaries. Inside SPIBAs areas of high and medium mature habitat availability were 

excluded. The distribution of reserves and un-couped areas means that additional WHS are not 

required to promote connectivity. While the TFA recommendations for a number of species refer the 

planner to the FPA (mostly flora species), these are based on locality records and are unlikely to result 

in significant levels of retention.  
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Figure 8. The occurrence of E. globulus in the Nicholas Forest Block (green, from GlobMap), 

SPIBA boundary (blue) and threatened species records (pink circles, large circles indicate species 

where management may require the retention of patches of habitat). Roads are indicated by black and 

red lines. 

 

Applying the mature habitat management approach 

To apply the MHMA, firstly all areas of existing plantation were identified (Figure 9d). There is a 

considerable amount of plantation concentrated in the north-west of the Nicholas block. Given that 

these areas are no longer native forest, there is minimal strategic planning that can be done for mature 

habitat in these areas.  

The levels of currently mapped mature forest were high for this block (Figure 9). When considering 

the distribution of mature habitat within this forest block, the couped areas of native forest are 

scattered through this block (Figure 10a), and so are not expected to result in large areas lacking in 

mature habitat. A new tool, the Mature Habitat Context Calculator, is needed to formally examine 

whether additional areas need to be retained, but a visual assessment of the mature habitat available 

within this forest block suggests that it is reasonably well distributed (except in the area dominated by 

plantation) and as a result minimal additional retention of mature forest is expected to be required.  
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Table 5. The threatened species with either range boundaries or known records that overlap with state forest in the Southport forest block, 

indicating recommended management and how the species can be planned for at the strategic and/or coupe-level. Planning approaches in red 

indicate they can be applied when adjusting coupe boundaries.
a 

Species Range boundary Suggested strategic-level planning approach Suggested coupe-level planning approach 

Grey goshawk Potential range NA  Contact FPA if suspected nesting activity 

observed 

Eagles Potential range  Apply harvest exclusion buffer around all known nests.  

 Consider timing of operations near nests in the 3YP to limit 

activities within 1km line-of-sight during the breeding season. 

 If suitable habitat then nest searches may 

be required. 

Swift parrot SPIBA  Apply harvest exclusion buffer around all known nests.  

 Using GlobMap, retain high and medium density foraging 

habitat and half of the areas of low density foraging habitat. 

 Using the mature habitat availability map, retain high and 

medium mature habitat.  

 If less than 30% high/medium mature habitat within 5km 

radius, retain 90% of areas with low mature habitat 

 Some areas with unmapped E. globulus 

that need retention may be identified 

during coupe-level planning. 

Core range 

outside SPIBA 
 Apply harvest exclusion buffer around all known nests.  

 Using GlobMap, retain all high density foraging habitat, and 

half of the areas of medium and low density foraging habitat. 

 If less than 30% high/medium mature habitat within 5km 

radius, retain all high density nesting habitat 

 Some areas with unmapped E. globulus 

that need retention may be identified 

during coupe-level planning. 

SE Potential 

Range 
 Apply harvest exclusion buffer around all known nests.  

 Refer to FPA if have high or medium density foraging habitat 

 Survey for and notify FPA if have high or 

medium density foraging habitat 

Masked owl Core range  Apply MHMA.  

 Consider applying buffers around known nesting records. 

NA 

Eastern barred 

bandicoot 

Core range NA  Retain WHC with a focus on potential 

habitat 

New Holland 

mouse 

Potential range NA   Patches of heathy woodland retained in 

WHC where possible, contact FPA 

 Minimise the risk of Phytophthora 
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Species Range boundary Suggested strategic-level planning approach Suggested coupe-level planning approach 

cinnamomi being introduced to potential 

habitat within the potential range. 

Spotted-tailed 

quoll 

Potential range  Apply buffer around known denning sites. Retain WHC with a focus on potential habitat 

Tasmanian devil Potential range-

heavily diseased 
 Apply buffer around known denning sites.  Retain WHC with a focus on potential 

habitat 

Green and gold 

frog 

Potential range  Apply 30m buffer around still waterbodies  Apply SSR, 10m SSR for Class 4 streams, 

use hygiene measures 

Glossy grass skink Core range  Avoid areas mapped as being swamps  Buffer Class 4 streams by 20m, refer to 

FPA if potential habitat is located 

Tussock skink Potential range  Identify areas potentially containing grassland or grassy 

woodland. Consider nominating some for retention. 

 Refer to FPA if extensive habitat is 

assessed and located. Employ WHC to 

manage potential habitat if it is assessed as 

patchy 

Australian 

grayling 

Potential range  Coupe dispersal  10m SSR on class 4 streams, 30m SSR on 

Class 3 streams Revegetate cleared 

streamside reserves 

Swan galaxias Potential range  Apply catchment management approach (yet to be 

developed),  

 Consider limiting harvesting within particular subcatchments 

(coupe dispersal),  

 Consider applying smaller coupes 

 Seek advice from FPA 

Blind velvet worm Known range  Ensure WHS and SSR occur through core range. Focus 

retention here if required to achieve this.  

 Disperse coupes in space and time.  

 SSR 

 Apply WHC at double the rate (potentially 

not required if the MHMA is applied) 

Potential range NA  Seek advice from FPA 

Giant velvet worm Known range  Within known range ensure WHS and SSR occur through 

core range. Focus retention here if required to achieve this.  

 Disperse coupes in space and time.  

 Within known range, SSR (10m for Cl4), 

apply WHC at double the rate. Within 

potential range contact FPA if habitat 

present 
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Species Range boundary Suggested strategic-level planning approach Suggested coupe-level planning approach 

Chaostola skipper Potential range NA  Within potential range, focus WHC on 

potential habitat where habitat is patchy, 

and contact FPA if habitat is extensive 

Heath bentgrass NVA record NA  Seek advice from FPA 

Cane holygrass NVA record NA  Seek advice from FPA 

Forest germander NVA record NA  Seek advice from FPA 

Dolerite 

spleenwort 

NVA record NA  Seek advice from FPA 

Eastern eyebright NVA record NA  Seek advice from FPA 

Fairy lanterns NVA record NA  Seek advice from FPA 

Hotrock fern NVA record NA  Seek advice from FPA 

Lemon dogwood NVA record NA  Seek advice from FPA 

Moleskin 

dogwood 

NVA record NA  Seek advice from FPA 

Narrowleaf 

dogwood 

NVA record NA  Seek advice from FPA 

Rockfield 

purplepea 

NVA record NA  Seek advice from FPA 

Roundleaf 

mintbush 

NVA record NA  Seek advice from FPA 

Shade plantain NVA record NA  Seek advice from FPA 

Soft tussock grass NVA record NA  Seek advice from FPA 

Variable raspwort NVA record NA  Seek advice from FPA 
a
 Note: The information provided in this table is for the current exercise only. This table outlines a proposed approach to meeting the management 

recommendations delivered via the draft revised Threatened Fauna Adviser, but the content has not been formally endorsed by DPIPWE.  
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a) b) 

 
c) d) 

 
Figure 9. An overview of the attributes of the Nicholas Forest Block.  

a) Reserves (dark green) and state forest (light green) 

b) Mature habitat context (dark blue = HH, medium blue = MH, light blue = LH, dark 

green = HL, medium green = ML, light green = LL, see Table 2 for explanation of 

categories) 

c) Mature habitat availability (red = high, orange = medium, yellow = low and aqua = not 

suitable) 

d) Plantation (grey, taken from TasVeg layer). 
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Proposed coupe boundaries 

Six coupes were removed due to threatened species requirements, but minimal adjustments were 

made to current provisional coupe boundaries (Figure 10). As a result of these adjustments the area 

theoretically available for harvest reduced by 588 ha (~9%) (Table 6). However, as noted above, 

considerable areas are retained during harvest operations for a variety of reasons, including 

biodiversity, so the difference in actual area available for harvest is expected to be more similar once 

planning requirements are applied.  

Most of the revised coupes appear to be accessible via the existing road network (Figure 10b).  

a) b) 

 
Figure 10. (a) Current coupe boundaries & (b) proposed coupe boundaries, with roads 

indicated.  

Table 6. A summary of the difference in number and size of coupes between the current and 

proposed coupe boundaries. (Note: these are the mapped ‘provcoupe’ boundaries and include 

the area retained on most coupes for Code provisions, threatened species requirements etc. The 

area to be retained to meet these requirements is expected to be considerably less for the 

proposed coupes than the current coupes).   

 Current coupes Proposed coupes 

Area (ha) 6,543 ha 5,955 ha 

Number of coupes 109 coupes 103 coupes 

Average coupe size (± SD) 60 ha ± 45 58 ha ± 43 

Max and min coupe size (ha) 2 – 245 ha 2 – 245 ha 

Percentage of forest block (excluding areas mapped on the 

Mature Habitat Availability Map as ‘not suitable’) in each 

of the following Map categories that is also not couped 

  

High 19% 20% 

Medium 9% 10% 

Low 12% 12% 
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a) 

 
b)  

 
Figure 11. The area of different map categories for the entire Nicholas forest block, the original couped area and the modified couped area, for (a) 

Geology (250k) and (b) TasVeg
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3.2.2. Planning for catchment management (coupe dispersal) 

The establishment year and growth stage data for public land were examined for each of the 

subcatchments that overlap with the Nicholas forest block (the entire subcatchment was examined, not 

just the area restricted to the Nicholas block) (Figure 12). All subcatchments had a considerable 

amount of mature forest on public land, with one subcatchment having about 25% of public land less 

than 40 years old (Figure 13).  

 

Figure 12. The Nicholas forest block (black outline) indicating the subcatchments that fall 

within this block, and the extent to which they occur in another forest block. 
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Figure 13. The stand age composition of the four main subcatchments that overlap with the 

Nicholas forest block. 

 

 

3.3. Mt Foster forest block 

The Mt Foster forest block was selected for this trial as it contained less area in formal and informal 

reserve (according to the CAR Reserve layer) than Nicholas (13% of the block), has a considerable 

amount of state forest (39% of the block), but has a considerable amount of mature habitat. 43% of 

the corrected land area is currently mapped as high or medium mature habitat availability, while 63% 

contains currently mapped high, medium or low mature habitat availability. 11% of the block is high 

or medium mature habitat availability and is located within a reserve, and 12% is high, medium or 

low and within a reserve.  

3.3.1. Planning for coupe boundaries 

Applying management for threatened species 

 Exclude areas within 180m eagles 

 Exclude areas of high or medium mature habitat availability that are within SPIBA 
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a) 

 

b) 

 

Figure 14. a) The occurrence of state forest (light green) and reserves (dark green) in the Mt 

Foster Forest Block, SPIBA boundary (purple) and threatened species records (pink circles, large 

circles indicate species where management may require the retention of patches of habitat).  

b) The wedge-tailed eagle habitat model for the Mt Foster Forest Block (showing only 

likelihood of occurrence categories of 0.3 and above, with darker colours indicating greater 

likelihood of locating an eagle nest).  
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Table 7. The threatened species with either range boundaries or known records that overlap with state forest in the Mt Foster forest block, 

indicating recommended management and how the species can be planned for at the strategic and/or coupe-level. Planning approaches in red 

indicate they can be applied when adjusting coupe boundaries.
a 

Species Range boundary Suggested strategic-level planning approach Suggested coupe-level planning approach 

Grey goshawk Potential range NA  Contact FPA if suspected nesting activity 

observed 

Eagles Potential range  Apply harvest exclusion buffer around all known nests.  

 Consider timing of operations near nests in the 3YP to limit 

activities within 1km line-of-sight during the breeding season. 

 If suitable habitat then nest searches may 

be required. 

Swift parrot SPIBA  Apply harvest exclusion buffer around all known nests.  

 Using GlobMap, retain high and medium density foraging 

habitat and half of the areas of low density foraging habitat. 

 Using the mature habitat availability map, retain high and 

medium mature habitat.  

 If less than 30% high/medium mature habitat within 5km 

radius, retain 90% of areas with low mature habitat 

 Some areas with unmapped E. globulus 

that need retention may be identified 

during coupe-level planning. 

Core range 

outside SPIBA 
 Apply harvest exclusion buffer around all known nests.  

 Using GlobMap, retain all high density foraging habitat, and 

half of the areas of medium and low density foraging habitat. 

 If less than 30% high/medium mature habitat within 5km 

radius, retain all high density nesting habitat 

NA 

SE Potential 

Range 
 Apply harvest exclusion buffer around all known nests.  

 Refer to FPA if have high or medium density foraging habitat 

 Survey for and notify FPA if have high or 

medium density foraging habitat 

Masked owl Core range  Apply MHMA.  

 Consider applying buffers around known nesting records. 

NA 

Potential range NA  Contact FPA if suspected nest site found 

Eastern barred 

bandicoot 

Core range NA  Retain WHC with a focus on potential 

habitat 

New Holland 

mouse 

Potential range NA   Patches of heathy woodland retained in 

WHC where possible 
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Species Range boundary Suggested strategic-level planning approach Suggested coupe-level planning approach 

 Seek advice from FPA 

 Use hygiene measures 

Spotted-tailed 

quoll 

Potential range  Apply buffer around known denning sites. NA 

Tasmanian devil Potential range-

heavily diseased 
 Apply buffer around known denning sites.  Retain WHC with a focus on potential 

habitat 

Green and gold 

frog 

Potential range  Apply 30m buffer around still waterbodies  Apply SSR, 10m SSR for Class 4 streams  

 Use hygiene measures 

Glossy grass 

skink
b
 

Core range  Avoid areas mapped as being swamps  Buffer Cl4 streams by 20m,  

 Refer to FPA if find habitat 

Tussock skink Potential range  Identify areas potentially containing grassland or grassy 

woodland. Consider nominating some for retention. 

 Refer to FPA if find extensive habitat, 

WHC if habitat is patchy 

Australian 

grayling
b
 

Potential range  Coupe dispersal  10m SSR on class 4 streams, 30m SSR on 

Cl3 streams  

 Revegetate cleared streamside reserves 

Swan galaxias Core or potential 

range 
 Apply catchment management approach (yet to be 

developed),  

 Consider limiting harvesting within particular subcatchments 

(coupe dispersal) 

 Consider applying smaller coupes 

 Seek advice from FPA 

Blind velvet worm Known range  Ensure WHS and SSR occur through core range. Consider 

doing additional retention if required to achieve this.  

 Disperse coupes in space and time.  

 SSR 

 Apply WHC at double the rate (potentially 

not required if the MHMA is applied) 

Potential range NA  Seek advice from FPA 

Chaostola skipper Potential range NA  Focus WHC on potential habitat where 

habitat is patchy, and contact FPA if 

habitat is extensive 

Beddomeia 

krybetes
b
 

Potential range Apply the catchment management approach (yet to be developed)  Apply SSR 

 Seek advice from FPA if contains known 
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Species Range boundary Suggested strategic-level planning approach Suggested coupe-level planning approach 

site 

Clubmoss 

bushpea 

NVA record NA  Seek advice from FPA 

Curved riceflower NVA record NA  Seek advice from FPA 

Dolerite 

spleenwort 

NVA record NA  Seek advice from FPA 

Grassland 

cupflower 

NVA record NA  Seek advice from FPA 

Hotrock fern NVA record NA  Seek advice from FPA 

Narrowleaf 

dogwood 

NVA record NA  Seek advice from FPA 

Rayless starwort NVA record NA  Seek advice from FPA 

Rockfield 

purplepea 

NVA record NA  Seek advice from FPA 

Roundleaf 

broomheath 

NVA record NA  Seek advice from FPA 

Seepage heath NVA record NA  Seek advice from FPA 

Shade plantain NVA record NA  Seek advice from FPA 

Velvet boronia NVA record NA  Seek advice from FPA 

Wallys wattle NVA record NA  Seek advice from FPA 
a
 Note: The information provided in this table is for the current exercise only. This table outlines a proposed approach to meeting the management 

recommendations delivered via the draft revised Threatened Fauna Adviser, but the content has not been formally endorsed by DPIPWE.  

b
 indicates range boundary not within the original state forest couped area 
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Applying the mature habitat management approach 

The level of mature habitat available across the block is high, and distribution of mature habitat 

appears to meet the target thresholds (Figure 15). However, there are some slight ‘holes’ in the 

landscape where the mature habitat context at the local (1km) scale is less than 20% indicating a 

relative lack of mature habitat availability in these areas. Areas of habitat should be identified for 

retention in these areas, according to habitat quality.  

While current habitat availability meets the target thresholds, it may change when coupes are 

harvested. The approach for applying the MHMA (above) suggests that, where possible, about 10% of 

the local area (1km radius) be managed for mature habitat, with areas for retention selected by habitat 

quality in the first instances, and by other factors (wedge-tailed eagle model, visual requirements etc) 

in the second instance. The Mature Habitat Context Calculator is required to guide this process, but 

this tool has yet to be developed. Consequently, trialling the BLPG for this forest block has not been 

completed, but this will be done when the Mature Habitat Context Calculator has been finalised.   
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a) b) 

  
c) d)  

 
Figure 15. An overview of the attributes of the Mt Foster Forest Block.  

a) Reserves (dark green) and state forest (light green) 

b) Mature habitat context (dark blue = HH, medium blue = MH, light blue = LH, dark green = HL, medium green = ML, light green = LL, see 

Table 2 for explanation of categories) 

c) Mature habitat availability (red = high, orange = medium, yellow = low and aqua = not suitable) 

d) Growth stage on public land (Dark purple = mature, pink = regrowth, light pink = young, red = not applicable) 
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Proposed coupe boundaries 

The current coupe boundaries are indicated in Figure 16. As the required tool (Mature Habitat Context 

Calculator) was not available, the process of planning for mature habitat could not be completed.  

 

Figure 16. Current coupe boundaries, with roads indicated, for the Mt Foster forest block. 

 

Table 8. A summary of the number and size of coupes as is currently planned for the Mt Foster 

forest block. (Note: these are the mapped ‘provcoupe’ boundaries and include the area retained 

on most coupes for Code provisions, threatened species requirements etc. The area to be 

retained to meet these requirements is expected to be considerably less for the proposed coupes 

than the current coupes).   

 Current coupes 

Area (ha) 14,433 

Number of coupes 157 

Average coupe size (± SD) 92 ± 73 

Max and min coupe size (ha) 0.93 – 409 

Percentage of forest block (excluding areas mapped on the 

Mature Habitat Availability Map as ‘not suitable’) in each of 

the following Map categories that is also not couped 

 

High 20.4% 

Medium 9.6% 

Low 13.6% 
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3.3.2. Planning for catchment management (coupe dispersal) 

The subcatchments that overlap with the Mt Foster Forest Block are outlined in Figure 17. The 

establishment year and growth stage data for public land were examined for each of the 

subcatchments that overlap with the Mt Foster forest block (the entire subcatchment was examined, 

not just the area restricted to the Mt Foster block). Most subcatchments were largely comprised of 

mature forest, but one catchment had about 40% of state forest area less than 40 yo (Figure 18).  

 

Figure 17. The Mt Foster forest block (black outline) indicating the subcatchments that fall 

within this block, and the extent to which they occur in another forest block. 
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Figure 18. The stand age composition of the five main subcatchments that overlap with the Mt 

Foster forest block. 

 

4. Discussion and future work 

4.1. Comments on the process of scenario testing each forest block 

Southport forest block 

Further work is needed to see how far the MHMA addresses the management of potential habitat for 

threatened species. In the Huon District, the swift parrot and the masked owl are two mature habitat 

dependant threatened species which can require significant habitat management actions in forestry 

situations. In the past, these actions have been implemented using a coupe-by-coupe approach. This 

approach can be time consuming, frustrating for planners and potentially limiting as it offers no 

advanced coupe security or habitat security.  

Analysis undertaken for this report found that Southport forest block had little mature forest present. 

To meet threatened species requirements (predominantly swift parrot) using the approach trialled, it 

was necessary to make considerable alteration of provcoupe boundaries. However, application of 

swift parrot management recommendations also meant that other biodiversity goals and management 
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targets were potentially catered for to a large extent. If this strategic approach was adopted for this 

forest block it is expected that the time and effort required in coupe level planning for biodiversity 

values could be reduced. Provisional couping in the Huon district was largely undertaken in the period 

between 1986 and 1987. During this work large tracts of uncommercial sections were identified. With 

the advent of improved technologies and further assessment work, including LiDAR, the requirement 

to review provisional coupes within particular forest blocks may need to occur and additional areas 

made potentially available for wood production.  

Nicholas forest block 

The second forest block had a large extent of mature forest. A lot of the provisional coupes within 

state forest occur as existing plantation (reducing the biodiversity values and management 

requirements). However, there were also provisional coupes dispersed through the forest block and as 

a consequence large areas were not intensely managed for production. Consequently, consideration of 

strategic planning as undertaken for this project for biodiversity values resulted in little alteration to 

the provisional coupe boundaries other than slight adjustments to meet threatened species 

requirements. 

Mt Foster forest block 

The third forest block was found to be more challenging to plan at the broad landscape scale than the 

other two forest blocks. The current level of mature habitat available was high within this forest 

block. However, analysis under this project had to ensure that the availability of mature habitat was 

maintained into the future. To adequately ensure that the future availability of mature habitat is 

catered for in this area, a new tool (Mature Habitat Context Calculator) could be useful to assist with 

strategic level planning. Such a tool would allow planners to estimate the mature habitat context 

across the block if the provisional coupe areas are considered for harvesting. This will assist decisions 

on the degree to which mature habitat needs to be catered for in strategic planning.  

4.2.  Comments on the utility of the BLPG and the scenario testing of forest 

blocks 

The BLPG was found to be useful in providing a comprehensive list of biodiversity management 

targets which are based on sound ecological principles.  Through examination of the 3YP and coupe-

level planning procedures we were able to identify which biodiversity values where already being 

taken into account and to what extent.  Overall, many management targets from the BLPG were 

already being managed by current procedures and methodologies. The examination of planning 

processes also highlighted areas for improvement in the current planning processes (in particular 

mature habitat management, catchment management, and remnant forest management). This finding 

supports the recommendations of the Biodiversity Review Panel (Biodiversity Review Panel 2008) 

which relate to, among other things, the need to manage biodiversity values at multiple spatial scales, 

maintain adequate information and databases, to use surrogate habitat approaches and manage mature 

habitat, catchments and remnants.   

Overall the results of the scenario testing at the forest block scale were found to be of interest to the 

district planners. The scenario testing focused on applying a mature habitat management approach and 

consideration of threatened species habitat management actions at the landscape scale.  After 

examining the results of these scenarios, the planners indicated that further testing would be needed to 

understand the full implications of managing these biodiversity values at the forest block scale. 

Planners could see a potential benefit of planning at a broader scale, especially if other values (visual 
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landscape, soil and water) could be combined with biodiversity planning. However they also raised a 

number of issues of potential concern (Table 9). 

One of the main perceived benefits of applying the BLPG is having greater certainty in the areas that 

are available for harvest and, as a consequence, the wood volumes that are expected to be achieved. 

Adjustments are currently made to wood volume estimates during all stages of forest planning to 

estimate the retention that may be required to manage multiple special values including threatened 

fauna. Applying a landscape planning approach, like that proposed under this project, is expected to 

assist in the understanding and certainty around area discounts for biodiversity management. 

Applying the BLPG will also help identify areas which require targeted conservation management, so 

time and effort in planning timber harvesting can be focussed elsewhere. A pre-agreement for some 

threatened species values prior to coupe-level planning (e.g. a swift parrot strategic management plan 

across the block) would be positive for the industry by providing planning certainty. 

The second major benefit for planners if landscape scale planning for biodiversity is applied is the 

potentially reduced complexity of coupe-level planning. Applying the BLPG will not eliminate the 

need for coupe-level management of biodiversity, as not all values can be identified or managed at a 

strategic scale. However, the complexity and number of issues that need addressing during coupe 

planning is expected reduce if a strategic approach to biodiversity planning is applied. The difference 

in overall time and effort required (for biodiversity planning at a tactical stage compared to coupe-

level planning only) is uncertain.  

The first and major impact of the BLPG on areas available for wood production is the application of 

the MHMA. The BLPG recommends that the MHMA be applied in order to achieve management 

target 2.1: Maintain the full range of seral stage pattern in native forests. The BLPG does note that this 

planning tool is still under development and has not yet been endorsed, and that an alternative 

approach that meets the objective of the management target would be acceptable. The current version 

of the MHMA (and presumably any suitable alternative approach) means that areas may need to be 

retained for a biodiversity value that has not previously been managed at this scale. The degree to 

which the MHMA will impact on areas available for wood production varies spatially. In some areas 

the MHMA may have a large impact, but it is not possible to quantify exactly how much. There is 

increasing scientific concern both nationally and internationally about the importance and loss of large 

old trees (i.e. mature forest) (Lindenmayer et al. 2012) and therefore this resource needs careful 

management. Recognising and retaining these areas of mature forest at the strategic planning stage 

could potentially reduce the amount of habitat that needs to be managed and/or retained for 

biodiversity at the coupe level. Further work is required to quantify the difference in area available for 

harvest when applying strategic forest block planning compared to traditional coupe level planning. 

However regardless of the level at which biodiversity planning is applied, managing mature habitat 

will impact some areas available for timber harvest/wood production. Some planners noted that the 

areas where the greatest impact of the MHMA is expected to occur are areas important for industry in 

order to meet wood volume targets.  

The second major concern about the BLPG relates to the way it was applied, being a desktop exercise 

based solely on GIS spatial layers which are known to have inaccuracies. Currently decisions on 

habitat retention are based on on-ground surveys, taking into account operational factors. This means 

that during the areas retained for particular values are known to actually have those values. The 

process trialled for applying the BLPG has not been able to take into account these operational factors 

such as road planning, visual landscape planning, special values planning, or other operational factors 
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that would influence the final decision regarding the design of a harvest area. If decisions are made 

from spatial layers, some of the areas mapped as having particular values (and therefore need to be 

retained) may not actually have those values. In the past, when the land area available for wood 

production on state forest was greater, retaining areas with some uncertainty as to their values would 

not have been such a significant issue. However it is now more difficult for the industry to meet their 

wood volume targets (due to the reduced land area available) so there is serious concern about 

retaining areas for uncertain values. This relates not just to identifying biodiversity values, but also 

areas retained for other values (e.g. steep, rocky outcrops etc) that can contribute to the management 

of mature forest. The ability to identify the areas that must be retained (under the soil and water 

provisions of the Forest Practices Code) is increasing as a result of LiDAR information, but not all 

areas will be identified even using this technology. The concern over the accuracy of spatial layers 

could be partially alleviated by establishing a process for adjusting management zones (for example 

the process used by Forestry Tasmania for changing the locations of WHS). The difference between 

the approach required for the BLPG and current planning is that areas retained strategically for 

biodiversity values could be re-zoned for wood production if the retained area does not support the 

target value, rather than the current process of  only ‘reducing the wood-production area when 

biodiversity values are identified.   

The planners differed in their opinions as to how practical the proposed approach to applying the 

BLPG was. Some planners thought that the effort involved with adjusting coupe boundaries was 

prohibitive. Maintaining GIS databases, re-classifying areas, changing provcoupe boundaries etc., 

could be time consuming and potentially costly and problematic. However other planners thought this 

would not be such a difficult task. In fact, the Bass district has recognised the need to review coupe 

boundaries as a result of the Tasmanian Forest Agreement 2013. It is therefore potentially timely that 

application of the BLPG is considered. While the cost and practicalities of applying the BLPG is an 

issue that needs further exploration, it is not currently considered to be a limiting factor in the 

development of strategic landscape plans.  

Overall the planners provided valuable input into the utility of a strategic landscape-scale planning 

process, and it was concluded that further work would be needed to quantify the changes to harvest 

areas and the cost benefit of broad-scale planning. The benefit which planners indicated would be 

most useful would be an endorsed process that provided planners with a ‘sign off’ on a number of 

biodiversity values and threatened species at a landscape-scale.  

An alternative approach for applying the BLPG to that outlined in the current document is that areas 

are ‘zoned’ or ‘classified’ for particular values. The zoning of the landscape would relate to a 

landscape analysis (e.g. availability of mature habitat in the surrounding landscape) but the 

application of the management would be applied during coupe-level planning. For example the 

availability of mature habitat could be assessed across the forest block, and provisional coupes could 

be zoned as expecting (a) major restrictions, (b) some targeted retention, (c) some untargeted retention 

or (d) no management under the MHMA. This approach is not expected to have the same advantages 

in terms of reducing the complexity of planning, but would provide an indication of planning 

certainty. Landscape zoning would address the limitations of the spatial data as the management 

would be applied after on-ground surveys have been done. A landscape zoning approach should 

potentially be explored further.  
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Table 9. A summary of the advantages and disadvantages of applying the BLPG during coupe-

level planning and strategic planning. 

Advantage Disadvantage 

 Greater certainty in planning 

 Less complex planning at the coupe-scale 

 Implications for meeting wood supply 

requirements 

 Limitations in spatial data 

 Effort required to apply process 

 In-coupe management still required for 

many threatened species  

 

4.3. Proposed process for applying the BLPG 

While the BLPG has not yet been endorsed for use, it is important to consider how it would fit within 

the forest practices system. Discussions were had between the members of the working group. It was 

proposed that if the BLPG was applied at a forest block scale, with an accompanying three-year plan 

for sequencing of coupes to be harvested, this strategic plan could be submitted to the FPA and 

DPIPWE for review. All parties could review proposed planning to ensure that biodiversity values are 

being adequately managed within the forest block under the plan, with particular clauses specified 

(e.g. additional areas may need to be retained if new eagle nests are found, if a large patch of 

unmapped swift parrot habitat is found, and that particular areas marked for retention could be 

harvested if they were found not to have the values they were mapped as having). Any coupes 

harvested within this block during this time frame of the strategic plan could then be signed off, under 

that agreement, as already meeting the biodiversity provisions at the landscape scale (given the 

specified clauses). These strategic plans could be reviewed and re-submitted at potentially three-

yearly intervals (or greater).  

A process would also need to be established by which the management zones could be adjusted (e.g. 

areas retained for mature habitat that don’t have mature habitat could be re-zoned and made available 

for wood production and retention moved to a more suitable location). An approach similar to that 

used for changing WHS, which included a review process, could be adopted. 

4.4. Future work 

While this scenario testing has been extremely informative for assessing the implementation and 

utility of the BLPG, there is considerable further work required and processes that need to be followed 

before it can be implemented.  

 An interactive tool for assessing mature habitat context for a forest block needs to be scoped 

and developed (Mature Habitat Context Calculator). 

 Discussions would need to be had with the threatened species section of DPIPWE regarding 

the status that would be given to areas where the BLPG had been applied. 

 An alternative way of applying the BLPG could be explored based on ‘zoning’ coupes rather 

than re-defining coupe boundaries. 

 Do further work assessing the difference in area available for harvest when applying strategic 

forest block planning compared to traditional coupe level planning. 

 Comment would be sought from stakeholders and the public. 
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 A manual for practitioners on how to apply the BLPG would need to be produced. 

 The BLPG would need to be submitted to the Forest Practices Board for endorsement.  

 Training programs would need to be conducted. 

 Trial on private land 

 Effectiveness monitoring 

Continual improvement to the BLPG would need to occur including: 

 Development of the catchment management tool 

 Development of the remnant management tool 

In addition, it is critical that further work be done assessing the effectiveness and adequacy of the 

BLPG. It is important to assess the degree to which meeting the management targets achieves the 

goals of the BLPG, and it is important to assess that applying the BLPG does achieve the biodiversity 

objective  which is: 

 ‘to contribute to the maintenance of habitat for RFA priority species at multiple spatial and 

temporal scales within the forest practices system’. 

 

4.5. Summary 

Applying landscape scale planning for biodiversity is expected to improve the management of some 

species and simplify coupe-level forest planning. However there are some concerns about applying 

some planning tools associated with the BLPG, including the MHMA, which may (directly or 

indirectly) affect the ability of Forestry Tasmania to meet wood supply requirements. Under the 

Tasmanian Forest Agreement Act 2013 the area available for harvest has been substantially reduced 

(although there has also been a reduction in the wood volume targets). However, it may still be 

difficult for industry to achieve new wood volume targets under current management, and further 

constraints would be extremely difficult to implement.  

However, as part of the Tasmanian Forest Agreement Forestry Tasmania has also committed to 

seeking FSC certification. A number of the principles and criteria for forest stewardship under the 

FSC require management consistent with that delivered via the BLPG (See Box 1 and 2 below). 

Therefore applying the BLPG has the potential to help users achieve FSC certification and it is 

recommended that this be investigated further.  

While the overall structure of the BLPG has been developed, further work is required in relation to 

some of the logistics in applying the BLPG (e.g. an approval process). Furthermore, the BLPG is a 

tool that will require continual refinement as new information becomes available as part of an 

adaptive management process. The BLPG is currently only being proposed as an alternative way of 

applying the Forest Practices Code and use of the BLPG would not be enforced.  
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Box 1. Select principles and criteria for forest stewardship under the FSC international 

standard (Forest Stewardship Council 2004) 

 Principle 5: Benefits from the forest. Forest management operations shall encourage the efficient use of the 

forest's multiple products and services to ensure economic viability and a wide range of environmental and 

social benefits 

5.5. Forest management operations shall recognize, maintain, and, where appropriate, enhance the 

value of forest services and resources such as watersheds and fisheries. 

Principle 6: Environmental impact. Forest management shall conserve biological diversity and its associated 

values, water resources, soils, and unique and fragile ecosystems and landscapes, and, by so doing, maintain 

the ecological functions and the integrity of the forest. 

6.1. Assessment of environmental impacts shall be completed - appropriate to the scale, intensity of 

forest management and the uniqueness of the affected resources – and adequately integrated into 

management systems. Assessments shall include landscape level considerations as well as the 

impacts of on-site processing facilities. Environmental impacts shall be assessed prior to 

commencement of site-disturbing operations. 

6.2. Safeguards shall exist which protect rare, threatened and endangered species and their habitats 

(e.g., nesting and feeding areas). Conservation zones and protection areas shall be established, 

appropriate to the scale and intensity of forest management and the uniqueness of the affected 

resources. Inappropriate hunting, fishing, trapping and collecting shall be controlled. 

6.3. Ecological functions and values shall be maintained intact, enhanced, or restored, including:  

a) Forest regeneration and succession. 

b) Genetic, species, and ecosystem diversity. 

c) Natural cycles that affect the productivity of the forest ecosystem. 

6.9 The use of exotic species shall be carefully controlled and actively monitored to avoid adverse 

ecological impacts. 

Principle 7: Management plan. A management plan -- appropriate to the scale and intensity of the operations 

– shall be written, implemented, and kept up to date. The long term objectives of management, and the 

means of achieving them, shall be clearly stated. 

7.1 The management plan and supporting documents shall provide: 

a) Management objectives. 

b) Description of the forest resources to be managed, environmental limitations, land use 

and ownership status, socio-economic conditions, and a profile of adjacent lands. 

c) Description of silvicultural and/or other management system, based on the ecology of 

the forest in question and information gathered through resource inventories. 

d) Rationale for rate of annual harvest and species selection. 

e) Provisions for monitoring of forest growth and dynamics. 

f) Environmental safeguards based on environmental assessments. 

g) Plans for the identification and protection of rare, threatened and endangered species. 

h) Maps describing the forest resource base including protected areas, planned 

management activities and land ownership. 

i) Description and justification of harvesting techniques and equipment to be used. 
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Box 2 continued. Select principles and criteria for forest stewardship under the FSC 

international standard (Forest Stewardship Council 2004) 

 Principle 9: Maintenance of high conservation value forests. Management activities in high conservation 

value forests shall maintain or enhance the attributes which define such forests. Decisions regarding high 

conservation value forests shall always be considered in the context of a precautionary approach. High 

Conservation Value Forests: High Conservation Value Forests are those that possess one or more of the 

following attributes: 

a) forest areas containing globally, regionally or nationally significant : concentrations of 

biodiversity values (e.g. endemism, endangered species, refugia); and/or large landscape 

level forests, contained within, or containing the management unit, where viable 

populations of most if not all naturally occurring species exist in natural patterns of 

distribution and abundance 

b) forest areas that are in or contain rare, threatened or endangered ecosystems 

c) forest areas that provide basic services of nature in critical situations (e.g. watershed 

protection, erosion control) 

d) forest areas fundamental to meeting basic needs of local communities (e.g. subsistence, 

health) and/or critical to local communities’ traditional cultural identity (areas of cultural, 

ecological, economic or religious significance identified in cooperation with such local 

communities). 

9.1. Assessment to determine the presence of the attributes consistent with High Conservation 

Value Forests will be completed, appropriate to scale and intensity of forest management. 

9.3. The management plan shall include and implement specific measures that ensure the 

maintenance and/or enhancement of the applicable conservation attributes consistent with the 

precautionary approach. These measures shall be specifically included in the publicly available 

management plan summary. 

Principle 10: Plantations 

10.2. The design and layout of plantations should promote the protection, restoration and 

conservation of natural forests, and not increase pressures on natural forests. Wildlife corridors, 

streamside zones and a mosaic of stands of different ages and rotation periods, shall be used in the 

layout of the plantation, consistent with the scale of the operation. The scale and layout of 

plantation blocks shall be consistent with the patterns of forest stands found within the natural 

landscape. 

10.5. A proportion of the overall forest management area, appropriate to the scale of the plantation 

and to be determined in regional standards, shall be managed so as to restore the site to a natural 

forest cover. 

10.6. Measures shall be taken to maintain or improve soil structure, fertility, and biological activity. 

The techniques and rate of harvesting, road and trail construction and maintenance, and the choice 

of species shall not result in long term soil degradation or adverse impacts on water quality, 

quantity or substantial deviation from stream course drainage patterns. 
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