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Threatened Species Scientific Committee

TSSC76: 4-6 June 2019

Agenda Item

6.1

Title

Developing the Proposed Priority Assessment List (PPAL) for the
assessment period commencing 1 October 2019

Purpose

Consider public and proposed Committee nominations and determine the
PPAL to be provided to the Minister.

Recommendations

1.

Discusses the nominations, supporting data, decision support tools
and the Committee and Department’s capacity to make assessments
while still performing other functions

Agrees on the 2019 PPAL, assessment timeframes and inclusion
statements

Agrees on exclusion statements for public nominations that have not
been included on the 2019 PPAL

Agrees to include a statement on the 2019 PPAL which would enable
consideration of CAM-compliant assessments provided by the states
and territories without addition to the 2019 FPAL

Agrees that, following the Minister’'s consideration of the 2019 PPAL,
the Department will publish public nominations (with personal details
redacted) and exclusion statements for items that have not been
included on the 2018 or 2019 Finalised Priority Assessment List
(FPAL)

Previous
Committee
Consideration

The Committee considered the development of the 2018 PPAL at
TSSC72 (Jun 2018). The process for 2019 is based on previous annual
consideration of assessment priorities.

Next Steps for the

Finalise inclusion and exclusion statements out of session if required.

Committee Consider assessments of items included in the FPAL.
Item 6.1.1  Decision Support Tool for assigning priority to ecological
community nominations (blank copy)
Item 6.1.2 Spreadsheet of key threatening process (KTP) nominations
Item 6.1.3 Spreadsheet of ecological communities nominations
Attachments

Item 6.1.4 Spreadsheet of species nominations

Item 6.1.5 Cross jurisdictional species proposed by the interjurisdictional

Common Assessment Method Working Group

Item 6.1.6  Map of ecological community nominations

1. On behalf of the Minister, the Department advertised a call for nominations of ecological
communities, key threatening processes and species on 15 January 2019, which closed on

28 March 2019.
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Ecological Communities

Public nominations eligible for inclusion

2.  Six new ecological community (EC) nominations were received:

0 Empodisma gracillimum based peatland communities of the high rainfall zones of
south-west Western Australia (renominated with additional information)

0 Subtropical woodland bird community (renominated as a subset)

o0 Wetland and inner floodplain of the Macquarie Marshes (renomination of the listed
ecological community disallowed in 2013)

o Lower Murray River and associated wetlands, floodplains and groundwater
systems from the junction of the Darling River to the sea (renomination of the listed
ecological community disallowed in 2013)

0 Sedge-rich Eucalyptus camphora swamp community

0 Murragamba sands woodland in the Sydney Basin Bioregion.
3. In addition, two ECs nominated in 2018 are eligible for reconsideration:

o Eastern Suburbs Banksia Scrub of the Sydney Region (up-listing)

0 Kwongkan shrubland thickets of Western Australia’s Avon Wheatbelt.
4. A combined map of all EC nominations is included at ltem 6.1.6.

5. The ‘Wetland and inner floodplain of the Macquarie Marshes’ and ‘Lower Murray River and
associated wetlands, floodplains and groundwater systems from the junction of the Darling
River to the sea’ ecological communities were previously listed (by a Labor Government)
and then disallowed in 2013 (by a Coalition Government). These nominations seek to
reinstate the status of these ecological communities. They are clear candidates for
assessment from a conservation standpoint, but their assessment would have significant
resource implications, and the Minister is unlikely to support their inclusion on the FPAL.

6.  The ‘Subtropical woodland bird community’ has been previously nominated as a part of the
broader woodland bird community nhominated in 2017. This new nomination limits the
extent of the community to the subtropical regions of Qld and northern NSW. This provides
a more practical scale for the assessment and the Department considers this nomination
would be a good candidate for assessment.

7.  The Department considers that the Kwongkan shrubland thickets would also be suitable
for assessment, as it faces significant threats and is not well protected. However, there is
currently less information readily available for assessment and its extent is less well
defined than the higher ranked nominations. The WA Government agency responsible for
threatened species and ECs has noted it does not like listings at this scale, as they do not
align with their approach of listing finer scale TECs, but are willing to provide data for the
assessment (as they did for other broad scale WA EC assessments in recent years).

8.  Although it is likely to meet threatened criteria, much of the ‘Sedge-rich Eucalyptus
camphora swamp community’, including nearly all high-quality remnants, occurs within
existing reserves and also overlaps largely with the habitat for helmeted honeyeater. The
conservation benefits of listing are relatively less for this nomination, however the
Department considers it a reasonable priority for assessment. It would provide an
opportunity to align with a Victorian state listing and be a relatively simple assessment.

9.  Although the ‘Murragamba sands woodland in the Sydney Basin Bioregion’ ranked more
highly in the DST than some other nominations, the Department does not consider this EC
a priority at this time. Much of the current extent is subject to an existing EPBC approval
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10.

11.

for a coal mine extension, so there is less conservation benefit to be gained by its listing.
There are also some questions about the full extent of this EC and whether it occurs in
other similar environments nearby, and the Department recommends we seek clarity on
whether there are areas that would benefit from listing before this nomination is
reconsidered in 2020.

The Eastern Suburbs Banksia Scrub is already listed as Endangered under the EPBC Act.
Its listing was transferred from the previous legislation at the commencement of the

EPBC Act and has not been reviewed since. It was up-listed in NSW from Endangered to
Critically Endangered in 2017 with new patches identified by the NSW reassessment. The
evidence indicates that it may also be eligible for listing as Critically Endangered under the
EPBC Act, which would align the national and state listings. However, this would provide
minimal additional protection beyond that already existing, particularly given the additional
patches are mostly in reserves. Therefore, the Department considers that resources may
be better directed towards assessing other nominations that are currently unprotected.

The ‘Empodisma gracillimum based peatland communities of the high rainfall zones of
south-west Western Australia’ was previously nominated in 2017. In resubmitting the
nomination, the nominator has provided additional clarity on the extent of the EC, but its
eligibility for listing has still not been sufficiently justified. The WA Government unit
responsible for threatened species and ECs is supportive of its assessment, and are
willing to provide input. However given its uncertain status, there are higher priorities for
assessment. It would be eligible for reconsideration in 2020.

Ecological Community Prioritisation Decision Support Tool (DST)

12.

Prior to the 2012 PPAL process, the DST for prioritising ecological community nominations
was substantially amended at TSSC49 (March 2012). Further improvements were made in
2014 and minor edits were made in 2017 and 2018. No changes were made this year. The
DST template for ecological communities is included at Item 6.1.1. A spreadsheet showing
the Department’s ratings and scores for each nominated ecological community against each
of the prioritisation criteria in the DST is included at ltem 6.1.3.

Capacity for new ecological community assessments

13.

14.

15.

Fifteen ecological communities are currently under assessment. Six have been completed
by the Committee, but they still require substantial briefing and consultation in the lead up to,
and following, a listing decision.

Taking into account the existing workload and anticipated resources over the coming year,
the Department anticipates it will have capacity to commence two to three new ecological
community assessments in the near future.

Based on the draft DST scores and relative conservation benefits the Department
recommends the five nominations below as priorities for assessment, in the following order:

0 Wetland and inner floodplain of the Macquarie Marshes

o Lower Murray River and associated wetlands, floodplains and groundwater
systems from the junction of the Darling River to the sea

0 Subtropical woodland bird community
0 Sedge-rich Eucalyptus camphora swamp community

o0 Kwongkan shrubland thickets of Western Australia’s Avon Wheatbelt



Key threatening processes (KTPs)
16. A spreadsheet containing KTP nominations is provided at ltem 6.1.2.

Public nominations eligible for inclusion

17. One new key threatening process public nomination was received:

o Alterations to the natural flow regimes of watercourses and their floodplains and
wetlands’

18. One KTP nominated in 2018 is eligible for re-consideration in 2019:
o The impact of sarcoptic mange (Sarcoptes scabei) on Lasiorhinus spp

19. The impact of sarcoptic mange (Sarcoptes scabei) on Lasiorhinus spp nomination appears
likely to be eligible for listing if it were included on the PPAL and assessed. Additional
research would be required to extrapolate local-scale impacts to population level. The
process, as described, has only been demonstrated to affect one species and has the
potential to affect one other. Several submissions in 2018 were made to the Senate Inquiry
into Australia’s Faunal Extinction Crisis calling for a national action plan for sarcoptic
mange in wombats.

20. The nomination for Alterations to the natural flow regimes of watercourses and their
floodplains and wetlands appears likely to be eligible for listing if it were included on the
PPAL and assessed. The assessment would be very complex and would require input
from many sectors of the community. The Department requested preliminary views from
the Commonwealth Environment Water Office and Department of Agriculture and Water
Resources, no responses were received. Murray Darling Basin Authority was consulted
and advised that the Murray Darling Basin Plan addresses the environmental degradation
which would be covered in a KTP assessment. The Authority does not consider listing of
this KTP a priority in the context of the Murray Darling Basin. They noted that they could
not comment on the application to other Australian river systems.

21. The Alterations to the natural flow regimes of watercourses and their floodplains and
wetlands KTP has been nominated previously. The Committee included it in the 2016
PPAL but it was removed by the former Minister.

Potential Committee nominations

22. The Committee has proposed assessing ‘In-stream barriers as a key threatening process
for freshwater biodiversity’ as a key threatening process for freshwater biodiversity.

23. The Senate Standing Committee on Environment and Communications Report Regulation
of the fin-fish aquaculture industry in Tasmania recommended that ‘environmental impacts
of fin-fish farming operations’ be listed as a key threatening process. In discussing that
recommendation at TSSC71, the Committee suggested that a key threatening process
nomination for ‘environmental impacts of aquaculture’ be developed by the Department.

24. The Department has had limited capacity to progress the suggested committee KTP
nominations.

Key Threatening Process Prioritisation Decision Support Tool (DST)

25. The KTP DST template was updated and used at TSSC72 for two KTP nominations. The
Committee endorsed the updated template. This template has used and the DSTs for the
two KTPs are provided to the Committee on GovTEAMSs.

Capacity for new KTP assessments

26. Given the limited regulatory influence of the list of key threatening processes, and the limited
capacity of the Department to support KTP assessments, the Department does not
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recommend any of the KTP nominations as priorities for assessment and inclusion in the
2019 PPAL. The Department’s recommendation is to prioritise assessment of species and
ecological communities for listing and protection as Matters of National Environmental
Significance.

Species

27.

A spreadsheet containing the 2019 public nominations, proposed Committee nominations,
Common Assessment Method legacy species, and recommendations for the 2019 PPAL is
provided at Item 6.1.4.

Public nominations eligible for inclusion (worksheet 1 in Item 6.1.4)

28.

29.
30.

31.

32.

Twelve eligible species nominations were received in 2019:
New Listing:
0 Cephaloscyllium albipinnum (Whitefin Swellshark)
0 Dipturus canutus (Grey Skate)
o Dentiraja confuses (Australian Longnose Skate)

Sousa sahulensis (Australian humpback dolphin)

o O

Hypochrysops piceatus (Bulloak Jewel Butterfly)

o

Acrodipsas illidgei (Mangrove Ant-blue (Butterfly))
0 Grevillea montis—cole subsp. montis—cole (Mount Cole Grevillea)
0 Anoxyprisits cuspidate (Narrow Sawfish)
0 Heteroponera majeri
o Lioponera bicolor
Transfer between listing category:
o Dasyuroides byrne (Kowari)
0 Pseudomys novaehollandiae (New Holland Mouse)
There are no 2018 public nominations eligible for reconsideration in 2019.

The Department recommends the Australian humpback dolphin, Whitefin Swellshark,
Australian Longnose Skate, Grey Skate and Kowari, as the priority public nominations for
Commonwealth-led assessment (see worksheet 1 in ltem 6.1.4).

The Grey Skate, Whitefin Swellshark and Australian Longnose Skate interact with similar
fisheries and the Department anticipates that these species would be most efficiently
assessed simultaneously for potential listing as Conservation Dependent. The Department
has consulted the Australian Fisheries Management Authority and the relevant state and
territory fisheries management agencies through the Common Assessment Method
Working Group. Their responses are included in worksheet 1 at Item 6.1.4.

The Department received a nomination for Sousa chinensis (Indo-Pacific Humpback
Dolphin) in 2014 and did not prioritise it for assessment because at the time there was
insufficient data to assess the species, the species was undergoing taxonomic review and
research was being undertaken to clarify its distribution and abundance. The species has
since been spilt into Sousa chinensis and Sousa sahulensis. The 2019 nomination for
Sousa sahulensis provides additional information that was foreshadowed in the 2014
nomination.



33.

34.

35.

Kowari experienced severe fluctuations in the number of mature individuals and continued
decline and species is experiencing the effects of prolonged periods of below-average
rainfall.

The Department consulted the states and territories regarding the relative priority of the
2019 public nominations, the availability of information and existing assessments and the
willingness of jurisdictions to lead assessments through the CAM, particularly for state and
territory endemic species. Responses received are included in worksheet 1 of Item 6.1.4.

The Department proposes that assessment of state and territory endemic nominations be
led by the relevant jurisdiction, consistent with section 5.2 of the Common Assessment
Method Memorandum of Understanding (CAM MoU). These CAM-complaint assessments
will then be provided to the Commonwealth for a listing decision under the EPBC Act. This
allows for the Commonwealth to primarily focus on multi-jurisdictional assessments as per
section 5.2 (b) of the CAM MoU. Because the Committee and the Department cannot
directly control the timeframe for state- or territory-led assessments, we do not recommend
that they are included on the 2019 PPAL. Once the assessment has been provided to the
Commonwealth, the species can either be considered during the 2019 assessment period
or included on the 2020 PPAL (noting that as these species are public nominations they
will be eligible for reconsideration in the 2020 assessment period).

0 Queensland have indicated that they could assess Acrodipsas illidgei and
Hypochrysops piceatus.

0 Western Australia has indicated it will work with the nominator of Heteroponera
majeri and Lioponera bicolor to explore whether there is sufficient information to
enable assessment of these species.

0 Victoria has indicated that it will assess Grevillea montis—cole subsp. montis—
cole, subject to resolution of its taxonomy.

Potential Committee nominations

Species imperilled by Myrtle Rust (worksheet 3 in Item 6.1.4):

36.

37.

Queensland has suggested six species that occur across New South Wales and
Queensland for assessment by the Commonwealth as they are imperilled by Myrtle Rust.
These species are in the draft Action Plan for Myrtle Rust under the Very High Priority
(Archirhodomyrtus beckleri, Decaspermum humile, Gossia hillii and Rhodamnia
maideniana) or High Priority (Rhodamnia argentea), with one species not contained in the
draft plan (Gossia punctata). The Department has sought NSW’s view on this species,
which will be provided at the meeting. The Commonwealth recommends up to six of these
species as priorities for Commonwealth-led assessment.

The Action Plan for Myrtle Rust and accompanying scientific review was released for
public comment in May 2018. It is undergoing revision. Once finalised it will provide a basis
for further species to be prioritised and for the development of a Threat Abatement Advice.

Cross-jurisdictional species under the Common Assessment Method (worksheet 6 in Item 6.1.4):

38.

The Department invited the states and territories to suggest species that occur across
multiple jurisdictions for assessment by the Commonwealth. The CAM working group
subsequently prioritised the suggested species. The full list of species considered is at
Item 6.1.5.



39.

40.

The states and territories identified seven cross-jurisdictional species as high priorities for
Commonwealth-led assessment, see worksheet 6 of Item 6.1.4. The Department has not
prepared DSTs for these species as agreed in ltem 6.4 at TSSC75 (Mar 2019). The states
and territories have provided input, summarised at Item 6.1.5 (table 1), to assist the
Committee with its consideration.

Progressing these assessments is essential to the successful alignment of threatened
species lists through the CAM, and to demonstrating the Commonwealth’s continued
commitment to the reform. The Department is, however, concerned about the level of
information available to gauge the likely outcome of a reassessment, so recommends that
the Committee agree that the Department work with the states and territories to compile
the information and prepare draft assessments before the seven cross-jurisdictional
species are formally prioritised. The workload associated with this approach will need to be
considered in evaluating the overall capacity for species assessments.

Legacy state and territory endemic species under the Common Assessment Method
(worksheet 5 in ltem 6.1.4):

41.

42.

At TSSC72, TSSC73, TSSC74 and at Item 7.1 for this meeting, the Committee has agreed
to include a total of 19 legacy state and territory endemic species as priorities for
assessment under the EPBC Act, based on assessments provided by jurisdictions through
the CAM, or in one case an assessment for delisting of Gaultheria viridicarpa J.B.Williams
subsp. viridicarpa ms. prepared by the Commonwealth to enable listing at the species level
based on the NSW-led CAM assessment. The Department recommends that these be
included in the 2019 PPAL.

If the assessments require revision as result of comments from the Committee, the
Department will endeavour to have the comments addressed by the jurisdictions prior to
the 2019 PPAL being provided to the Minister. In the event that comments are not
addressed in time, these species will not be included in the 2019 PPAL.

Squamate reptiles (worksheet 4 in Iltem 6.1.4):

43.

44,

45.

46.

The Department has received the IUCN Squamate assessment which has been finalised
for publication in The Action Plan for Australian Lizards and Snakes 2017 by CSIRO Press
in December 2019. The submitted manuscript includes 73 species assessed as meeting
the criteria for listing as Vulnerable (33), Endangered (27), Critically Endangered (10),
Extinct in the Wild (2) and Extinct (1: Christmas Island Forest Skink Emoia nativitatis). Of
the 73 species, 28 are currently listed under the EPBC Act.

The Department has also received the spatial data used in the IUCN assessment and has
determined that 55 of the 73 species assessed as threatened are endemic to one state or
territory (50) or are only recorded in Commonwealth jurisdiction on Christmas Island (5).
The remaining 18 are recorded in two or more jurisdictions, with four of those found on
Commonwealth and state land within one state.

The action plan assessed 101 species which are currently listed as threatened in one or
more jurisdiction, as being Near Threatened (12), Least Concern (83) or Data Deficient (8).
Many of these species were listed by the states and territories on the basis of state-scale
assessments. Twenty-one species are listed as threatened under the EPBC Act, 14 of
which are recorded in two or more states and territories (4 DD; 10 LC).

The Department is working with the states and territories to develop a prioritised plan to
produce CAM-compliant assessments for the species to enable consistent listing under
state, territory and Commonwealth legislation. Under the section 5.2 of the CAM MoU the
responsibility for leading the assessment of species endemic to a single state or territory is
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47.

48.

49.

50.

51.

predominantly with that state or territory to lead, while assessments of species which occur
across multiple jurisdictions default to the Commonwealth.

We anticipate that the Commonwealth will lead the assessment of up to 37 species,
described in worksheet 4 in Iltem 6.1.4, comprising those which occur across two or more
states and territories (14 assessed as threatened and 14 currently listed under the EPBC
Act and assessed as NT, LC or DD), the 5 species which are recorded only on
Commonwealth land on Christmas Island and potentially the 4 species recorded on
Commonwealth land and the surrounding state land.

Two of the 37 species, Varanus mertensi and Varanus mitchelli, are currently under
assessment having been included on the 2018 FPAL.

Not all of the remaining 35 species will warrant assessment. Some are subject to
taxonomic clarification (5 taxa are listed at the subspecies level under the EPBC Act and
were assessed in the Action Plan at the species level and the Grassland Earless Dragon,
listed as Tympanocryptis pinguicolla has recently been split into 4 species). Eight species
are already listed under the EPBC Act in the appropriate category and may require an
updated Conservation Advice instead of a full reassessment.

The Department proposes to use a similar approach to prioritisation of these species as
the bird and mammal action plans, implemented in collaboration with the states and
territories through the CAM. The first priority is threatened species that are not currently
listed, followed by species which are triggering referrals and are demonstrably no longer
eligible, then up-listings and down-listings. Species which are not consistently listed across
their range will be prioritised within these groups to enable the CAM process to achieve
consistent listing. Further details on the forward work plan and prioritisation will be
provided at a future meeting.

The Department recommends that the highest priorities for Commonwealth-led
assessment, which have not already been included in a previous FPAL, are three species
that occur across two or more jurisdictions: Hemiaspis damelii (Grey Snake), Lissolepis
coventryi (Swamp Skink) and Acanthophis cryptamydros (Kimberley Death Adder). The
profiles from the action plan manuscript for these four species have been loaded on
GovTEAMs with the 2019 public nominations.

Other Species Expert Assessment Plans and IUCN assessment processes

52.

53.

The public nominations for the three chondricthyan species (Grey Skate, Whitefin
Swellshark and Australian Longnose Skate) were developed based on preliminary results
of the Shark SEAP being coordinated by the NESP Marine Biodiversity Hub. The
Department notes that the report of this project is currently being finalised.

The Department has not received any assessments from other SEAP or [IUCN
assessments in time to be considered for the 2019 PPAL. The Department notes the
processes underway include the:

a. Freshwater Fish SEAP being coordinated by the Australian Society for Fish
Biology

b. Proteaceae IUCN Assessment being coordinated by the IUCN Red List Unit

c. Eucalyptus, Angophora and Corymbia IUCN Assessment being coordinated by
the NESP Threatened Species Recovery Hub with funding from Botanic Gardens
Conservation International (BGCI)



Christmas Island endemic invertebrates

54.

Work to identify Christmas Island endemic invertebrates which could potentially be
collectively assessed is continuing. Dr John Woinarski has advised that it is several
months from completion. The approach to these species will be considered once the paper
and species list being prepared by Dr Woinarski and others is published.

Lead jurisdictions for assessments through the Common Assessment Method

55.

56.

57.

58.

Where a state or territory has signed the CAM MoU they will predominantly be responsible
for assessing endemic species (section 5.2), including those prioritised through the EPBC
Act nomination process. The Commonwealth will predominantly be responsible for
assessments of species that occur across multiple jurisdictions, although States and
Territories can do so if agreed by other range jurisdictions (section 5.2(b)(ii)).

The Department has provided the public nominations for species to the states and
territories and sought their views on priorities and potential for leading the assessment for
endemic species. In some instances where the species is listed under the relevant
jurisdiction and not under the EPBC Act, the jurisdiction may be able to supply a CAM-
compliant assessment that can be considered under the EPBC Act. Where the species is
not listed under the EPBC Act or the equivalent state or territory legislation, the relevant
jurisdiction has been asked if they are prepared to lead the assessment, which would be
considered for listing under both Commonwealth and state legislation.

Where a jurisdiction commits to leading an assessment, an appropriate completion
timeframe as required under the EPBC Act will be agreed with the jurisdiction. The
Department will assign a contact officer to provide Commonwealth input, monitor progress,
ensure that coordinated consultation occurs where possible, and review the resulting
assessment.

As states and territories provide their CAM-compliant assessments, the Department will
provide these to the Committee for consideration at future meetings.

Species Prioritisation Decision Support Tool (DST)

59.

The Committee discussed the species DST template at TSSC60 (Jun 2015) and requested
a number of changes, including the removal of a numerical rating system. The Department
revised and applied the DST in 2016. The DST was reviewed again at TSSC75 (Feb 2019)
and no changes were suggested, this DST has been used for the 2019 PPAL process.

Capacity for new species assessment

60.

There are 65 species included on previous FPALs where assessments are still to be
completed (See work plan at ltem 3.2). Of these 65 species, 13 extensions have previously
been requested by the Committee, but have not been considered by the Minister. ltem 6.4
seeks extensions for 21 species. A summary of the current statutory completion dates for
species under assessment is:

Assessment Completion Time Number of species assessments
30 March 2019 8
30 September 2019 26
30 March 2020 0

30 September 2020
30 March 2021
30 September 2021 25




61.

62.

Having considered the current workload, capacity and reductions in the Protected Species
and Communities Branch budget, the Department proposes that the following 31 species
assessments be included in the 2019 PPAL, in addition to commencing preparatory work
on the 7 cross-jurisdictional species suggested by the CAM WG. This recommendation
could change depending on the Committee’s views on the level of perceived urgency and
complexity of the assessments and if the Committee includes any KTPs on the PPAL.

The Department notes that the CAM legacy endemic species assessments are well
advanced and, subject to the Committee’s comments being included by the relevant state
or territory, are ready to release for consultation once the FPAL is in place.

et DST Department
Assessment species recommend- | capacity to Total for
type nominated/ . P PPAL

proposed ations assess
Public 2019 12 5 3 3
Public 2018 0 0 0 0
Squamate
SEAP 3 3 3
Myrtle Rust 6 6 6
CAM cross DST’s were
jurisd_ictional 7 not prepared 0* 0*
Species for these

species Assessments
CAM legacy already
endemic 19 prepared 19
species through the
CAM

Total 47 5 12 31

* recommended for preparatory work in 2019

Inclusion and exclusion statements

63.

64.

65.

All items included on the PPAL are required to have an inclusion statement, and public
nominations that are not included on the PPAL require an exclusion statement.

The Department has prepared draft inclusion and exclusion statements for ecological
communities, key threatening processes and species. The draft statements are included in
the DSTs and will be available in a consolidated table at the meeting.

The Committee is requested to discuss and amend the draft statements.

Assessment completion times

66.

67.

68.

The Committee is required to provide an assessment completion timeframe for items
included on the PPAL. The Department has considered the items already under assessment
and recommended completion times for each item for the Committee’s amendment or
endorsement in the attached spreadsheets.

Based on the reduction in the Department’s capacity, the Department has suggested
longer completion timeframes on most items. This doesn’t not preclude the assessments
from being finalised earlier.

The Department is engaging with the states and territories through the CAM to ensure that
there are no disputes about each assessment finalised by the Commonwealth Committee.
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This will enable them to make corresponding listing decisions based on the
Commonwealth assessment. In order to allow sufficient time for consultation with the
relevant states and territories between the Committee finalising its advice at a meeting and
listing brief being provided to the Minister within the statutory completion timeframe, the
Department is proposing to the shift the standard completion timeframe dates for species
from 30 March and 30 September each year to 30 April and 30 October.

Providing for further items to be added

69.

70.

71.

As with previous years, the Department suggests including in the PPAL the statement ‘any
other species/KTP/ecological community nominated by the Committee’. This would enable
assessment of:

o0 additional items during the assessment period if capacity is available (e.g. cross-
jurisdictional or squamate species)

0 items requiring urgent consideration that are brought to the Committee’s attention.

The Committee would consult with the Minister before commencing assessment of
additional items under this provision.

The Department is also proposing to include a statement in the PPAL which provides for
assessment of further state or territory-led species assessments provided through the CAM
without the delay of including them in the FPAL. The suggested statement is

‘any other species assessed by the states and territories consistent with the
Intergovernmental memorandum of understanding - Agreement on a common assessment
method for listing of threatened species and threatened ecological communities and
provided to the Commonwealth for consideration under the EPBC Act'.

Endorsement and Communication of the FPAL

72.

73.

74.

75.

Following agreement by the Committee at this meeting, the Department will prepare the
2019 PPAL for consideration and endorsement by the Chair (if required) prior to providing it
to the Minister for consideration.

The Committee’s PPAL is due to the Minister by 11 July 2019 (40 business days after the
nominations were provided to the Committee). Upon receipt of the Committee’s PPAL, the
Minister will have 20 business days (until 8 August 2019) to make any changes to include or
omit items or to the assessment timeframes. The Minister is required to notify the Committee
of any changes that are made.

At the end of the 20 day period, the PPAL automatically becomes the Finalised Priority
Assessment List (FPAL) for the assessment period commencing 1 October 2019.

The Committee is required to publish the 2019 FPAL on the Internet, which the Department
will arrange on the Committee’s behalf. For transparency, the Department also publishes a
list, the nomination (with personal details redacted) and the exclusion statements for those
nominations that were not prioritised after consideration for two consecutive FPALs (not
prioritised nominations). In addition, the Department will write to the nominators and provide
the reasons as per the Committee-agreed exclusion statements.

Departmental Consultation

76.

Targeted consultation was undertaken with relevant areas of the Department regarding the
nominations eligible for consideration in 2019, including: the Office of the Threatened
Species Commissioner, Biodiversity Conservation Division; Environment Standards
Division; Commonwealth Environmental Water Office; Parks Australia and the Australian
Antarctic Division. Relevant comments will be provided to the Committee during the
discussion of each item.
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Background

77.

78.

79.

80.

In accordance with Section 194G of the EPBC Act, the Committee is required to prepare and
give to the Minister a Proposed Priority Assessment List of nominations to be assessed
during the assessment period commencing 1 October 2019 (the 2019 PPAL).

Nominations that are eligible for consideration for inclusion in the 2019 PPAL are:

o all valid nominations received in response to the 2019 call for nominations;

. any valid nominations that were received in response to the 2018 call for nominations
that were not included on the 2018 Finalised Priority Assessment List; and

o other items the Committee wishes to nominate.

The validity of nominations has been evaluated against the requirements of Division 7.2 of
the Environment Protection and Biodiversity Regulations 2000.

Based on the Committee’s recommendation at TSSC73 (Sep 2018), the Minister established
that the conservation theme for the 2019 call for nominations was “Species and Ecological
Communities that are severely affected by fire regimes”.
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Decision Support Tool for Assigning Priority to Nominations:
Ecological Communities

Assessment Period from 1 October 2019

Nominated Name: [Name as nominated. Do not include for committee nominations)

Recommended Name: [Department suggested PPAL name - may be different to the nominated title]

Nomination Type: [Use one: Public - current cycle / Public - previous cycle / Proposed TSSC nomination]

Ecological Community Type: [Use one or more of these types: Terrestrial Vegetation / Freshwater
Aquatic / Marine; or Specify another type]

Conservation Theme(s): ‘Species and Ecological Communities that are severely affected by fire
regimes’ - [meets theme/does not meet theme]

Priority Ratings & Scores: [Insert in boxes below the priority rating & score for each of the
criteria that are on following pages. If any of the scores are due to a lack of information,

highlight them by colouring the boxes grey e.g. &

Criterion* Priority Score
Rating
Clarity of description
Clarity of national extent
L . . . . o Priorit

Availability of information to assess against listing criteria Hn-oT-lli\g,h

M = Medium

. . . . L =Low

Extra protection - in addition to reservation _

? = No Info
Extra protection - in addition to state/territory legislation
Extra protection - in addition to any existing EPBC listings
Significant threats with demonstrable impacts (now and
into the future)
Likely conservation status

Total Score
Conservation benefits of listing

* Grey boxes indicate a lack of available information with respect to that criterion.




Summary of Priority Considerations/Criteria

One sentence from each section below. This will be used for introducing each item at the
TSSC meeting.

Description — [insert sentence]

Clarity of description — [insert sentence]

Clarity of national extent — [insert sentence]

Availability of information to assess against listing criteria — [insert sentence]
Extra protection, in addition to reservation — [insert sentence]

Extra protection, in addition to state/territory legislation — [insert sentence]
Extra protection, in addition to existing EPBC protection — [insert sentence]
Significant threats with demonstrable impacts (now and into the future) — [insert
sentence]

Conservation status — [insert sentence]

Conservation benefits — [insert sentence]

Additional considerations

Does this community fall within one of the Major Vegetation Groups (MVG) and/or

regions identified in the TSSC 40" meeting, Paper 9.1* as being under-represented on the

national list? If yes, specify the MVG and its national decline in extent and the region(s).
Yes O  Specify | |No O Unsure 0

After summarising all the priority considerations, list any additional considerations that
may be a factor in assigning priorities (e.g. State & National listed threatened species that
would benefit; National Biodiversity Hotspot; relationship with other government policies
such as Threatened Species Strategy, funding priorities or other EC nominations; other
legislative issues; potential for perverse outcomes or pre-existing controversy e.qg. linked to
EPBC compliance cases, controversial approvals decision). This should be no more than 6
dot points. Try not to repeat key points from elsewhere in DST but there may be some
repetition with the Conservation Benefits section.

o [insert points about additional considerations]

Estimated Timeframe for Assessment: <1 Year /1.5 Years /2 Years / 2.5 Years / 3 Years>
How long the assessment will take from start to finish (consider technical and
policy/consultation complexities). Assessments are likely to take more time if there is
uncertainty around definition and data availability and/or if they require a technical
workshop and/or if there are additional consultation requirements (e.g. multiple
jurisdictions; occurring substantially on Indigenous owned land; industry sensitivities). The
estimated start and finish dates will be worked out later in the process.

Draft PPAL Statement

[Briefly state why a nomination should, or should not, be included in the PPAL. Keep in mind that these
may be transferred to the Minister’s brief and provided as feedback to nominators. Can draw upon the
summary of priority considerations but this must be succinct/to the point as to why the item should or

should not be assessed - See last year’s TSSC PPAL statements for reference.]

* See conclusions (p.8) Flag 9.1 (Cover paper) here.
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PRIORITY CONSIDERATIONS/CRITERIA

Summary description of the ecological community

Provide a summary description of the distinguishing features of the nominated ecological
community, its position in the landscape/seascape and distribution (include core fauna, flora and
structural elements where possible). Also include any important connectivity elements such as
groundwater, ocean currents, reqular flooding or key migratory species. Discuss why it is
important. Discuss the qualitative/quantitative values of the connectivity e.g. Is it
episodic/seasonal such as through occasional flooding? Also summarise any potential changes
that could or should be made as per the “Clarity of description” and Clarity of national extent”
considerations below.

Clarity of description

Provide a brief assessment of whether the ecological community is adequately defined and
differentiated from other communities. Is it distinct and readily identified? Is it a known
assemblage (for example, recognised as an ecological community at a state level) or clearly
associated with identified vegetation complexes or mapping units? Is the definition of what is
included in the ecological community unclear, uncertain or inappropriate (e.g. does it include
many disparate assemblages that could better be split, or does it use too narrow a definition that
excludes similar assemblages)? Has the distinction from other, similar, ECs been adequately
justified based on biological and/or ecological parameters, and/or is it backed by reliable data or
research? If not adequately justified in the nomination, recommend and assess/score whether
another description approach is well known or could be easily used and justified.

° [insert points about clarity of description]...

° This DST criterion is rated as a [High/Medium/Low] priority because <select one of
the options below, delete the rest>:

H the ecological community is, or can be, clearly defined (as per the nomination
and/or in another way) based on reliable information; or

M  the ecological community would require additional clarification of the description
during a listing assessment; or

L the ecological community is not clearly defined and would require substantial
clarification during a listing assessment

° The score for this DST criterion is weighted as follows: [High = 1; Medium = 0; Low = -1]

Clarity of national extent

There are various scales at which a national TEC (and its corresponding “national extent”)
can be defined. Some ecological communities are widespread across several state/territory
jurisdictions and bioregions, others are more geographically restricted (e.g. to one
catchment or bioregion), whilst some may be limited to one or a few sites and therefore
may be considered as particularly ‘rare’ or ‘unique’. Irrespective of which of these applies,
the main issue is that the boundaries and national extent of the EC, as described in the
previous criterion, are clear (jurisdictional borders alone are not an adequate justification).
Provide a brief description of the nominated national extent for the EC and an
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assessment/score of whether the proposed national extent is adequately justified. If not
adequately justified in the nomination, recommend and assess/score whether another
national extent approach is well known (e.g. defined at state level) or could be easily used
and justified.

° [insert points about national extent]...

. This DST criterion is rated as a [High/Medium/Low] priority because <select one from of
the options below, delete the rest>:

H the likely national extent is, or can be, clearly defined (as per the nomination and/or in
another way, as described above) based on reliable information; or

M the likely national extent would require additional clarification during a listing assessment to
determine if relevant areas should be included/excluded; or

L the likely national extent is not known or would require substantial clarification or
adjustment during a listing assessment to determine if relevant areas should be
included/excluded.

The score for this DST criterion is weighted as follows: [High = 1; Medium = 0; Low = -1]

Availability of information to assess against listing criteria

Provide a brief assessment of the likely availability of information and data with which to conduct
the assessment, based on the nomination and the Department’s experience. Provide a brief
assessment of whether the nomination is well prepared and supported by good quality
information, including citation of relevant references, state or territory listing
advices/determinations, and personal communications with experts/agencies. Where information
is lacking in the nomination itself, indicate whether the information gap may hinder assessment,
or if the Department/Committee can reasonably expect that the information is readily available
elsewhere.

° [insert points about availability of information]...
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This DST criterion is rated as a [High/Medium/Low] priority because <select one of the
options below, delete the rest>:

Based on the nomination and/or the Department’s experience, comprehensive information
(including data, literature and/or expert opinion) to complete an assessment of this
ecological community is likely to be readily available  [2 points]; or

Based on the nomination and/or the Department’s experience, adequate information
(including data, literature and/or expert opinion) to complete an assessment of this
ecological community is likely to be readily available  [1 point]; or

Based on the nomination and/or the Department’s experience, adequate information
(including data, literature and/or expert opinion) to complete an assessment of this
ecological community may be available, but could be difficult to access or include some gaps
[0 point]; or

Based on the nomination and/or the Department’s experience, it is unclear whether
sufficient information (including data, literature and/or expert opinion) to complete a full
assessment of this ecological community would be available [-1 point]; or

Based on the nomination and/or the Department’s experience, there is unlikely to be
sufficient information (including data, literature and/or expert opinion) to complete an
assessment of this ecological community at this time [-2 points].

Scores for this criterion are weighted as follows: [High = 2; Medium = 0-1; Low = -1 to -2]

What extra protection would EPBC Act listing provide to the EC, in addition to that provided
through reservation?

Indicate how much of the nominated ecological community occurs under conservation-related
tenure (e.g. reserves, conservation covenants) and the efficacy of protection afforded by any such
tenure, where known (consider the type of threats and any evidence that shows whether loss and
decline of the ecological community as a whole has changed substantially if and when the area
within conservation-related tenure has increased). Check the information provided for this in the
nomination and investigate other sources of information (e.g. CAPAD, mapping of likely
occurrences).

[insert points about protection through reservation]...

This criterion is rated as a [High/Medium/Low] priority because <select one of the options
below, delete the rest>:

Very little to none (0-10%) of the nominated ecological community occurs under
conservation-related tenure AND/OR the protection afforded by the tenure is ineffective; or

Less than half (<50%) of the nominated ecological community occurs under conservation-
related tenure AND/OR the tenure affords only moderately effective (or uncertain)
protection; or

Most (50% or more) of the nominated ecological community occurs under conservation-
related tenure AND the tenure affords effective protection; or

There is a lack of information to adequately address this criterion.

The score for this DST criterion is as follows: [High = 2; Medium = 1; Low = 0]
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What extra protection would EPBC Act listing provide to the EC, in addition to that provided
through State/Territory legislation?

Indicate if, and how much of, the nominated ecological community is protected under any
State/Territory legislation and the efficacy of any such protection, where known. Is it fully or
partially listed as a threatened ecological community (or regional ecosystem) at state/territory
level, does the listing trigger legislative protection or recovery actions, and are these protection
mechanisms effective? (Consider the type of threats and any evidence that shows whether loss
and decline of the ecological community as a whole has changed substantially following state
listing). How well is it protected by other state/territory requlations such as those pertaining to
vegetation clearance, water or other resource use?

° [ins