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Executive Summary
Forward Mining Ltd proposes a new mining project in Burnie City municipality, in Northwest
Tasmania. The proposed ‘Rogetta Project’ involves the extraction and processing of iron ore
(mainly magnetite) and transport of refined ore to Burnie for export. The Project comprises a
new mine and associated infrastructure including processing plant, waste rock storage, tailings
storage, water, roads and power infrastructure. GHD Pty Ltd (GHD) has been engaged to
undertake a botanical survey and fauna assessment for the Project.
The study site has been surveyed by GHD on a number of occasions during 2012 and 2014 at a
range of different scales, initially covering broad areas to assist mine planning and then more
detailed as the project footprint was refined. The study site involves the main mining
infrastructure (process plant, tailings dam, waste rock dumps and mine pit) as well as proposed
road upgrades and a power line route to the Hampshire substation. No clearing or other
modifications are proposed along the Ridgley Highway haul route between Hampshire and
Burnie, so that route was not included in the botanical survey and fauna assessment.
Vegetation Communities
The study site is a mosaic of native vegetation communities and plantation. Twelve native
vegetation communities (none listed as threatened) and five agricultural, urban or exotic
communities were identified and mapped within the study area and along the road and power
line routes.
None of the vegetation communities is listed as threatened in Tasmania. However, one
community (GPL), which was recorded in two small patches immediately adjacent to the
preferred power line route near the Ridgley Highway, potentially matches the criteria of the
nationally threatened ecological community Lowland native grasslands of Tasmania (DEWHA
2010), which is listed as Critically Endangered under the EPBCA. This community is proposed
to be avoided.
Threatened Flora
No threatened plant species were found in the assessed area during the field surveys and the
likelihood of unexpected impacts on listed flora is considered to be low. As a result, the impacts
on threatened flora as a result of this project are expected to be negligible.
Threatened Fauna
The site contains good habitat for a range of threatened and non-threatened fauna species.
Five species of conservation significance were confirmed to occur within the study area. These
include two EPBCA listed mammals, two EPBCA listed birds and one bird listed as Migratory
under the EPBCA:


Tasmanian devil (Sarcophilus harrisii);



Spotted-tailed quoll (Dasyurus maculatus subsp. maculatus);



Wedge-tailed eagle (Aquila audax subsp. fleayi);



Tasmanian masked owl (Tyto novaehollandiae subsp. castanops); and



Satin flycatcher (Myiagra cyanoleuca) (EPBCA Migratory).

Other threatened fauna may also occur on site (and are addressed in full in the body of this
report) but are likely to be in very small numbers if they occur there at all.
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The Tasmanian devil appears to be relatively common and widespread across the study area.
General foraging habitat for this species occurs across nearly all of the study area and some
parts of the study area have the potential to provide denning habitat, although much of the study
area is poorly-drained and denning potential is considered marginal at best. No evidence of
breeding by Tasmanian devil was detected, but this does not mean that the species does not
breed within the site. The two key threats to this species from the development are habitat
clearance and increased vehicle collision risk, the latter of which is considered the most critical.
The spotted-tailed quoll appears to be widespread across the study area, but in smaller
numbers than the Tasmanian devil. As for the Tasmanian devil, general foraging habitat for this
species occurs across nearly all of the study area and some parts of the study area have the
potential to provide denning habitat, although much of the study area is poorly-drained and
denning potential is considered marginal at best. No evidence of breeding by spotted-tailed
quolls was detected, but this does not mean that the species does not breed within the site. As
for the devil, the two key threats to this species from the development are habitat clearance and
increased vehicle collision risk, the latter of which is considered the most critical.
Small numbers of wedge-tailed ealges were observed during each visit to the site however no
nests were observed on site. Although no nests were identified, some parts of the study area
provide potentially suitable nesting habitat.
Masked owls responded to call playback surveys on two occasions, both on the same evening
(surveys were conducted on seven different nights). These responses may have been made by
two individuals or by the same individual. There are numerous old-growth, hollow-bearing trees
within parts of the study area that contained suitable nesting hollows for this species, however
no confirmed nests were found during the survey.
The satin flycatcher (an EPBCA listed migratory species) was recorded on site and is likely to
be a common breeding visitor to the study area each summer. The study site occurs just west
of where this species is thought to be most widespread in Tasmania. Habitat provided by the
forest communities on site is likely to be ideal. That said, this species is relatively common, and
does not exhibit sufficiently strong habitat specificity that would see it impacted greatly by this
project.
Weeds, Pests and Diseases
Three declared weeds were recorded on site. These were a handful of relatively small gorse
infestations in the main proposed mine site and dense infestations along most of the power line
and route routes. These species (and other weeds) have the potential to be spread or
introduced to the site as a result of the works and control measures should be applied.
In terms of ecologically significant pest animals, the European rabbit (Oryctolagus cuniculus)
was observed throughout the study area and the cat (Felis catus) was recorded during camera
surveys. No signs of feral goats (Capra hircus), fallow deer (Dama dama) or red fox (Vulpes
vulpes) were found.
One area (the main quarry site assessed in 2012) appeared to exhibit symptoms of
Phytophthora cinnamomi infestation, however follow up testing undertaken during 2015 failed to
identify any evidence of the pathogen at the quarry site indicated the observed die back is likely
from other effects.
Key Ecological Impacts
The proposed project poses a range of ecological impacts which are addressed in full in the
body of the report. For each of these impacts mitigation measures and (where relevant)
monitoring is proposed in the report.
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The most significant impacts are summarised as:


Loss of approximately 209 hectares of native vegetation communities. Nearly all of this
constitutes common and widespread vegetation communities. The resulting impact on
vegetation communities is not expected to be ecologically important.



One of key impacts on all fauna, including threatened species, will be from the removal of
habitat, particularly remnant native vegetation. Threatened fauna species that will be
most impacted by removal of habitat from the study area are Tasmanian devil and
spotted-tailed quoll, and to a lesser extent wedge-tailed eagle (Tasmanian) and masked
owl (Tasmanian). These species are known to occur on site, and are likely to depend on
habitats represented at the site. Consequently, their success in the area may be impacted
by loss of habitat.
However, with the proposed mitigation measures in place, the residual effect of habitat
loss is considered unlikely to be ecologically significant for the threatened fauna
identified. With strict mitigation, habitat loss impacts are expected to operate at a local
and not population scale. That being said, ongoing monitoring of Tasmanian devil and
spotted-tailed quoll populations across the study area is recommended, in an effort to
measure the extent and severity of impacts that result from mining operations.



The other, and possibly most significant, potential impact on fauna is increased risk of
collisions between vehicles and wildlife. The potential for wildlife/vehicle collisions will
endure for the life of the mine operation (proposed as 8 years). Threatened species most
at risk are likely to be Tasmanian devil and spotted-tailed quoll.
Mitigation measures are expected to reduce the impacts of roadkill considerably; however
baseline information on existing rates of fauna roadkill in the area will be required to
quantify changes in roadkill rates as a result of the project.
Thus roadkill mitigation measures proposed in this report are critical, as is preconstruction and operational fauna roadkill monitoring. Results of such assessments will
determine whether or not mitigation efforts adequately reduce the incidence of roadkill
such that the residual impact is non-significant. If roadkill assessments determine that
the incidence of roadkill is significant and unsustainably high, then additional mitigation
measures may need to be implemented either broadly or at identified fauna roadkill hot
spots.

The actual impacts that result from this project will be highly dependent on the effectiveness of
mitigation efforts and the ability for impact management to remain responsive and flexible.
Monitoring of a range of ecological attributes will be essential to inform impact management and
allow impacts to be managed effectively and promptly. In particular ongoing monitoring is
recommended for fauna roadkill, Tasmanian devil and spotted-tailed quoll populations on the
mine site, weeds/pathogens/pests and rehabilitation success.
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1.

Introduction
1.1

Background

Forward Mining Ltd proposes a new mining project in Burnie City municipality, in Northwest
Tasmania. The proposed ‘Rogetta Project’ involves the extraction and processing of iron ore
(mainly magnetite) and transport of refined ore to Burnie for export. The Project comprises a
new mine and associated infrastructure including processing plant, waste rock storage, tailings
storage, water storage, roads and power infrastructure.
GHD Pty Ltd (GHD) has been engaged to undertake a botanical survey and fauna assessment
for the Project.

1.2

Purpose of this Report

The purpose of this study is to:


Describe the flora and fauna of the study area;



Identify threatened ecological values within the study area;



Outline potential impacts of the Project on ecological values;



Recommend mitigation measures to minimise potential impacts;



Evaluate the Project against relevant ecological legislation and policy; and



Provide recommendations on likely ecological permits, approvals and/or referrals
required.

This report has been prepared based on the requirements outlined in the Guidelines for the
preparation of a Development Proposal and Environmental Management Plan (DPEMP) for
Forward Mining Rogetta Project (Forward Mining Ltd) 7 km south-east of Hampshire, Northern
Tasmania, which was issued by the Board of the Environment Protection Authority (EPA) in
January 2013 (EPA 2013). Specifically, this report addresses requirements outlined in the
following sections of that document:


Section 6 (Existing Environment, Potential Effects and Management); specifically:
– Section 6.4 – Key Issue 4: Flora and ecological communities; and
– Section 6.5 – Key Issue 5: Fauna;



Section 7 (EPBC Act Requirements); including:
– Section 7.1 – Matters of National Environmental Significance; and
– Section 7.2 – Avoidance, mitigation, management and compensatory measures;



1.3

Section 8 (Monitoring, Review and adaptive management).

Project Description

The proposed Rogetta project is a greenfield open-cut iron-ore (magnetite) mine, located
approximately 27 km south of Burnie in northern Tasmania. The mine is planned to produce at a
rate of 1 million tonnes (Mt) per annum with a proposed initial life of mine (LOM) of eight years.
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Ore will be recovered from an open pit by blasting, shovel and truck. Ore will be trucked from
the pit to a stockpile pad at the edge of the pit where the ore will be loaded into a mobile
crushing machine. The ore will be crushed at the edge of the pit and then wastes will be hauled
by truck to one of two waste rock dumps (WRDs) and crushed ore will be conveyed to a new
on-site processing facility before being trucked to Burnie Port for export. A tailings storage
facility (TSF) will be constructed to receive mineral waste from the processing facility.
The main infrastructure comprises:


Open cut pit;



Run of mine (ROM) pad area with mobile crusher;



Various conveyor systems;



Modular magnetite processing plant;



Tailings storage facility (TSF);



Two waste rock dumps (WRDs);



Water storage dam;



Packaged water and wastewater treatment plants for potable water and onsite sewage
respectively;



Vehicle wash-down;



Administration building and control room; and



Ancillary infrastructure including a power line (from a substation at Hampshire) and
access roads (predominantly upgrade of existing roads with some minor new road
sections within the mine site).

1.4

Study Area

This assessment builds on a preliminary investigation undertaken in July 2012 (GHD 2012)
which surveyed a wider study area to inform preliminary option selection, initial stages of
environmental approvals and the scoping of targeted assessments.
The preliminary report contained an ‘initial study area’ of approximately 4 x 3 km, which was
revised to include an ‘additional study area’ to the south (see Figure 4, GHD 2012). Following
completion of the preliminary investigation, the study area around the mine infrastructure was
decreased based on a refined Project footprint, to allow a more detailed botanical survey and
fauna habitat assessment and targeted surveys for predicted threatened fauna. Additionally, a
powerline route was included to the north and northwest (connecting the mine site to the
Hampshire sub-station, approximately 5 km west of the intersection of Upper Natone Road and
Ridgley Highway), and connecting roads between infrastructure sites were also added to the
survey extent.
The study area comprises a northern and north-western section associated with the main
access road and powerline route, a main central mine section (Process Plant, Mine site, North
Waste Rock Storage area, West Waste Rock Storage area), and a southern section (Tailings
Storage Facility, Water Storage Dam, pump stations). There is associated infrastructure (power
lines, roads, pipelines) connecting the facilities. The overall study area is shown in Figure 1.
The project involves bulk haulage of processed material from the mine site to Burnie Port by
truck. The route for this is proposed to follow Rogetta Road, Upper Natone Road, and Ridgley
Highway (Figure 2). Thus, the impacts section of this report also considers the potential
impacts of truck haulage along the Ridgley Highway between Hampshire and Burnie. These
impacts are nearly entirely related to the risk of collisions with wildlife (roadkill).
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Data recorded within the broader (original) study area have still been considered within this
report, as they provide information about fauna use and movement across the region. For
example, impacts may occur along the haul route along the Ridgley Highway (e.g., increased
collisions with wildlife in association with increase traffic resulting from construction and
operation of the mine). Also, impacts are likely to occur between the two main study areas
(northern and southern sections), with increased road traffic and the construction of connecting
infrastructure (i.e. pipework) likely to be required for this project. Therefore, the results of all
ecological site assessments to date have been amalgamated where necessary, and are
included within this more detailed document.

1.5

Limitations

This report has been prepared by GHD for Forward Mining Limited and may only be used and
relied on by Forward Mining Limited for the purpose agreed between GHD and Forward Mining
Limited as set out in Section 1.2 of this report.
GHD otherwise disclaims responsibility to any person other than Forward Mining Limited arising
in connection with this report. GHD also excludes implied warranties and conditions, to the
extent legally permissible.
The services undertaken by GHD in connection with preparing this report:


Were limited to those specifically detailed in the report and are subject to the scope
limitations set out in the report;



Were limited to an ecological assessment of vascular plant species (ferns, conifers and
flowering plants), terrestrial and migratory vertebrate fauna encountered during the
desktop and field assessments;



Did not include non-vascular flora (e.g. mosses, liverworts, lichens, and fungi), marine
fauna habitat and invertebrate habitat, which were not formally surveyed as part of this
assessment;



Included data from the preliminary field assessment (representing areas outside the
footprint and alignments shown in Figure 1) which was obtained during winter and
outside the optimal time of year for assessing herbaceous annuals and grass species;



Were limited by the fact that GHD was only present at specific points within the relevant
site(s) on specific dates and certain time periods. Consequently, this report is only
indicative (and not definitive) of flora and fauna present. Flora and fauna (whether in
type or quantity) can also change and fluctuate at different times throughout the year
(due to factors including seasonal changes, external events or third party intervention),
where it is not possible to observe such changes or fluctuations when only discrete site
visits have taken place. GHD has no responsibility or obligation to update this report to
account for events or changes occurring subsequent to the date that the report was
prepared;



Were limited by the scale of the study area and difficult terrain encountered with not all
parts of the study area able to be physically covered on foot; however, the extent of
survey coverage included the full range of identified habitat and vegetation communities
identified. Most survey effort was concentrated where natural values prevailed,
particularly in the south and southeast. Less survey effort was concentrated in the north
and northwest sections where plantations are extensive (i.e., west of the Ridgley
Highway, along Upper Natone Rd, and the northern end of Rogetta Rd). These areas
were mostly surveyed from a vehicle.
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Did not include traditional fauna trapping (e.g., Elliot traps, cage traps, pitfall traps). This
was based on consultation with Department of Primary Industries, Parks, Water and
Environment (DPIPWE), such that the fauna investigation instead focussed on fauna
habitat, evidence of animals (i.e. scats, tracks, feathers, dens), and targeted
assessments for those threatened fauna considered likely to occur within the study area
(i.e. using motion-sensing cameras, call playback and spotlighting surveys).

Fauna point data presented in this report are intended to contribute to the overall portrayal of
the study area, although generally represent areas where information was collected rather than
identifying areas where values may be concentrated (because not all of the study area was
traversed during the field surveys). Therefore, an absence of point data should not be taken to
indicate an absence of fauna values in that area. The maps provided are not definitive
illustrations of all fauna values within the study area, and similarly, areas marked as ‘lower
quality fauna habitat’ are likely to still provide habitat for native fauna, just to a lesser degree
than those areas specifically mapped as providing threatened habitat values.
For reasons of practicality, hollow-bearing and habitat trees are mapped as groups of trees
rather than individuals in many instances.
The opinions, conclusions and any recommendations in this report are based on conditions
encountered, observations made and information reviewed at the date of preparation of the
report.
GHD has prepared this report on the basis of information provided by Forward Mining Limited
and others (including Government authorities) to GHD. GHD has not independently verified or
checked the information provided beyond the agreed scope of work. GHD does not accept
liability in connection with such unverified information, including errors and omissions in the
report which were caused by errors or omissions in that information.

4 | GHD | Report for Forward Mining Ltd – Rogetta Project, 32/17262

395,000

396,000

397,000

398,000

399,000

400,000

401,000

402,000

403,000

404,000

5,432,000

TALU
NA
HR

D
HAMPSHIRE

E

RD

ER

5,431,000

NA
TO
N

!
(

5,431,000

5,432,000

5,433,000

394,000

5,433,000

393,000

PP

U

DEA CON RD

5,430,000

5,430,000

SS
"
)

Y

KARA

5,429,000

HW

5,429,000

R IDGL EY

5,428,000

RO

GUILD

F OR

5,428,000

DR
D

RD

G

Waste
Rock Dump
(North)

5,426,000

5,426,000

Waste
Rock Dump
(West)

5,427,000

BL
Y THE R D

5,427,000

ET

TA RD

5,425,000

5,425,000

Mine
Pit

5,424,000
5,423,000

5,423,000

5,424,000

Process
Plant

Bass Strait

5,422,000

STUDY
AREA

Tailings
Storage
Facility

BURNIE
!
(
DEVONPORT

!
(

5,422,000

STANLEY

!
(

LAUNCESTON

!
(

ROSEBERY

Southern
Ocean

TASMANIA

LEGEND

100

RD

200
Kilometers

393,000

394,000

395,000

Infrastructure

Unsealed Road

New Road

Track

Power

Road

Road Upgrade

Proposed Mine Infrastructure

0.25 0.5

E

BLY

Tasman
Sea

Sealed Road

0

TH

Paper Size A3
1

Kilometers

1.5

Map Projection: Transverse Mercator
Horizontal Datum: GDA 1994
Grid: GDA 1994 MGA Zone 55

2

o

396,000

397,000

398,000

399,000

400,000

401,000

403,000

404,000

StudyArea

Preliminary Study Area (July 2012)

Detailed Study Area (Nov-Dec 2012)
Revised Study Area (Dec 2014)

Forward Mining Limited
Forward Mining Rogetta Project

Main Study Area

2 Salamance Square Hobart TAS 7015 Australia T 61 3 6210 0600
© 2015. Whilst every care has been taken to prepare this map, GHD make no representations or warranties about its accuracy, reliability, completeness or suitability for any particular purpose and cannot accept liability and responsibility of any kind
G:\32\17262\GIS\Maps\Flora_Fauna\3217262_Fig_1_Ecology_Study_Area_A3_RevE.mxd

402,000

5,419,000

5,419,000

50

.
HOBART !

5,420,000

(

0

5,421,000

5,421,000

QUEENSTOWN
!
STRAHAN ! (

5,420,000

!
(

(whether in contract, tort or otherwise) for any expenses, losses, damages and/or costs (including indirect or consequential damage) which are or may be incurred by any party as a result of the map being inaccurate, incomplete or unsuitable in any way and for any reason.
Data source: Forward Mining Limited, Imagery, 2014; GHD, Infrastructure, 2015. Created by: drockliff

Job Number
Revision
Date

F 61 3 6210 0601

E hbamail@ghd.com

32-17262
E
20 Oct 2015

Figure 1
W www.ghd.com

400,000

405,000

415,000

420,000

425,000

Bass Strait

!
(

5,455,000

SOMERSET

410,000

5,455,000

395,000

!
( BURNIE

!
(

HEYBRIDGE

SULPHUR CREEK

HW

5,450,000

Y

5,450,000

!
(

SS

N

SO

H WY

!
(

5,445,000

HI

RC

5,445,000

MU

PENGUIN

B

A

RIDGLEY

5,440,000
5,435,000

PE
R

5,435,000

N A TO

NE

RD

5,440,000

RID

PIN

GL

ER

EY

D

HW

Y

!
(

U

P

5,430,000

ROG E TT

5,430,000

HAMPSHIRE

A

RD

5,425,000

5,425,000

BURNIE
!
(

HAMPSHIRE

0 5 10

395,000

LEGEND

400,000

Principal Road

405,000

410,000

415,000

!
(

CA

5,420,000

5,420,000

!
(

AD

STRA RO

RIDGLEY!
(

20
Kilometers

420,000

425,000

Proposed Route (38.4 km)

Secondary Road

Proposed Mine Infrastructure

Minor Road
Track

Railway

0 0.5 1

Paper Size A3
2

Kilometers

3

4

Map Projection: Transverse Mercator
Horizontal Datum: GDA 1994
Grid: GDA 1994 MGA Zone 55

o

Forward Mining Limited
Forward Mining Rogetta Project

Route from Rogetta to Burnie

2 Salamance Square Hobart TAS 7015 Australia T 61 3 6210 0600
© 2015. Whilst every care has been taken to prepare this map, GHD make no representations or warranties about its accuracy, reliability, completeness or suitability for any particular purpose and cannot accept liability and responsibility of any kind
G:\32\17262\GIS\Maps\Flora_Fauna\3217262_Fig_2_Rogetta_Burnie_Road_Route_A4_RevF.mxd

Job Number
Revision
Date

(whether in contract, tort or otherwise) for any expenses, losses, damages and/or costs (including indirect or consequential damage) which are or may be incurred by any party as a result of the map being inaccurate, incomplete or unsuitable in any way and for any reason.
Data source: Forward Mining Limited, Imagery, 2014; GHD, Infrastructure, 2015. Created by: drockliff

F 61 3 6210 0601

E hbamail@ghd.com

32-17262
F
20 Oct 2015

Figure 2
W www.ghd.com

2.

Methods
2.1

Background Research

The primary data sources accessed during the background research include:


Natural Values Atlas (BCB 2012) - which provides natural values reports that identify
threatened fauna and flora records within 500 m and 5000 m of the centre of the study
area (reports created in July/August 2012).



Natural Values Atlas (BCB 2014) – updated reports created in December 2014.



Tasmania’s Threatened Fauna Handbook (Bryant & Jackson 1999) - which was
consulted for threatened species recorded from the Loyetea sheet (Tasmap 4042,
Tasmania 1:25,000 series).



The Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (EPBCA)
‘Protected Matters Search Tool’ (Australian Government 2012) - which provides a report
that identifies any matters listed under the EPBCA potentially relevant to a defined area
(in this case within a 5000 m buffer around the study area). (Report created July 2012).



The Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (EPBCA)
‘Protected Matters Search Tool’ (Australian Government 2015) – updated report created
in January 2015.



The LIST information database (Service Tasmania 2012) - which provides information
on the location of vegetation communities according to the TASVEG 2005 and NRM
Coastal Values Project 2006 mapping data, including the location of threatened
vegetation.



Blythe Project Environmental and Engineering Review (SEMF 2008) - which is an
unpublished report produced for Iron Mountain Mining Limited that included a review of
environmental data relevant to the Project, in an area that encompassed the study area
considered by the current assessment.



Preliminary Botanical Survey and Fauna Habitat Assessment Report for Rogetta Project
(GHD 2012) – which is the preliminary, unpublished ecological report for Forward
th
Mining Limited, dated 20 September 2012.

Full references are contained at the end of the report.
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2.2

Botanical Field Surveys and Fauna Assessments

The detailed botanical survey and fauna assessments of the Project footprint were conducted
th
rd
st
by GHD Botanists and Zoologists from the 19 to the 23 November 2012 and from the 1 to
th
the 4 December 2014.
These assessments were undertaken using the random-meander technique, with more targeted
assessments undetaken at particular site locations based on the Project footprint and apparent
changes in vegetation communities that were determined by analysis of aerial imagery and
observed patterns on the ground. The study area was surveyed on foot and by vehicle, noting
and collecting plant species as needed, for confirmation and final identification at the
Tasmanian Herbarium. The three powerline option routes, west of Ridgley Highway, Upper
Natone Rd and the northern section of Rogetta Rd all have a long history of weed infestation
from plantation and agriculture. For this reason , these areas were mostly surveyed from a
vehicle rather than on foot. This contrasted with the southern end of Rogetta Rd, along Rogetta
Link and around the proposed mine site, where areas of extensive natural values were found;
these areas were mostly surveyed on foot. Consequently, plantation areas were not as
comprehensively surveyed for flora and fauna as were natural areas. All species observed
were recorded, along with fauna habitat values and signs (including nests, hollows, burrows,
diggings, scats, tracks), native vegetation communities and weed infestations during these
assessments.
For all surveys (including targeted surveys – see section 2.3), binoculars were used to assist in
the identification of any fauna observed, with all species seen and/or heard during the survey
periods recorded on datasheets and notebooks.
It is noted that ecological data for this report has been collected over a period from 2012 to
2014. Whilst this data spans a considerable time period, as the site has been re-visited during
this time, advice from the Policy Conservation Assessment Branch of the Tasmanian
Department of Primary Industries, Parks, Water and Environment is that ecological data is still
considered current at the time of draft report preparation (nominally mid/late 2015, as confirmed
at a meeting between GHD and EPA in April 2015). The data is generally considered current for
a period of up to two years post reporting. Any project delays resulting in clearance after that
time, may require further survey.

2.3

Targeted Fauna Surveys
th

th

Targeted fauna surveys were also conducted by GHD Zoologists on the 26 -30 November and
th
th
10 -14 December 2012 and by the Forest Practices Authority for eagles and grey goshawk in
March 2015. These surveys targeted the following terrestrial threatened fauna (predicted and/or
confirmed to occur within the study area, and/or requested by Government Department/s):


Tasmanian devil (Sarcophilus harrisii);



Spotted-tailed quoll (Dasyurus maculatus subsp. maculatus);



Eastern-barred bandicoot (Perameles gunnii);



Tasmanian masked owl (Tyto novaehollandiae subsp. castanops);



Azure kingfisher (Ceyz azureus subsp. diemenensis);



Tasmanian wedge-tailed eagle (Aquila audax subsp. fleayi); and



Grey goshawk (Accipiter novaehollandiae).
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Threatened species of aquatic fauna are not included here; those species were assessed
separately as part of an Aquatic Ecology assessment for this project (GHD 2015a).
Targeted surveys were undertaken using the following techniques, as appropriate for the
species involved:


Motion-sensing camera trapping;



Call playback;



Scat collection/analysis and mapping;



Aerial survey from helicopter;



Habitat mapping (hollows, dens, watercourses, etc…); and



Mapping of other fauna signs (diggings, dens, burrows, prints).

Species and methods are described in more detail below.
2.3.1

Tasmanian devil (Sarcophilus harrisii) & spotted-tailed quoll
(Dasyurus maculatus subsp. maculatus)

The main methods used to survey for Tasmanian Devil and Spotted-tailed Quoll were
spotlighting, camera trapping and scat collection and analysis. Opportunistic mapping of dens,
scats and other signs were also incorporated.
On the basis of site investigations and habitat assessments, a map was produced showing the
areas within the study area that were considered to provide the highest potential for dens that
may be used by either species.
Camera Trapping
A total of 26 cameras were deployed across the site targeting devils and quolls, allowing for a
minimum of 14 nights of survey effort per camera (as per Commonwealth guidelines, DSEWPC
2011a). This is less than the 10 cameras per hectare recommended by DSEWPC (2011a), as it
was determined that such an approach would be unrealistic for a study area of this size.
Camera locations (as shown in Figure 3) were chosen on the basis of the survey area, initial
project footprint, known and predicted potential denning habitat (drawing from preliminary
mapping results including unsurveyed Tailings Storage Facility area, GHD 2012), ease of
access (difficulty of the terrain and field time required for camera placement), site observations
and purpose of the camera surveys.
The aim of all targeted fauna surveys was to concentrate survey efforts on the proposed impact
areas, as well as develop an understanding of the value of the impact areas to the targeted
threatened species in a broader landscape context.
All camera locations were recorded using GPS (waypoint averaging) and given a unique
identifier, with details pertaining to each camera described on a datasheet that included camera
name, camera type (not all cameras were of the same make/model), camera location
(description of site, and easting and northing), bait type (if applicable – not all cameras were
baited; see below), and date of survey commencement. Photographs were taken showing the
equipment placed at each camera site and pink flagging tape was used to mark the nearest
access locations to assist with camera retrieval.
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The camera trapping included six unbaited cameras located at apparently active burrows
(potential den sites) in suitable denning habitat (Den Cameras 1-6) in an effort to satisfy
DPIPWE guidelines to survey burrows/holes that could be used by devils or quolls as maternal
dens (DPIPWE 2012a). It was not feasible to monitor every potential den site within the project
footprint, due to the large size of the study area and the large number of holes and cavities
(potential burrow entrances) that it supports. The holes chosen for assessment were those that
showed signs of most recent activity and were considered the most likely (of those found) to
provide suitable shelter for devils or quolls. These burrows represent the best of those detected
– given the dense nature of the habitat and the secretive nature of breeding sites typically
chosen by these species. It is acknowledged that they are almost certainly not the only or best
available den opportunities across the landscape.
The other 20 cameras targeting devils and quolls were baited with a scent lure (as per the
Standard Operating Procedures provided by the Save the Tasmanian Devil Program, DPIPWE
2011), and deployed along tracks, trails and/or animal paths within the Project footprint, or the
best apparently suitable habitat adjacent to the impact area. These cameras (Track Cameras 120) were deployed in an effort to obtain information on devil and/or quoll activity across the
study area, given that surveying for potential dens alone had a high chance of failure due to the
dense habitat and the likelihood that breeding sites are well hidden.
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The potential benefits and drawbacks of luring animals to cameras were considered (i.e., baiting
increases the chance of detection, but may skew the true distribution and abundance of
animals). It was decided that selective use of bait would be used, in an effort to obtain sufficient
images that would allow as many of the area’s individuals as possible to be identified. It is
acknowledged that DPIPWE now discourage the use of bait for surveys of Tasmanian devils,
because baiting can increase detectability.
Some of the 20 Track cameras were placed along roadways (in either remnant habitat or
amongst forestry plantation) as far from good quality denning habitat as possible, in an effort to
survey devil and quoll activity in areas likely to be subject to increased road traffic (within the
site) as a consequence of the project.
Two of the cameras were relocated opportunistically at the end of the initial survey period to
watch two relatively fresh carcasses (Carcass Cameras 1-2) in an effort to obtain additional
information on scavenging fauna during the final week of camera trapping. Those additional
cameras stood a very high chance of detecting devils and quolls. Carcass camera locations are
shown in Figure 3.
Six other cameras were also moved at the end of the initial survey period to target the easternbarred bandicoot (Perameles gunnii) (see section 2.3.2), with the total length of survey period
for each camera provided in Table 3. Those cameras also had a chance of detecting devils and
quolls, but were not targeting those species directly.
Not all cameras operated correctly during the survey period, as is reflected in the results.
Following retrieval of the cameras, all images obtained were analysed and sorted by species
name, time and date of photograph and camera number (results described in Section 3.4). Any
characteristics of identification (e.g. specific colour markings) of devil and quoll individuals
photographed were recorded (using marked-up drawings for each individual, adapted from
Appendix II of the Standard Operating Procedures provided by the Save the Tasmanian Devil
Program, DPIPWE 2011, see example in Appendix C), such that particular images could be
attributed to specific individuals.
Individual animals were identified and the number of different individuals recorded, density of
recordings, and frequency of recordings, providing data to assist GHD with making a
determination of the significance of the site for devil and quoll populations (see Section 1.5).
Spotlighting
Spotlighting occurred in conjunction with other nocturnal fauna surveys (see below) on the
evenings detailed in Appendix B. The routes of each spotlighting survey that targeted these
threatened species are shown in Figure 3.
As spotlighting surveys are known to be of limited use in dense vegetation (as the light cannot
penetrate far from the observer), these surveys focussed on foot or vehicle tracks and areas
where devil and/or quoll scats had been recorded previously (GHD 2012). Spotlighting surveys
were done from a slow-moving vehicle along larger tracks/roads throughout the site, and on foot
along these and other tracks not suitable for vehicles. Surveyed areas were repeated on at
least two separate nights where possible. A direction of travel was determined, and the
surveyors then moved slowly (e.g., approximately five km/h (vehicle) or 10 m/min (walking)), as
per Commonwealth guidelines for spotlighting methods (DSEWPC 2011a).
Time was also given to listening for animals (calls or movements) at night during the spotlighting
surveys and/or independently (Appendix B). Spotlighting along transects is suggested by
Commonwealth guidelines (DSEWPC 2011a), but were not considered feasible for this site
given the nature of the terrain and dense habitat.

GHD | Report for Forward Mining Ltd – Rogetta Project, 32/17262 | 11

Scat collection
Carnivore scats observed across the study area during the assessments in November and
December 2012 were recorded with handheld GPS and collected for analysis. Scats observed
during the December 2014 assessment were recorded with handheld GPS but not collected.
Cage Trapping (Not Used)
Cage/pipe trapping is another method frequently used to capture information on devils and/or
quolls, but was not proposed for this project for the following reasons:


It involved additional disturbance and stress to individuals.



Both species (devils and quolls) were already known to occur within the study area
(results of preliminary scat analyses).



The species have unique characteristics that are relatively easy to identify from
photographs; and camera traps are understood to be the current preferred technique for
surveying for such species by the Tasmanian DPIPWE.

2.3.2

Eastern-Barred Bandicoot (Perameles gunnii)

This species was primarily targeted using camera trapping, along with spotlighting and
opportunistic mapping of signs such as diggings, which were obtained while conducting other
flora and fauna assessments on site.
Camera Trapping
Nine of the 26 devil/quoll cameras (see section 2.3.1) were relocated during the final week of
camera surveys in an effort to target this threatened bandicoot species (Bandicoot Cameras 19). These cameras were baited with a scent lure targeted to bandicoot individuals, as were most
of the Track Cameras (see section 2.3.1) that were not relocated, such that a total of 22
cameras were deployed to target this species.
Camera locations (as shown in Figure 3) were chosen on the basis of the survey area, Project
footprint, locations of potential bandicoot diggings and habitat seen on site, ease of access
(difficulty of the terrain and field time required for camera placement), site observations and
purpose of the camera surveys.
Following retrieval of the cameras, all images obtained were analysed and sorted by species
name, time and date of photograph and camera number.
2.3.3

Tasmanian Masked Owl (Tyto novaehollandiae subsp. castanops)

A combination of nocturnal spotlighting and call playback surveys from selected stations within
the study area were undertaken for this species. These surveys were conducted in apparently
suitable habitat and focussed on areas with large hollow-bearing trees. Survey stations were
planned and mapped prior to the field surveys to provide an appropriate survey effort for the
site. Surveys were undertaken in conjunction with other nocturnal surveys where possible, and
opportunistic observations of signs such as whitewash/pellets were also considered while
conducting other flora and fauna assessments on site.
Surveys at each station involved first listening and spotlighting for 10 minutes (less if the area
was reached by foot and listening had already been carried out prior to reaching the station).
Pre-recorded calls of the masked owl were then broadcast for 10-20 seconds, before the
surveyors listened and watched (in darkness) for a response for 30-60 seconds. The sequence
was then repeated until five rounds had been completed at each station. If an owl was detected
at any point, broadcasting immediately ceased at that location.
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After broadcasting was completed, spotlighting was again undertaken to check for any masked
owl individuals that may have been attracted and brought in by the broadcast, but that did not
vocalise.
Survey station locations are shown in Figure 3, and the dates during which this threatened
species was targeted are provided in Appendix B.
2.3.4

Tasmanian Azure Kingfisher (Ceyz azureus subsp. diemenensis)

Call playback, listening surveys and habitat assessment (particularly potential nesting habitat)
were determined to be the most appropriate technique for surveying for this species in this
instance. Key areas along waterways were predetermined and chosen as stations for point
surveys (stations at least 250 metres apart). For each point survey, ecologists sat quietly for
approximately one hour to listen and watch for any azure kingfishers that may be travelling
along that section of a waterway. The rationale was that, because this species tends to be
sedentary in Tasmania, if a kingfisher was detected, then it could be assumed that the species
was breeding somewhere within the local area, and that breeding success depended on
foraging within the study area.
Pre-recorded calls of the azure kingfisher were then broadcast at the end of the point survey
(when no kingfisher individuals were detected) in an effort to elicit a response and/or attract an
individual. As per the call playback method described above for masked owl (see section 2.3.3),
calls were broadcast for 10-20 seconds, before the ecologists listened and watched for a
response for another 30-60 seconds. The call playback sequence was then repeated until five
broadcasting rounds had been completed at each station. Surveys were repeated at sites with
the best available habitat for azure kingfishers, with dates and times of these surveys shown in
Appendix B, and survey locations mapped in Figure 3.
2.3.5

Tasmanian Wedge-Tailed Eagle (Aquila audax subsp. fleayi) & Grey
Goshawk (Accipiter novaehollandiae)

Potential nesting habitat for wedge-tailed and white bellied sea eagles was mapped for the site
using spatial modelling on the basis of known eagle nesting characteristics (e.g. aspect, slope
and vegetation characteristics). This model was used to generate a map of the study site
showing the relative likelihood of the area containing suitable eagle nesting habitat and was
used to identify areas that would be searched for eagle nests.
Areas with potential for eagle nesting on the basis of model outputs were surveyed by helicopter
st
on the 21 of March 2015. The survey was undertaken by the Forest Practices Authority eagle
specialist and an experienced helicopter pilot with prior experience identifying eagle nest sites.
Navigational aids were used to record track logs and navigate to the identified search areas.
In addition to the targeted aerial eagle nest survey, opportunistic survey for grey goshawk
habitat was undertaken as part of the helicopter survey. Searches for goshawk habitat were
most concentrated when flying between areas that had been modelled for eagles and while
commuting between search areas.
The main mining infrastructure, plus a buffer of 1km was covered by the aerial survey. The road
upgrade and power line routes beyond the entrance to the mine (i.e. along Rogetta Road and
Upper Natone Road) were not included in the aerial survey as construction within these areas is
limited to road upgrades and power line installation along existing disturbed roadways. In
addition vegetation along and adjacent to these roads is predominantly non-native.
Refer to Eagle Nest Search Report, Forward Mining Rogetta Project (FPA 2015), included as an
appendix to the Rogetta Project DPEMP (GHD 2015) for full details.

GHD | Report for Forward Mining Ltd – Rogetta Project, 32/17262 | 13

2.4

Statement of Compliance

Plant species were collected in accordance with the Department of Primary Industries, Parks,
Water and Environment’s Plant Collection Permits:


TFL 12117 (expiry: 31/05/2013); and



TFL 14125 (expiry: 31/05/2015).

Declared weeds were collected, stored and transported in accordance with an exemption from
provisions of the Weed Management Act 1999 issued by the DPIPWE for the periods:


1 January 2012 until 31 December 2012; and



20 August 2014 until 31 August 2016.

2.5

Nomenclature and Assessment of Significance

All plants were identified in accordance with A Census of the Vascular Plants of Tasmania (de
Salas & Baker 2014). Flora and fauna conservation significance was determined in accordance
with the Tasmanian Threatened Species Protection Act 1995 (TSPA) and the Commonwealth
Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (EPBCA).
Conservation significance of vegetation communities and their typology initially followed
TASVEG 2005 (Harris & Kitchener 2005) and Regional Forest Agreement (RFA) classification
and associated criteria (DPIPWE 2007). Due to recent changes to community codes and
definitions, the original mapping was updated to TASVEG version 3.0 (TVMMP 2013). The
changes mostly concerned changes to scrub communities and plantation.
Significance of impacts on Matters of National Environmental Significance (MNES) were
assessed in accordance with the Australian Government’s Significant Impact Guidelines
(DSEWPC 2009).
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3.

Existing Environment - Biological
Values
3.1

Reserves

According to the websites for Tasmania Parks and Wildlife Service and Forestry Tasmania,
there are no National Parks, Conservation Areas, Nature Reserves, Nature Recreation Areas,
State Reserves, Game Reserves, Conservation Reserves or other reserves aside from
reserves/zones for Permanent Timber Production relevant to the study area.
Further information on reserves and their relevance is provided in the Forward Mining Ltd
Rogetta Project Development Proposal and Environmental Management Plan (DPEMP) (GHDc,
2015).

3.2

Vegetation Communities and Condition

Initially, thirteen native vegetation communities (none listed as threatened) and two agricultural,
urban or exotic communities were identified and mapped within the preliminary study area (see
GHD 2012). Following refinement and extension of the study area to include the powerline
option routes west of Ridgley Highway and along Upper Natone Rd and the northern section of
Rogetta Rd, and subject to the survey limitations discussed in Section 1.5, this total was altered
to twelve native vegetation communities and five agricultural, urban and exotic communities.
The 17 communities recorded within the current study area are described below as defined by
From Forest to Fjaeldmark: Descriptions of Tasmania’s Vegetation (Harris & Kitchener 2005),
and recent changes to the classification outlined in TASVEG 3.0 (TVMMP (2013). Areas of each
community within the study area are shown in Figure 4.
None of these vegetation communities is listed as threatened in Tasmania. However, one of
these communities (GPL) potentially matches the criteria of the nationally threatened ecological
community Lowland native grasslands of Tasmania (DEWHA 2010), which is listed as Critically
Endangered under the EPBCA. This community was recorded in two small patches
immediately adjacent to the preferred power line route near the Ridgley Highway.
The following descriptions are summarised from the document From Forest to Fjaeldmark:
Descriptions of Tasmania’s Vegetation (Harris & Kitchener 2005), with additional site-specific
informaiton provided under the sub-headings “within the study area”.
3.2.1

Buttongrass moorland with emergent shrubs (MBS)

General Description of Habitat Type
This community is a moorland vegetation overgrown by Leptospermum (teatree) and Melaleuca
(paperbark) which is typically treeless, but occasionally includes a few Eucalyptus nitida
(western peppermint) individuals. Dominant shrubs include L. nitidum (shiny teatree), L.
glaucescens (smoky teatree) and/or L. scoparium (common teatree), with species such as M.
squamea (swamp honeymyrtle), Banksia marginata (silver banksia), Acacia mucronata
(caterpillar wattle), Cenarrhenes nitida (native plum), Nematolepis squamea (satinwood) and
Philotheca virgata (twiggy waxflower) being less abundant than the shrubs and forming a patchy
canopy.
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Common shrubs in the understorey include Sprengelia incarnata (pink swampheath) and
Bauera rubioides (wiry bauera). The diverse sedge layer includes Gymnoschoenus
sphaerocephalus (buttongrass), as well as Chordifex hookeri (woolly buttonrush), Eurychorda
complanata (flat cordrush), Empodisma minus (spreading roperush), Calorophus erostris (black
roperush), Patersonia (purpleflag) species, Lepidosperma filiforme (common rapiersedge), Xyris
marginata (alpine yelloweye) and Gahnia grandis (cutting grass).
Within the Study Area
This community often occurs in areas of deep peat with impeded drainage, and is dominated by
Melaleuca squamea (swamp honeymyrtle) up to six metres in height over Gymnoschoenus
sphaerocephalus (buttongrass) (Plate 1). Gahnia grandis (cutting grass) is common throughout
this community, and Gleichenia microphylla (scrambling coralfern) and Melaleuca virens (prickly
bottlebrush) are locally abundant.
3.2.2

Eastern Buttongrass Moorland (MBE)

General Description of Habitat Type
Eastern buttongrass moorland is characteristic of acid peat soils on poorly-drained flats and
gentle slopes, over a variety of rock types. It is distinguished by a cover of Gymnoschoenus
sphaerocephalus (buttongrass), often amongst a variety of species and scattered shrubs such
as Leptospermum scoparium (common teatree), L. lanigerum (woolly teatree), Melaleuca virens
(prickly bottlebrush), M. squarrosa (scented paperbark), M. squamea (swamp honeymyrtle),
Sprengelia incarnata (pink swampheath), Baeckea gunniana (alpine heathmyrtle), Epacris
gunnii (coral heath), E. lanuginosa (swamp heath), Olearia algida (alpine daisybush) and
Pultenaea dentata (swamp bushpea). Eurychorda complanata (flat cordrush) typically occurs
amongst the inter-tussock spaces, and Gleichenia alpina (alpine coralfern) may also form large
mosaic patches, in high altitude forms of this community.
Within the Study Area
Within the study area, this community is dominated by Gymnoschoenus sphaerocephalus
(buttongrass) as shown in Plate 2, with various shrubs scattered throughout, depending on the
location of the community within the site. In some areas, Sprengelia incarnata (pink
swampheath) is common, amongst Gleichenia dicarpa (pouched coralfern), Xyris (yelloweye)
species, Selaginella uliginosa (swamp spikemoss) and numerous bryophytes in the intertussock spaces. Melaleuca squamea (swamp honeymyrtle) is the dominant shrub in other
areas, especially less disturbed areas, where longer periods without disturbance appear to
promote succession of this community towards Buttongrass moorland with emergent shrubs
(MBS).
Gleichenia alpina (alpine coralfern) formed large patches throughout this community south of
the quarry (outside the study area); however, this form of the MBE community is more restricted
within the study area.
More open forms of this community include numerous herbs amongst the inter-tussock spaces,
including Pentachondra pumila (carpet frillyheath), Rubus gunnianus (alpine raspberry), Viola
hederacea (ivyleaf violet) and V. sieberiana (tiny violet), as well as Lycopodiella diffusa
(buttongrass clubmoss), Empodisma minus (spreading roperush), Microlaena tasmanica
(Tasmanian ricegrass), Comesperma retusum (mountain milkwort) and a variety of moss and
lichen species.
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In some areas, this community includes numerous copses of Eucalyptus nitida (western
peppermint) up to 10 metres in height, occurring over the species described above as well as
Leptospermum scoparium (common teatree), Oxylobium arborescens (tall shaggypea),
Hibbertia procumbens (spreading guineaflower), Leucopogon ericoides (pink beardheath) and
Aotus ericoides (golden pea). These copses occur in the drier, more elevated and better
drained locations throughout areas that support this vegetation. They are not shown in the
mapping (Figure 4), due to their small size and complex patterns throughout the community and
site.
3.2.3

Acacia dealbata Frest (NAD)

General Description of Habitat Type
Acacia dealbata (silver wattle) occurs in a canopy of variable cover up to 20 m in height, over an
understorey of species dependent on the disturbance situation. Pteridium esculentum (bracken)
and shrub species are typical of disturbed sites, which can be replaced by regenerating wet
forest species such as Olearia lirata (forest daisybush) and Olearia argophylla (musk daisybush)
or rainforest species such as Nothofagus cunninghamii (myrtle beech), depending on the
vegetation present prior to disturbance.
Within the Study Area
This community occurs in numerous discrete areas and appears to have become established in
response to disturbance associated with adjacent eucalypt plantations and a history of selective
logging. Some small patches of this community also occur along the margins of FPL (plantation)
community, particularly along the powerline routes in the north/northwest of the study area.
It is dominated by Acacia dealbata (silver wattle) up to 15 metres in height, with the occasional
A. melanoxylon (blackwood), A. mucronata (caterpillar wattle) and Leptospermum lanigerum
(woolly teatree), over Pomaderris apetala (common dogwood), Leptecophylla juniperina subsp.
parvifolia (mountain pinkberry) and Coprosma quadrifida (native currant) shrubs.
In these patches, the ground cover tends to be fairly open and dominated mostly by moss and
organic litter, although some include Polystichum proliferum (mother shieldfern) and Pteridium
esculentum (bracken) throughout (see Plate 3a).
3.2.4

Western Wet Scrub (SWW)

General Description of Habitat Type
This community is a dense, uneven scrub with up to five Leptospermum (teatree) and
Melaleuca (honeymyrtle or paperbark) species, as well as Acacia mucronata (caterpillar wattle)
and Bauera rubioides (wiry bauera), often with Banksia marginata (silver banksia) and
Monotoca submutica (mountain broomheath). Eucalyptus nitida (western peppermint) saplings
are emergent. The community can form a fairly uniform cover but usually occurs as copses and
thickets within buttongrass moorland, or as forest fringes between buttongrass moorland and
wet forest and/or rainforest.
The community has a number of frequently occurring species, including L. nitidum (shiny
teatree), L. scoparium (common teatree), L. glaucescens (smoky teatree), M. squamea (swamp
honeymyrtle), M. squarrosa (scented paperbark), A. mucronata (caterpillar wattle) and B.
marginata (silver banksia). Other common species include M. submutica (mountain
broomheath), B. rubioides (wiry bauera), Gleichenia dicarpa (pouched coralfern), Empodisma
minus (spreading roperush), Gahnia grandis (cutting grass) and Blandfordia punicea (christmas
bells). Scattered E. nitida are ubiquitous in this habitat as small trees less than five metres in
height.
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Within the Study Area
This community occurs in localised sites from near the proposed mine location to the southern
end of the study area.
This community tends to be dominated by Melaleuca squamea (swamp honeymyrtle),
Leptopsermum scoparium (common teatree) and L. glaucescens (smoky teatree) up to five
metres in height, with Oxylobium arborescens (tall shaggypea), L. lanigerum (wooly teatree),
Pultenaea juniperina (prickly beauty), Bauera rubioides (wiry bauera) and Gahnia grandis
(cutting grass) common throughout.
Eucalyptus nitida (western peppermint) and E. delegatensis (gumtopped stringybark) are
emergent throughout, reaching up to 15 m in height above the scrub canopy.
3.2.5

Eucalyptus delegatensis Forest over Leptospermum (WDL)

General Description of Habitat Type
Eucalyptus delegatensis (gumtopped stringybark) can reach over 40 m in height within this
community, which often includes younger, multi-aged classes that reflect the fire history and/or
disturbance by selective logging of a site. This eucalypt species dominates over an understorey
of Leptospermum (teatree) species, often dense Leptospermum lanigerum (woolly teatree).
Other tree species include Acacia dealbata (silver wattle), A. melanoxylon (blackwood) and E.
dalrympleana (mountain whitegum), with other eucalypts such as E. obliqua (stringybark), E.
viminalis (white gum) and E. globulus (blue gum) subdominants at lower altitudes, and E. nitida
(western peppermint) the most common sub-dominant in the north-west and west of the State.
There is usually a low abundance and diversity of herbs, with the most common species being
Hydrocotyle hirta (hairy pennywort), Geranium potentilloides (mountain cranesbill), Viola
hederacea (ivyleaf violet) and Acaena novae-zelandiae (common buzzy).
Within the Study Area
Eucalyptus delegatensis (gumtopped stringybark) up to 50 m in height dominate this community
within the study area (shown in Plate 5), although E. nitida (western peppermint) and E. obliqua
(stringybark) may also be present.
The dominance of these eucalypt species occurs in a more complex mosaic than is shown in
the mapping (Figure 4), with this community sharing relatively undefined boundaries with the
Eucalyptus nitida forest over Leptospermum (WNL) and Eucalyptus obliqua forest over
Leptospermum (WOL) communities.
It is understood that parts of the study area were logged around 30-40 years ago, and it is
primarily the latter two eucalypt species/communities that have regenerated across logged
areas, although E. delegatensis (gumtopped stringybark) is remnant and/or dominant in some
places.
Understorey species in this community include Leptospermum scoparium (common teatree) up
to five metres tall, with Bauera rubioides (wiry bauera), Banksia marginata (silver banksia),
Zieria arborescens (stinkwood), Notelaea ligustrina (native olive), Pultenaea juniperina (prickly
beauty), Gahnia grandis (cutting grass) and Olearia stellulata (sawleaf daisybush), over
Lepidosperma elatius (tall swordsedge), Gonocarpus teucrioides (forest raspwort), Pteridium
esculentum (bracken) and some Blechnum nudum (fishbone waterfern).
The more open areas, where drilling tracks were cleared during initial geological exploration, are
regenerating and include herbaceaous species such as Viola hederacea (ivyleaf violet) and V.
sieberiana (tiny violet), as well as the occasional weed species such as Poa annua (winter
grass) and Prunella vulgaris (selfheal).
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Plate 1

Buttongrass Moorland with Emergent Shrubs (MBS)

Plate 2

Eastern Buttongrass Moorland (MBE)

a

b

Plate 3

a): Acacia dealbata Forest (NAD); and
b): Cut Stump, Indicative of a History of Selective Logging on Site

Plate 4

Western Wet Scrub (SWW)

Plate 5

Eucalyptus delegatensis Forest over Leptospermum (WDL)
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3.2.6

Eucalyptus delegatensis Forest over Rainforest (WDR)

General Description of Habitat Type
Generally dominated by Eucalyptus delegatensis (gumtopped stringybark), which can be up to
70 metres in height, other eucalypt species may also be associated with this community, namely
E. obliqua (stringybark) and E. dalrympleana (mountain white gum).
The tallest understorey stratum is dominated by Nothofagus cunninghamii (myrtle beech) and
Atherosperma moschatum (sassafras) above Dicksonia antarctica (soft treefern) and broad
leafed species such as Olearia argophylla (musk daisybush) on more fertile sites. In rainforest
areas species such as Phyllocladus aspleniifolius (celerytop pine), Eucryphia lucida
(leatherwood) and Anodopetalum biglandulosum (horizontal) become more frequent.
Scleromorphic species become more frequent on the drier sides of moist forest boundaries and
include species such as Monotoca glauca (goldey wood), Nematolepis squamea (satinwood),
Acacia mucronata (caterpillar wattle) and Oxylobium ellipticum (golden shaggypea).
Leptospermum lanigerum (woolly teatree) is often locally abundant in wetter areas.
Within the Study Area
Where this community occurs, it is dominated by an emergent layer of Eucalyptus delegatensis
(gumtopped stringybark) reaching over 50 m in height, with some old-growth individuals being
taller still, and having a diameter at breast height (DBH) of greater than 200 cm. Eucalyptus
nitida (western peppermint) and E. obliqua (stringybark) were also occasionally emergent,
above a dense rainforest canopy.
Nothofagus cunninghamii (myrtle beech) tends to dominate the canopy layer, reaching up to 35
metres in height in some instances and providing habitat values similar to the large old-growth,
hollow-bearing eucalypts present in this community. Co-dominants include Atherosperma
moschatum (sassafras) and/or Phyllocladus aspleniifolius (celerytop pine) over a fairly open
understorey that includes Nematolepis squamea (satinwood), Prostanthera lasianthos
(christmas mintbush), Pomaderris apetala (common dogwood), Tasmannia lanceolata
(mountain pepper), Leptospermum lanigerum (woolly teatree), Cennharenes nitida (native
plum), Trochocarpa gunnii (fragrant purpleberry) and Acacia dealbata (silver wattle). Also
present are Gahnia grandis (cutting grass), Bauera rubioides (wiry bauera), Dicksonia antarctica
(soft treefern) and localised patches of Polystichum proliferum (mother shieldfern), Blechnum
nudum (fishbone waterfern) and B. wattsii (hard waterfern). Orchid leaves of Pterostylis
(greenhood) and Chiloglottis (bird orchid) species were common throughout the study area
during the 2012 and 2014 site visits.
Bryophytes and lichens are common amongst a thick layer of organic litter, extending along tree
trunks up to 20 m into the rainforest canopy, with epiphytic ferns such as Grammitis billardierei
(common fingerfern) and Hymenophyllum (filmyfern) species.
3.2.7

Eucalyptus nitida Forest over Leptospermum (WNL)

General Description of Habitat Type
This tall wet eucalypt forest is dominated by Eucalyptus nitida (western peppermint) up to 30 m
in height (sometimes reaching 40 m), over a dense secondary layer of one or more species of
Leptospermum (teatree) and/or Melaleuca (paperbark or honeymyrtle).
The understorey is also commonly dense, and includes Gahnia grandis (cutting grass),
Gleichenia microphylla (scrambling coralfern) and Bauera rubioides (wiry bauera), together with
rainforest shrubs such as Anopterus glandulosus (tasmanian laurel).
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Within the Study Area
This community covers extensive areas of the study area, particularly in the central and
southern sections (Figure 4). In the study area, this community is primarily dominated by
Eucalyptus nitida (western peppermint) up to 15 m in height (occasionally reaching 40 m), over
Leptospermum glaucescens (smoky teatree), L. scoparium (common teatree), Oxylobium
arborescens (tall shaggypea), Monotoca glauca (goldey wood), Acacia mucronata (caterpillar
wattle), Melaleuca squarrosa (scented paperbark), Lomatia tinctoria (guitarplant), Banksia
marginata (silver banksia), Leptecophylla juniperina subsp. parvifolia (mountain pinkberry)
and/or Pultenaea juniperina (prickly beauty) at various densities in the variable understorey.
The ground layer is generally sparse and open, with organic litter, bryophytes and lichens
common, as well as Pteridium esculentum (bracken). However, there are some areas where an
extremely dense undergrowth of Leptospermum lanigerum (woolly teatree) and Melaleuca
squamea (swamp honeymyrtle) occur beneath emergent E. nitida (western peppermint)
individuals, with abundant Gahnia grandis (cutting grass), Bauera rubioides (wiry bauera) and
Empodisma minus (spreading roperush) growing thickly thoughout (see Plate 7a).
Occasionally, rainforest elements also occur along gullies within this community, but are mostly
too small to map (see Eucalyptus nitida forest over rainforest community). Understorey species
in these areas include Nothofagus cunninghamii (myrtle beech), Phyllocladus aspleniifolius
(celerytop pine) and Gahnia grandis (cutting grass).
3.2.8

Eucalyptus nitida Forest over Rainforest (WNR)

General Description of Habitat Type
This tall wet eucalypt forest is dominated by Eucalyptus nitida (western peppermint) reaching
30-40 m (sometimes 60 m) in height, over a thamnic or implicate rainforest understory. The
nature of the understory varies, with Nothofagus cunninghamii (myrtle beech), Atherosperma
moschatum (sassafras) and Eucryphia lucida (leatherwood) common on more fertile sites, and
as fertility decreases Phyllocladus aspleniifolius (celerytop pine), Anodopetalum biglandulosum
(horizontal) and Trochocarpa (purpleberry) species become more common.
Pomaderris apetala (common dogwood) and Nematolepis squamea (satinwood) are often in the
understorey, although are usually absent from long-unburnt sites. Species of Leptospermum
(teatree) and/or Melaleuca (honeymyrtle and/or paperbark) increase in abundance on poorlydrained sites, and on long-unburnt, fertile sites, a layer of tree ferns and ground ferns occurs
beneath tall rainforest trees.
Within the Study Area
This community occurs in small patches surrounded by larger areas of other communities, and
are generally too small to map individually. However, some larger patches were recorded and
mapped within the study area (see Figure 4 and Plate 8). These included large old-growth
Eucalyptus nitida (western peppermint) individuals over a rainforest understory dominated by
Nothofagus cunninghamii (myrtle beech), with some Nematolepis squamea (satinwood),
Phyllocladus aspleniifolius (celerytop pine), Monotoca glauca (goldey wood), Leptospermum
lanigerum (woolly teatree), Melaleuca squarrosa (scented paperbark) and Leptecophylla
juniperina subsp. parvifolia (mountain pinkberry) in the understorey.
Occasionally, Tasmannia lanceolata (mountain pepper), Pomaderris apetala (common
dogwood), Trochocarpa gunnii (fragrant purpleberry), Dicksonia antarctica (soft treefern),
Blechnum nudum (fishbone waterfern) and Histiopteris incisa (batswing fern) were also seen in
this community.
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3.2.9

Eucalyptus obliqua Forest over Leptospermum (WOL)

General Description of Habitat Type
This tall forest community is dominated by Eucalyptus obliqua (stringybark) over a dense
secondary tree cover of fine leaved Melaleuca squarrosa (scented paperbark) or Leptospermum
(teatree) species, as well as other tall shrub or tree species including Nematolepis squamea
(satinwood) and Acacia verticillata (prickly moses).
The ground layer is generally a dense layer of Bauera rubioides (wiry bauera), Gahnia grandis
(cutting grass), Gleichenia microphylla (scrambling coralfern) and Restionaceae species.
Within the Study Area
Although the mosaic of eucalypt species dominance is complex in the study area, an area
primarily dominated by Eucalyptus obliqua (stringybark) occurs east of the proposed mine pit,
on a dry ridge west of the Blythe River and east of a large unnamed river flowing into Holloway
Creek (see Figure 4 and Plate 9).
This community includes regrowth and old-growth communities. The regrowth communities
include Eucalyptus obliqua (stringybark) up to 15 m in height over a dense, shrubby understorey
of Leptospermum scoparium (common teatree) with Oxylobium arborescens (tall shaggypea),
Acacia mucronata (caterpillar wattle) and Nematoplis squamea (satinwood). Bauera rubioides
(wiry bauera), Epacris impressa (common heath), Lomatia tinctoria (guitarplant), Pultenaea
juniperina (prickly beauty) and Pteridium esculentum (bracken) are also common throughout.
Scattered old-growth remnants (up to 40 m tall) with hollows also occur within this community,
providing high quality fauna habitat values in some areas.
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Plate 6

a

Eucalyptus delegatensis Forest over Rainforest (WDR)

b

Plate 7

Eucalyptus nitida Forest over Leptospermum (WNL)

Plate 8

Eucalyptus nitida Forest over Rainforest (WNR)

Plate 9

Eucalyptus obliqua Forest over Leptospermum (WOL)
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3.2.10 Restionaceae Rushland (MRR)
General Description of Habitat Yype
This wetland community is dominated by species of cordrush in the family Restionaceae and is
generally 1-2 m in height.
Within the Study area
This wetland community consists of treeless, generally sparse rushland dominated by
Restionaceae species (<1 m tall), and which develops in areas of poor drainage. It is typically
dominated by Baloskion tetraphyllum (tassel cordrush) and also often includes species such as
Leptospermum lanigerum (woolly teatree) and Empodisma minus (spreading cordrush).
3.2.11 Leptospermum Forest (NLE)
General Description of Habitat Type
One or more of Leptospermum lanigerum, L. scoparium, L. glaucescens or L. nitidum dominates
Leptospermum forest (5-10 m tall) with semi-closed or closed canopies. Mid- and ground layers
may be sparsely shrubby and sedgy, or the ground may be bare or covered by deep litter.
Within the Study Area
This tall scrub/forest community was recorded in poor drainage areas from localised patches in
plantation to areas within intact forest. It was often dominated by pure stands of Leptospermum
lanigerum (woolley teatree) up to 15 m in height and sometimes included moist forest elements
such as Pomaderris apetala (common dogwood), Acacia melanoxylon (blackwood) and
Nothofagus cunninghami (myrtle beech).
3.2.12 Lowland Poa labillardierei Grassland (GPL)
General Description of Habitat Type
GPL lowland grasslands are dominated by tussocks of Poa labillardierei (silver tussockgrass)
that may be large and spreading, or small and tufty, depending on the situation. The tussocks
may form a closed sward or an open layer with smaller grasses and herbs in between.
Within the Study Area
Although not detected within the study area, this community was detected immediately adjacent,
in two small roadside patches beside Ridgley Highway in the Hampshire area (Figure 5). These
patches are associated with soils derived from Tertiary basalt and are dominated by tussocks of
Poa labillardierei (silver tussockgrass).
This community appears to match the criteria of the nationally threatened ecological community
Lowland native grasslands of Tasmania (DEWHA 2010) which is listed as Critically Endangered
1
under the EPBCA .
As these patches were only briefly surveyed during the December 2014 site visit (see limitations
section), there is potential for them to support rare and threatened plants that have not been
recorded by the present survey. However, so long as the footprint is restricted to the highly
disturbed and weedy sections of roadside, there is a low risk of impacting on threatened flora
species.

1

Note that the community was just outside the study area and therefore was not surveyed in detail. Hence, whilst it appears to
meet the national listing criteria, this has not been confirmed by detailed field survey of the patches. Of the two patches, the
western patch was estimated at just under 1 ha (0.8 ha), which would not meet the EPBCA size criterion. However, due to
mapping accuracy the precautionary principle has been applied and it is assumed both patches qualify.
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Plate 10

(Left) Restionaceae Rushland (MRR) Dominated by Baloskion
tetraphyllus (tassel cordrush) in Areas of Poor Drainage Beside
Rogetta Rd

Plate 11

(Right) Leptospermum forest (NLE) Associated with Poor Drainage
in the South of Study Area within an Extensive Area ofPplantation

Plate 12

(Left) Remnant Lowland Poa labillardierei Grassland (GPL) on
Northern Side of Ridgley Hwy Adjoining the Preferred Power Line
Route. This Community may meet the Criteria of a Nationally
Threatened EPBCA-Listed Community

Plate 13

(Right) Permanent Easement (FPE) Developed along Existing
Power Easement (at left) with Planation (FPL) (at right).

3.2.13 Plantations for Silviculture (FPL)
General Description of Habitat Type
This mapping unit includes commercial tree farms of species such as Eucalyptus nitens (shining
gum) above 600 metres, and Pinus radiata (radiata pine) and E. globulus (Tasmanian blue gum)
below 600 m altitude.
Within the Study Area
A large proportion of the study area encompasses Eucalyptus nitens (shining gum) plantations.
Numerous native species that thrive on disturbance are regenerating and becoming established
along the rows and edges of plantation plots (see Plate 14), including Cassinia aculeata
(dollybush), Pultenaea juniperina (prickly beauty), Pteridium esculentum (bracken) and
Pomaderris apetala (common dogwood).
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3.2.14 Permanent Easement (FPE)
General Description of Habitat Type
This vegetation mapping unit encompasses permanent easements derived from recurrent
disturbance events (e.g. slashing) associated with linear infrastructure such as powerlines,
railways, highways and pipelines. Regularly slashed firebreaks are included in this mapping
unit. Owing to the regular slashing regime, trees are usually absent from this vegetation type.
Within the Study Area
This vegetation type often includes disturbance dependent/tolerant native and introduced
species, but Pteridium esculentum (bracken), Cassinia aculeata (dollybush) and Acacia
dealbata (silver wattle) are particularly frequent. A wide range of weed and other native species
is often found in permanent easements. This mapping unit is common along the Ridgley
Highway and other roads and tracks, as well as along the existing power easement.
3.2.15 Extra-Urban Miscellaneous (FUM)
General Description of Habitat Type
Extra-urban miscellaneous (FUM) represents unvegetated areas that originated as a result of
miscellaneous human activities.
Within the Study Area
This includes the electrical substation structure (Hampshire Sub-station) at the far northwestern
extremity of the study area.
3.2.16 Agricultural Land (FAG)
General Description of Habitat Type
The ‘agricultural land’ mapping unit comprises introduced pastures and exotic grasslands.
Within the Study Area
This mapping unit includes introduced grasses such as Agrostis capillary (browntop bent)
Holcus lanatus (Yorkshire fog), Anthoxanthum odoratum (sweet vernalgrass), Dactylis
glomerata (cocksfoot) and the weedy forb Hypochaeris radicata (flatweed). It is restricted to
roadside patches in the vicinity of the Ridgley Highway/Upper Natone Rd intersection.
3.2.17 Weed Infestation (FWU)
General Description of Habitat Type
This mapping unit includes dense, often monospecific stands of woody weeds such as Rubus
fruticosus agg. (Blackberry) and Ulex europaeus (Gorse).
Within the Study Area
This mapping unit mostly comprises Ulex europaeus with extremely dense and almost
continuous roadside stands widespread in the north end of study area along Rogetta Rd north
to the intersection with Upper Natone Road and west to Ridgley Highway.
Areas of dense Rubus fruticosus agg. (blackberry) were also present in this mapping unit with
sporadic occurrences of Genista monspessulana (canary broom).
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Plate 14

Plantations for Silviculture (FPL)

Plate 15

(Left) Extra-Urban Miscellaneous (FUM) includes the Electrical
Substation and Associated Cleared areas at the Northwestern
Extremity of the Study Area. Plantation (FPL) (in background) is
Widespread in Surrounding Areas

Plate 16

(Right) Agricultural Land (FAG) in the Vicinity of Ridgley Hwy and
Upper Natone Rd Intersection.

Plate 17

Weed Infestation (FWU) at the Northern end of Rogetta Road,
Showing Dense Monospecific Stands of Woody Weeds (Ulex
europaeus, gorse) with Plantation (FPA) Behind.
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3.3

Native Flora

3.3.1

Threatened Flora Identified During Desktop Research

No threatened plant species have previously been recorded within 500 metres of the study
area, according to the Natural Values Atlas reports produced using the Natural Values Atlas
(BCB 2012, 2014). However, five plant species listed under the Threatened Species Protection
Act 1995 (TSPA) and the EPBCA have been recorded, or are predicted to occur, within 5 km of
the study area according to the Natural Values Atlas reports and the EPBCA Protected Matters
Search Tool reports (Australian Government 2012; 2015). These species and their likelihood of
occurrence are listed in Table 1.
Table 1

Threatened Flora Previously Recorded in or within 5 km of the
Study Area

Species

Tasmanian
TSPA Status

Commonwealth
EPBCA Status

Brief habitat description &
Likelihood of occurrence within study area

Asplenium hookerianum

Endangered

Vulnerable

Occupies heavily shaded fissures on
watercourse margins within rainforest or in
sheltered gullies within drier forest types. Only
two extant populations known in Tasmania,
one in Hellyer Gorge in NW Tasmania.

Maidenhair spleenwort

Not recorded during field survey.
Highly Unlikely.
Barbarea australis

Endangered

riverbed wintercress

Critically
Endangered

Riparian species, found near river margins,
creek beds and flood channels adjacent to
rivers. Occurs on river gravels, often between
exposed cobbles in areas frequently disturbed
by fluvial processes.
Unlikely. Some suitable habitat occurs
along river margins, but not recorded
during field survey.

Epacris exserta

Endangered

Endangered

South Esk heath

Glycine latrobeana
clover glycine

Occurs in dry sclerophyll forest, native
grasslands and woodland.
Vulnerable

Vulnerable

Leucochrysum albicans
var tricolor
Endangered

Endangered

Rare

Endangered

grassland paperdaisy
(hoary sunray)

Pterostylis atriola
snug greenhood

Occurs within riparian scrub amongst dolerite
boulders.
Unlikely. Some suitable habitat occurs in
the site, but not recorded during field
survey.

Possible. Some suitable habitat occurs in
the site, but not recorded during field
survey.
In Tasmania, occurs in the west and on the
Central Plateau and the Midlands, mostly on
basalt soils. Originally would have occupied
Eucalyptus pauciflora (cabbage gum)
woodland and tussock grassland, which is now
mostly converted to improved pasture or
cropland.
Possible. Not recorded during fieldwork but
may be present in highly localised roadside
grassland remnants adjoining study area
beside Ridgley Hwy (see Figure 5).
Confined to six small sites in a range of
locations, including Snug Plains. Habitat
includes shrubby open eucalypt forest on welldrained stony soils in relatively cold
environments, including frost hollows, gorges
and exposed ridges. Flowering time: late
January – late March.
Possible. Some suitable habitat occurs on
site.
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Species

Tasmanian
TSPA Status

Commonwealth
EPBCA Status

Brief habitat description &
Likelihood of occurrence within study area

Pterostylis ziegeleri

Vulnerable

Vulnerable

Inhabits grassy woodlands and native
grasslands in the Midlands. Flowering time:
early September – late December.

grassland greenhood

Unlikely. Lack of suitable habitat on site.
Likelihood of occurrence of threatened flora is assessed on a 4-tier scale:
1.
2.
3.
4.

Present - individuals recorded within the study area during the field assessment or any previous assessment within
the boundaries of study area;
Possible - suitable habitat occurs within the study area;
Unlikely - suitable habitat unlikely to occur within the study area, or suitable habitat substantially modified, or
suitable habitat present but species not recorded for over 50 years within 5 km of the site;
Highly unlikely - no suitable habitat present within the study area, and individuals not recorded within the study
area during current or any previous assessment.

3.3.2

Threatened Flora Recorded within the Study Area

Subject to survey limitations discussed in Section 1.5, no threatened plant species were found
in the assessed area during the field surveys.. The likelihood of having overlooking threatened
species due to timing of the survey is considered to be low. The location with the greatest
potential for supporting threatened flora is an area of roadside native grassland (GPL), which
lies outside the study area but adjacent to the preferred power line route along the Ridgley
Highway. This grassland should be avoided.
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3.4

Native Fauna

3.4.1

Desktop Results - Threatened and Listed Migratory Fauna

According to the Natural Values Atlas (NVA) Reports, one threatened fauna species has been
previously recorded within the main study area (i.e., not including the proposed powerline route
options or the haul route to Burnie) prior to this study: the Tasmanian devil (Sacrophilus harrisii),
listed as ‘Endangered’ under both State and Federal legislation. This species has been
recorded at least nine times between 1991 and 2010. Most records are along roads, which
probably represents use of the landscape by humans rather than by the fauna themselves.
For the proposed powerline route options, the Natural Values Atlas identifies records of two
threatened fauna species prior to this study: Tasmanian devil (Sacrophilus harrisii) and masked
owl (Tasmanian), Tyto novaehollandiae subsp. castanops. There are also records of the
hydrobiid snail (Emu River), Beddomeia protuberata, but that species is aquatic and addressed
elsewhere (see Aquatic Ecology report, GHD 2015a).
Additional species have been recorded (Natural Values Atlas), or are predicted to occur based
on habitat mapping (EPBCA Protected Matters Search Tool (PMST)), within 5 km of the site
(main study area and powerline route options) prior to the current study. All threatened and
migratory species identified in the desktop assessment and considered relevant to the site (on
the basis of historical records, habitats present, and geographic location of the study area) are
shown below in Table 2.
Additional NVA and PMST searches for the haul route along the Ridgley Highway between
Hampshire and Burnie identified no additional terrestrial fauna species.
The EPBCA Protected Matters Search Tool also identified a number of other migratory, marine
and coastal bird species that may fly over the area, but are highly unlikely to make use of the
site and have not been included in the table below. Marine and coastal bird species were not
considered in this assessment given the location of the study site, and are not shown in Table 2.
Table 2

Threatened and Listed Migratory Fauna known to Occur or
Predicted to Occur within 5 km of the Study Area

Species

Tasmanian TSPA
Status

Commonwea
lth EPBCA
Status

Brief habitat description &
Likelihood of occurrence within study area

Endangered

Endangered

Uses a variety of forest types including coastal heath,
open dry sclerophyll forest, and mixed sclerophyll
rainforest.
PRESENT. An estimate of at least 20 individuals
recorded on site during the targeted fauna surveys
(cameras), and numerous historical records within
study area and along proposed power line route
options. Scats detected (and confirmed by
analysis to be from this species) throughout the
study area.

Mammals
Sarcophilus harrisii
Tasmanian devil

Also likely to occur along haul route along Ridgley
Highway, particularly where forested habitats
come near the road (e.g., approx. 2 km north of
Hampshire).
Dasyurus maculatus
subsp. maculatus
spotted-tailed quoll

Rare

Vulnerable

Most commonly uses cool temperate rainforest, wet
sclerophyll forest and coastal scrub.
PRESENT. An estimated five or six individuals
recorded on site (cameras) and/or observed during
the targeted fauna surveys, and scats detected
(and confirmed by analysis to be from this
species) throughout the study area.
Also likely to occur along haul route along Ridgley
Highway, particularly where forested habitats
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Species

Tasmanian TSPA
Status

Commonwea
lth EPBCA
Status

Brief habitat description &
Likelihood of occurrence within study area
come near the road (e.g., approx. 2 km north of
Hampshire).

Perameles gunnii
eastern barred
bandicoot

Not Listed (but of
high conservation
significance)

Vulnerable

Usually occurs in open habitats, including woodlands,
open forests with grassy understorey, and native and
exotic grasslands, with some form of thick ground
cover/understorey for shelter and nesting.
Possible. Some suitable habitat occurs and
bandicoot prints were recorded, although only the
southern brown bandicoot (Isoodon obesulus) was
confirmed to occur on site during the targeted
fauna surveys (cameras). No historical records
within 5 km of the study area.
May occur along haul route along Ridgley
Highway.

Birds
Aquila audax subsp.
fleayi

Endangered

Endangered

wedge-tailed eagle

Commonly in areas with a mosaic of forest, farmland
and waterways. Nests in old-growth trees.
PRESENT. This species was observed roosting
and flying within the study area during the field
assessments. No recorded nests occur within the
study site, although potential nesting habitat has
been identified on site and there is one recorded
nest (most recently 1994) near Mount Housetop
approx. 3.5 km to the east.
The aerial survey identifed a pair of eagles
presumed to nest in the nearby region but not
within the proposed mine site or 1km of it.

Tyto novaehollandiae
subsp. castanops

Endangered

Vulnerable

Usually in lowland dry sclerophyll forest; however, can
occur in wet sclerophyll forest, non-eucalypt
dominated forest, scrub and urban environments.
PRESENT. Detected on site during the targeted
fauna surveys (responded to call-playback). No
nests recorded within 5 km of the study area.

Endangered

Endangered

Inhabits thick vegetation surrounding freshwater rivers,
lakes, billabongs and swamps.
Possible. Suitable habitat occurs on site,
particularly along the Blythe River and Holloway
Creek and associated larger tributaries. Not
recorded during targeted fauna surveys, and no
historical records within 5 km of study site.

Endangered

Endangered

Feeds on the nectar of Eucalyptus globulus and E.
ovata. Nests in tree hollows, usually in eastern
Tasmania in dry forests near the coast.
Unlikely to forage or nest within the study area,
largely due to a lack of typical suitable habitat.

Not Listed

Endangered

Mainly occurs in densely vegetated freshwater
wetlands and, rarely, in estuaries or tidal wetlands.
Formerly widespread in Tasmania, now appears
confined to coastal regions in the northeast and on the
Bass Strait islands.
Unlikely. No suitable habitat on site.

Endangered

Not Listed

Occurs in closed forests, with high priority nesting
habitat along watercourses with blackwoods. May
otherwise nest in melaleuca, myrtle, teatree and
eucalypt species, occasionally up to 100 m from a
watercourse.
Possible. Some suitable nesting and foraging
habitat occurs throughout the site, although no
individuals or nests were observed during targeted
ground and aerial surveys. No nests known within
the study area, but one nest recorded in 2008
along Porcupine Creek, approx. 3.5 km north of
Upper Natone Road.
The aerial survey concludes the site is suboptial
nesting habitat for the species

Vulnerable

Marine

Generally nests and forages near the coast, but may
also occur near large rivers and inland lakes. Requires
old-growth trees for nesting.

masked owl
(Tasmanian)

Ceyx azureus subsp.
diemenensis
azure kingfisher

Lathamus discolor
swift parrot

Botaurus poiciloptilus
Australasian bittern

Accipiter
novaehollandiae
grey goshawk

Haliaeetus
leucogaster
white-bellied sea-
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Species

Tasmanian TSPA
Status

Commonwea
lth EPBCA
Status

Unlikely. Very limited suitable habitat on site. No
recorded nests or individuals within the study site.

eagle
Ardea alba

Not Listed

Migratory

Found in areas with (preferably) shallow, flowing
water. Can also occur in damp grasslands. This
migratory species is not known to breed within
Tasmania, and therefore the study area does not
provide critical habitat.
Unlikely. Some suitable habitat on site, but very
limited in extent. Mainly in agricultural land
towards the western part of the powerline route.

Not Listed

Migratory

Prefers pasture among grazing stock, especially in
poor drainage areas. Sometimes found in shallow
grassy wetlands.
Unlikely, lack of suitable habitat on site.

Not Listed

Migratory

Forages on the wing in the airspace above almost any
habtiat (forest, desert, urban). Breeds in the northern
hemisphere, and thought to be almost entirely aerial
and to rarely, if ever, land while in Australia.

great egret

Ardea ibis
cattle egret

Hirundapus
caudacutus

Brief habitat description &
Likelihood of occurrence within study area

white-throated
needletail

Possible, but only as transient in airspace above
site. Not likely to occupy habitats on site.
Myiagra cyanoleuca

Not Listed

Migratory

Inhabit heavily vegetated gullies, generally in eucalypt
dominated forests and taller woodlands near wetlands
or watercourses, although can occur in coastal or drier
woodlands and open forests. Widespread in eastern
Tasmania through to a line joining Ulverstone and
South Cape, though also recorded further west along
the northern coast and in the north-west, and at
scattered sites near the western coast.
PRESENT. Detected at two locations in December
2014 (within main study area and near intersection
of Ridgely Highway and Natone Road). Suitable
habitat throughout the study area.

Vulnerable

Not Listed

Restricted to lowland tussock grassland and
woodland, with a good cover of medium to tall
tussocks.
Unlikely, lack of suitable habitat on site.

Vulnerable

Endangered

Generally occurs in montane to alpine areas, and
restricted to sites above 400 m (and mostly above 600
m) in the Midlands, Steppes, Northwest Plains,
Eastern Highlands and Central Plateau of Tasmania.
Preferred habitat ranges from Poa tussock grassland
to Hakea microcarpa grassy shrubland to Eucalyptus
grassy open woodland.
Unlikely, lack of suitable habitat on site, although
suitable habitat likely to have been present prior to
conversion of native vegetation to plantations for
silviculture.

satin flycatcher

Reptiles
Pseudemoia
pagenstecheri
tussock skink
Invertebrates
Oreixenica ptunarra
ptunarra brown
butterfly

Likelihood of occurrence of threatened fauna is assessed on a 4-tier scale:
1.

Present - individuals recorded within the study area during at least one of the field assessments or any previous
assessment within the boundaries of study area;

2.

Possible - suitable habitat occurs within the study area;

3.

Unlikely - suitable habitat unlikely to occur within the study area, or suitable habitat substantially modified, or
suitable habitat present but species not recorded for over 50 years within 5 km of the site;

4.

Highly unlikely - no suitable habitat present within the study area, and individuals not recorded within the study
area during current or any previous assessment.
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3.4.2

Field Results – Summary (All Fauna)

The site visits and targeted surveys resulted in the detection or potential detection of 78 fauna
species in and around the study area, including: 16 species of mammal, 51 birds (including two
non-native species), 5 reptiles, 4 amphibians and 2 invertebrates. These species are listed in
Table 8 (non-threatened species) and Table 2 (threatened and migratory species). Note that
Table 2 also includes threatened and migratory species that were not detected during the site
visits.
Site visit observations and targeted fauna survey results included records of five fauna species
of conservation significance, as follows:


Two threatened species of mammals (Tasmanian devil, Sarcophilus harrisii and spottedtailed quoll, Dasyurus maculatus maculatus) were detected on numerous dates and in
numerous locations across the study area,



Two threatened species of bird (Wedge-tailed Eagle, Aquila audax fleayi, and Masked
Owl, Tyto novaehollandiae castanops) were detected, and



One listed migratory species of bird (satin flycatcher, Myiagra cyanoleuca) was detected
in two locations.

More detail on the observations of threatened and migratory species is provided in section 3.4.5
below.
Table 2 also provides an evaluation of the likelihood for occurrence of threatened and migratory
species within the study area based on historical records (desktop information) and site
assessment results (field results and habitat assessments).
Note that Table 2 includes terrestrial fauna only. One species of fish (Australian grayling,
Prototroctes maraena) and four species of aquatic invertebrates (giant freshwater crayfish,
Astacopsis gouldi; burrowing crayfish (Burnie), Engaeus yabbimunna; Blythe River freshwater
snail, Beddomeia petterdi; hydrobiid snail (Emu River), Beddomeia protuberata) and hydrobiid
snail (Cam River), Beddomeia camensis, were also identified during the desktop assessment;
these are included in the Aquatic Ecology report (GHD 2015a).
3.4.3

Field results – Methods of Detection of Fauna within the Study Area

Assessments of the likelihood of presence or absence of fauna species and suitability of
habitats within the study area were made using a range of methods. These are outlined below.
Direct Observations
As indicated in Table 8, numerous fauna species were directly observed on site, including:
Tasmanian pademelon (Thylogale billardierii), Bennett’s wallaby (Macropus rufogriseus) and
common wombat (Vombatus ursinus subsp. tasmaniensis). Photographs taken of some of the
fauna during the field assessments are shown in Plate 18.

36 | GHD | Report for Forward Mining Ltd – Rogetta Project, 32/17262

Plate 18

Examples of Fauna Observed within the Study Area:

a) Tiger snake (Notechis scutatus); b) blotched blue-tongued lizard (Tiliqua nigrolutea); c) Land
snail (Caryodes dufresnii); d) Tasmanian Brown Butterfly (Argynnina hobartia subsp. tasmanica);
e) Mountain dragon (Rankinia diemensis); f) Tasmanian froglet (Crinea tasmaniensis); g) Tawny
frogmouth (Podargus strigoides); h) Ringtail possum (Pseudocheirus peregrinus); i) Short-beaked
echidna (Tachyglossus aculeatus); and j) Pink robin (Petroica rodinogaster)
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Prints
Fauna foot prints were also recorded; examples are shown in Plate 19. Plate 19a shows a print
that may have been made by the threatened Tasmanian devil (Sarcophilus harrisii) and Plate
19e shows bandicoot prints. The bandicoot prints are potentially from the threatened eastern
barred bandicoot (Perameles gunnii), but are more likely to have been made by the southern
brown bandicoot (Isoodon obesulus), given that targeted fauna surveys resulted in numerous
detections of the southern brown bandicoot and no detections of the eastern barred bandicoot
within the study area.
b

a

c

Plate 19

d

e

Examples of Fauna Prints Observed within the Study Area
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Scats
Numerous carnivore scats (i.e., those that obviously included bone fragments and/or hair) were
observed and mapped throughout the field assessments. Many scats were collected, and a
representative sample of those was sent for analysis (i.e., to determine species of prey and
species responsible for the scat). Not all scats collected were analysed.
Analysis revealed that some of the scats collected were from the threatened Tasmanian devil
(Sarcophilus harrisii) and at least one quoll species, either the threatened spotted-tailed quoll
(Dasyurus maculatus subsp. maculatus) or the generally more common eastern quoll (Dasyurus
viverrinus). Given that targeted fauna surveys resulted in numerous detections of the spottedtailed quoll within the study area, and the eastern quoll was not detected, it is likely that the
collected quoll scats are from the spotted-tailed quoll rather than the eastern quoll.
Carnivore scats appeared to be concentrated along tracks and at track junctions throughout the
study area. These prominent locations are likely to form latrine sites and territorial markers
(refer Figure 6). However, this observed distribution is likely to be artificial to some degree, and
is likely to reflect, at least partly, the course travelled and assessed by the ecologists during the
site visits. Given the dense and impenetrable nature of much of the habitat, many parts of the
study area were accessed along small tracks (current and disused).
Scat analyses also provided information about the prey of carnivorous species within the study
area. A list of identified prey species found in scats is provided in Appendix D. It is likely that
these species also occur within the study area.
Non-carnivore scats were also observed throughout the study area; examples are shown in
Plate 20. Scats found included those from: common ringtail possum (Pseudocheirus
peregrinus), brushtail possum (Trichosurus vulpecula), Tasmanian pademelon (Thylogale
billardierii), Bennett’s wallaby (Macropus rufogriseus), long-nosed potoroo (Potorous tridactylus)
and common wombat (Vombatus ursinus subsp. tasmaniensis). Non-carnivore scats were not
collected or mapped.

Plate 20

Examples of Non-Carnivore Scats Observed within the Study Area
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Whitewash
Whitewash (dried white faecal matter, often produced by birds of prey) was observed in some
locations throughout the study area, mainly in areas beneath thick canopies where wet weather
had not washed signs away. No large accumulations of whitewash (which tend to occur below
favoured roosting or nesting sites) were observed, and most whitewash was small and
localised, which suggests that it may not have been produced by birds of prey (see Plate 21).

Plate 21

Examples of Whitewash Observed within the Study Area
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Tracks
Numerous defined animal tracks were observed throughout the undergrowth, especially in areas
where historical logging tracks have become overgrown but a narrow path has been maintained
by animals, and along vegetation boundaries where animal movements appear to be
concentrated (see Plate 22).

Plate 22

Animal Tracks in the Study area Observed during the Assessments
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Diggings
Diggings were common throughout the study area (see Plate 23). Most diggings were likely to
have been made by:


Common wombat (Vombatus ursinus subsp. tasmaniensis);



Long-nosed potoroo (Potorous novaehollandiae);



Short-beaked echidna (Tachyglossus aculeatus);



Bandicoots (probably the southern brown bandicoot, Isoodon obesulus, but possibly also
the threatened eastern barred bandicoot Perameles gunnii) identifiable usually by the
typical conical holes; and



Native rodents (throughout denser vegetation within the study area) (see Plate 23d).
a

b

c

d

Plate 23

Examples of Diggings Observed within the Study Area

a & b) probable wombat and/or potoroo diggings;
c) potential bandicoot diggings; and
d) possible hole/burrow of a native rodent
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Burrows, refugia, dens
Most areas of the study area contain features such as large tree stumps and tree bases, fallen
trees and rock piles, many of which provide potential sheltering, denning and nesting
opportunities for threatened species such as Tasmanian devil (Sarcophilus harrisii) and spottedtailed quoll (Dasyurus maculatus subsp. maculatus) (see Plate 24).
Potential burrows and dens detected during the site visits were marked using GPS and are
mapped in Figure 6. Given the dense nature of the vegetation in the study area, many
entrances to potential burrows/dens are likely to have been missed; the study area is likely to
support a far greater number of potential dens than mapped, and across a broader area than
evident from the mapping.
It is acknowledged that most of the detected holes in the ground (i.e., referred to here as
“potential dens/burrows”) are probably not used as shelter or dens by threatened fauna such as
the Tasmanian devil or spotted-tailed quoll. Most are unlikely to satisfy all of the requirements
of dens or lay-ups (e.g., size, security, dryness).

Plate 24

Examples of Potential Dens and/or Burrows within the Study Area
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Hollow-bearing trees
Numerous vegetation communities within the study area contained large trees, often with
hollows (such as in Plate 25), which provide potential nesting habitat for a range of bird species
and arboreal mammals, including threatened species such as the masked owl (Tasmanian)
(Tyto novaehollandiae subsp. castanops).

Plate 25

Hollow-Bearing Trees Providing Nesting Habitat for Fauna Species
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Nests
Some regions of the study area support tall stands of remnant eucalypts which provide potential
nesting habitat for raptor species (e.g., wedge-tailed eagle, Aquila audax subsp. fleayi), as
shown in Figure 11.
Nests of smaller bird species (mostly unidentified) were also observed during the field
assessment (see Plate 26).

Plate 26

Examples of Bird Nests Observed within the Study Area
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Dreys
Dreys of the common ringtail possum (Pseudocheirus peregrinus) were recorded throughout the
study area, as shown in Plate 27.

Plate 27

Ringtail Possum Dreys Observed within the Study Area
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Other Observations
Other observations included finding bones or other remains of fauna. For example, a cluster of
small, delicate bones (suggesting that they may be avian rather than mammalian or reptilian)
were recorded during the preliminary field survey, as shown in Plate 28a. Other bones were
observed during subsequent surveys, and were larger and more typically mammalian. Broken
egg-shell from bird’s eggs were also seen during the field surveys (see Plate 28b).

Plate 28

3.4.4

a) Small Bones/Remains observed within the Study Area; and
b) Egg Shell Remains Observed within the Study Area

Overview of Targeted Survey Results – Motion-Sensing Cameras

Motion-sensing cameras were deployed across a total of 37 locations in the main study area
(i.e., not including the power line route options). Fauna were detected at 32 of the 37 camera
locations.
Table 3 provides a summary of the results from the cameras, with insights into camera purpose
(whether the cameras were watching diggings, burrows, tracks, carcasses), baiting, duration
(trap-nights) and relative success (images). From this, it is clear that the fresh carcasses
attracted the most interest by fauna (90 images per camera per night), and that unbaited den
cameras tended to have relatively low success (0.9 images per camera per night). Baited
cameras i) watching for bandicoots and ii) placed along animal tracks had similar success, with
5.1 and 6.5 images per camera per night respectively.
Note that cameras were set to take three images in quick succession (i.e., with 10-second
intervals) each time the motion sensor was triggered. Thus, the vast majority of detections of
fauna (but not all) resulted in three images per single visit.
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Table 3
Camera
type/focus

Summary of Motion-Sensing Camera Results
No.

No.

Total

Trapnights

cameras

baited

trapnights

per camera

camera per

(range)

night
5.1

1-2

270

90.0

79

12-14

75

&

0.9

20

213

13-17

1381

6.5

29

419

-

1853

4.4

9

7

25

2-4

Carcass

2

2

3

Den

6

0

Track

20

Total

37

- 4 cameras did not detect fauna

&

- 1 camera did not detect fauna

Images per

#

Bandicoot

#

No. Images

127

In total, cameras detected 1853 images of fauna, and most of those could be attributed to a
species with good or reasonable confidence. Sixteen species were positively identified; another
6 were possible, but not identified conclusively. Species detected are shown in Table 4.
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Table 4

Results of the Motion-Sensing Camera Surveys

Common name

Scientific name

Identification
confidence

No.
images*

No.
Cameras

Mammals
Tasmanian Devil

Sarcophilus harrisii

Good

928

21

Spotted-tailed Quoll

Dasyurus maculatus

Good

278

9

Common Wombat

Vombatus ursinus

Good

182

9

Tasmanian Pademelon

Thylogale billardierii

Good

132

9

Bennett's Wallaby

Macropus rufogriseus

Good

99

5

Unconfirmed

44

7

Rodent sp. (potentially
multiple species)
Feral Cat

Felis catus

Good

43

10

Short-beaked Echidna

Tachyglossus aculeatus

Good

37

10

Common Brushtail
Possum

Trichosurus vulpecula

Good

30

4

Long-nosed Potoroo

Potorous tridactylus

Good

9

3

Common Ringtail
Possum

Pseudocheirus peregrinus

Good

9

1

Southern Brown
Bandicoot

Isoodon obesulus

Good

3

1

Little Pygmy-possum

Cercartetus lepidus

Unconfirmed

3

1

Black Currawong

Strepera fuliginosa

Good

4

2

Grey Currawong

Strepera versicolor

Unconfirmed

3

1

Brush Bronzewing

Phaps elegans

Good

3

1

Bassian Thrush

Zoothera lunulata

Good

24

5

Forest Raven

Corvus tasmanicus

Good

19

2

Silvereye

Zosterops lateralis

Good

3

1

Tasmanian Scrubwren

Sericornis humilis

Unconfirmed

5

1

Grey Shrike-thrush

Colluricincla harmonica

Unconfirmed

4

2

Unconfirmed

3

1

1853

37

Birds

Honeyeater sp.
Total

* note that cameras were set to take three images in quick succession (i.e., with 10-second intervals) when triggered.
Thus, many detections of fauna (but not all) come in groups of three images.

Mammals accounted for more than 96% of all vertebrate fauna observed. The remaining
proportion (3.6%) was made up of images of birds. No reptiles or amphibians were detected by
cameras. Invertebrates (spiders, moths, butterflies) were photographed by some cameras, but
were disregarded for this assessment.
The two most commonly recorded species were the EPBC Act-listed Tasmanian devil
(Sarcophilus harrisii) and spotted-tailed quoll (Dasyurus maculatus), which accounted for 65%
of all images. Other commonly detected species were common wombat, Tasmanian
pademelon and Bennett's wallaby. Bassian thrush was the most frequently seen bird.
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The Tasmanian devil was also by far the most widespread species, in terms of numbers of
cameras at which it was detected (21). The next most widespread species in terms of camera
results were short-beaked echidna and feral cat (10 cameras each), then spotted-tailed quoll,
common wombat and Tasmanian pademelon (9 cameras each).
More detailed analysis of the threatened species’ results (Tasmanian devil and spotted-tailed
quoll) is included in the relevant sections below (section 3.4.5).
3.4.5

Threatened and Listed Migratory Fauna Recorded within the Study
Area

According to the desktop assessment, sixteen threatened fauna species were identified as
potentially occurring on site based on habitat values (Table 2). Using a range of detection
methods (a combination of scat analyses, direct observations, and the results of the targeted
fauna surveys), five of those species were confirmed to occur within the study area:


Tasmanian devil (Sarcophilus harrisii);



Spotted-tailed quoll (Dasyurus maculatus subsp. maculatus);



Wedge-tailed eagle (Aquila audax subsp. fleayi);



Tasmanian masked owl (Tyto novaehollandiae subsp. castanops); and



Satin flycatcher (Myiagra cyanoleuca).

Point location data for each threatened species record across the study area are mapped in
Figure 6. Records and/or suitability of the study area for each threatened species are discussed
in further detail below.
Key habitat values for some threatened fauna (mainly spotted-tailed quoll, Tasmanian devil,
wedge-tailed eagle, Tasmanian masked owl, whose habitat values are more readily mappable)
are shown in Figure 11. This map shows broad areas of potential nesting and denning habitat.
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Tasmanian devil (Sarcophilus harrisii)
This threatened species occurs in the study area, and appears to be relatively common and
widespread. An estimated 20 individuals were recorded during the targeted fauna surveys
(cameras), identified on the basis of specific pelage markings. Examples of individuals
recorded within the study area are shown in Plate 29 below.
Numerous devil scats were also found across the study area (see Figure 6 and Appendix D),
and potential devil prints were also recorded within the study area.
Prior to this assessment, the Tasmanian devil has been recorded numerous times and at
numerous locations within the study area (including along Upper Natone Road and along the
Ridgely Highway which follows the southernmost power line route option - the Preferred option)
and within 5 km of the study area prior to this assessment (BCB 2012).

Plate 29

Examples of Tasmanian Devils Recorded during the Fauna Surveys
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Cameras recorded visits by Tasmanian devils on 74 occasions (Table 5). Of those, 65 (88%)
were at night (between sunset and sunrise), and 9 (12%) were during daylight hours (between
sunrise and sunset). Most visits were brief, with 56 (75%) of the 74 visits of less than 5 mins
duration.
Detection rates of individual devils varied. Six individuals were detected once only, while three
individuals were detected up to 8 times each (Table 5). Most devils that were detected more
than once were detected at multiple cameras and across multiple days.
Table 5
Individual

Summary of Visits to Cameras by Individual Tasmanian Devils
# visits

# cameras

# dates

visited

detected

Date start

Date end

days

D1

5

3

3

2/12/12

10/12/12

9

D2

1

1

1

10/12/12

10/12/12

1

D3

1

1

1

11/12/12

11/12/12

1

D4

7

5

4

28/11/12

14/12/12

17

13/12/12

2

D5

5

1

2

12/12/12

D6

8

4

5

1/12/12

13/12/12

13

D7

5

1

2

12/12/12

13/12/12

2

D8

8

5

6

27/11/12

13/12/12

17

13/12/12

13

D9

8

4

4

1/12/12

D10

1

1

1

28/11/12

28/11/12

1

D11

3

3

3

30/11/12

12/12/12

13

D12

2

2

1

12/12/12

12/12/12

1

12/12/12

6

D13

5

4

3

7/12/12

D14

1

1

1

30/11/12

30/11/12

1

D15

1

1

1

4/12/12

4/12/12

1

D16

2

2

2

5/12/12

10/12/12

6

6/12/12

8

D17

3

3

3

29/11/12

D18

4

2

4

27/11/12

6/12/12

10

D19

1

1

1

6/12/12

6/12/12

1

D20
Total

3
74

2
20

3
17

1/12/12

12/12/12

12

The cameras were deployed for varying durations over a 19-day period. Given that, it is
noteworthy that many (7) of the devils were recorded repeatedly over a 10-day period or longer
(Table 5). Two individuals were recorded numerous times over 17-day periods (D4 and D8).
This suggests that those devils were likely to have been resident in the study area, at least
during the period of the survey. Contrastingly, another seven devils were recorded once only.
Those individuals may also have been resident but not detected as often, or may have been
transients moving through the study area.
Figure 7 and Figure 8 show the spatial and temporal distribution of camera records of devils.
Twenty-one of the 37 camera locations recorded visits by devils. Eleven locations recorded
visits once only, while the others recorded visits at least twice. One camera (Carcass Camera 2)
recorded 24 visits by six individuals, while another (Track Camera 18) recorded ten visits by
nine individuals (Figure 7). Carcass Camera 2 was the only location where multiple devils were
recorded concurrently. That camera recorded visits by three individuals at the same time on
both 12 December and 13 December 2012.
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In terms of nightly activity by devils within the study area, devils were detected by cameras on
all but two of the survey nights (Figure 8). On 10 nights, two or more devils were detected, and
on 7 occasions, 4 or more individuals were recorded on the same night. The maximum number
of individuals recorded on any one night was eight (12 December 2012). Perhaps
coincidentally, the maximum number of spotted-tailed quolls (3) was recorded on this same
night (Figure 9).
Figure 7

Visits to Cameras by Tasmanian Devils (16 cameras that did not
Detect Devils are not Included)

54 | GHD | Report for Forward Mining Ltd – Rogetta Project, 32/17262

Figure 8

Visits to Cameras by Tasmanian Devils over Time

Four individual devils were recorded at two or more cameras on the same night (Table 6). Two
of those (D1 and D13) did this twice. One devil (D13) was recorded at three cameras on the
same night. Successive sightings of individuals allow some understanding of distance travelled
by individuals over time. From the ‘recaptures’ as recorded by camera, individual devils
travelled distances between 150 m over 3.5 minutes, to 1200 m over 32 minutes.
Table 6

Repeated Visits to Cameras by Individual Tasmanian Devils

Individual

Date

Time

Camera

D1

6/12/12

13:44:14

Track Camera 5

Approx. distance
travelled (m)
-

14:39:52

Track Camera 4

550

15:55:35

Track Camera 4

-

18:59:35

Bandicoot Camera 2

400

1:10:00

Track Camera 18

-

1:37:00

Bandicoot Camera 8

500

11/12/12

23:47:00

Track Camera 18

-

(12/12/12)

0:47:00

Track Camera 17

700

7/12/12

21:59:00

Track Camera 18

-

(8/12/12)

5:11:34

Track Camera 17

700

12/12/12

1:00:38

Bandicoot Camera 6

-

1:04:08

Track Camera 16

150

1:36:00

Track Camera 18

1200

10/12/12
D4
D11
D13

14/12/12

Age-classing of devils was difficult to determine from camera results. Most devils appeared to
be relatively large (i.e., adult size), and many showed signs of scarring on their backs, which
suggests that they were not very young. One devil (D1) was noticeably small and unscarred,
which suggests that it was a young animal.
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These targeted survey results show that the Tasmanian devil is ubiquitous and seemingly
common across the study area. Its ubiquity reflects the generally suitable habitat for this
species across much of the study area, and the roaming nature of the species, which is
supported by the observation that some individuals were recorded on more than one camera on
the same night.
A distinction is made here between suitable general habitat and suitable denning habitat for
devils. General habitat includes all terrestrial native habitats, forestry plots and even pasture,
where they provide sufficient shelter and hunting habitat that supports adequate prey. This
includes nearly all of the study area, particularly around the mine site where remnant forests
persist. Denning habitat is typically more specific, and tends to include areas of habitat that
provide shelter, and that include well-drained soils or sheltered overhangs such as cliffs, rocky
outcrops, knolls, caves, and earth banks, rock piles, windrows, log piles, and basal tree hollows.
The large number and broad distribution of devil records within the study area (928 images of
20 individuals across 21 cameras), as well as the apparently young age of at least one
individual, suggests that the study area supports a resident and potentially breeding population
of Tasmanian devils. That said, no direct evidence of breeding was detected. Two devils were
recorded near potential burrows/dens (Den Cameras 2 and 4), but according to the images
obtained, neither individual entered or exited the focal burrows, so the presence of active dens
in those areas at the time cannot be confirmed.
Some parts of the study area have the potential to provide denning habitat. However, much of
the study area is poorly-drained and denning potential is considered marginal at best (e.g.,
areas that support MBE, MRR, NLE and SWW vegetation communities – see Section 3.2).
Areas within the study area considered to provide the best potential denning habitat for
Tasmanian devils are shown in Figure 11. These areas tend to occur within the WDR
vegetation community, as well as in drier, rocky outcrop areas within the WNL, WDL and WOL
communities (see Section 3.2). Larger, drier copses within the MBE and MBS communities (not
individually mapped) may also include small areas of potential denning habitat for this species.
According to DPIPWE guidelines, breeding dens are likely to be visited by devils more than
once during a six-night survey period. On the basis of this, all burrow/den entrances monitored
with cameras in this study area are considered unlikely to have been breeding sites (or the sole
entrance to a breeding site) during the 2012 breeding season.
DPIPWE (2012a) reports that breeding dens (maternal devil dens) may be unlikely to have any
detectable signs of activity, and therefore any of the potential burrows/dens mapped as ‘inactive’
within the study area (see Figure 6) may provide breeding opportunities for this species.
Evidence of Devil Facial Tumour Disease (DFTD)
DFTD describes a fatal condition in Tasmanian devils, characterised by the appearance of facial
cancers. Small lesions or lumps in and around the mouth develop into large tumours around the
face and neck. DFTD affects mainly adults, although juveniles as young as one year old are
also known to be susceptible to infection. Infected devils become emaciated if the tumours
interfere with teeth and feeding. Many affected females lose their young, and infected animals
can die within months of the first lesions appearing.
DFTD is an extremely unusual condition, being one of only three recorded cancers that can
spread like a contagious disease. The cancer responsible for DFTD is passed between
individuals through the natural devil behaviour of fighting and biting, and the naturally low
genetic diversity among the entire devil population means live tumour cells are not rejected by
the individual’s immune system (DPIPWE 2012d).
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Of the estimated 20 devil individuals recorded during the targeted fauna surveys, four (D12,
D15, D18, D19) exhibited signs of infection of DFTD, and the face of another (D3) could not be
seen from images, so has an unknown disease status.

Plate 30

Evidence of Devil Facial Tumour Disease (D18, Track Camera 5, 27
November 2012).
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Spotted-tailed quoll (Dasyurus maculatus subsp. maculatus):
This species occurs in the study area. At least five individuals were recorded during the targeted
fauna surveys (cameras), identified on the basis of specific pelage markings. Numerous quoll
scats were also found across the study area (see Figure 6 and Appendix D). Additionally, one
individual was seen by GHD ecologists within the study area (along Holloway Creek) during
th
daylight hours on the 28 November 2012 (Plate 30f). Diagnostic photographs were not
obtained of that individual, so it is not known whether it represents a new individual or a
‘recapture’ of an individual photographed by the motion-sensing cameras.
The spotted-tailed quoll has also been recorded previously at numerous locations within 5 km of
the study area prior to this assessment (BCB 2012). However, it had not before been recorded
within the study area, or along any of the power line route options.

Plate 31

a

b

c

d

e

f

Spotted-Tailed Quolls Recorded During the Fauna Surveys:

a) Q5 ‘Zeehan’; b) Q4 ‘Yolla’; c) Q3 ‘Wilmot’; d) Q2 ‘Victoria’; e) Q1 ‘Underwood’; and
f) an individual observed opportunistically along Holloway Creek

58 | GHD | Report for Forward Mining Ltd – Rogetta Project, 32/17262

Cameras recorded visits by spotted-tailed quolls on 12 occasions (Table 7). Nine visits (75%)
were during daylight hours (between sunrise and sunset), and three were at night (between
sunset and sunrise). Most visits were brief (4 mins or less), but three of the four visits (all by
individual Q2) to one of the fresh carcasses (Carcass Camera 1) were for far longer (12, 36 and
76 minutes).
Cameras at 9 of the 37 locations recorded visits by quolls.
Two quolls were recorded at one camera only, two at two cameras, and one quoll at three
separate cameras. No quoll was seen to visit more than one camera per night.
The cameras were deployed for varying durations over a 19-day period. Given that, it is
interesting that two of the five quolls were recorded repeatedly over a 15-day period (Q2) and
14-day period (Q4). This suggests that these individuals were resident in the study area, at least
during the period of the survey. The other three quolls were recorded repeatedly over shorter
periods (4 days – Q5), or were recorded once only (Q1, Q3). These individuals may also have
been resident but not detected as often, or may have been moving through the study area.
Table 7

Details of Quoll Visits to Cameras

Quoll
ID
Q1

Camera

Date

time start

duration

Track Camera 5

Q2

time of day

3/12/12

16:02:41

0:00:41

day

Track Camera 4

29/11/12

14:36:32

0:00:40

day

Carcass Camera 1

12/12/12

15:23:57

0:36:19

day

12/12/12

18:23:30

1:16:14

day

13/12/12

1:18:12

0:12:28

night

13/12/12

9:08:06

0:01:56

day

Q3

Bandicoot Camera 7

12/12/12

4:10:38

0:03:42

night

Q4

Track Camera 14

28/11/12

7:20:00

0:04:00

day

Q4?

Den Camera 1

Q4

Bandicoot Camera 6

Q5?

Track Camera 3

Q5

Bandicoot Camera 2

9/12/12

7:31:38

0:00:19

day

11/12/12

4:31:40

0:01:02

night

9/12/12

7:04:21

0:02:27

day

12/12/12

8:58:01

0:00:17

day
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Figure 9 and Figure 10 show the temporal and spatial distribution of recorded camera visits by
spotted-tailed quolls. On only two occasions were more than one individual detected on the
same night; two different quolls were detected on 9 December 2012 (at Den Camera 1 and
Track Camera 3: 550 m apart) and three were detected on 12 December 2012 (at Carcass
Camera 1, Bandicoot Camera 7 and Bandicoot Camera 2: separated by 1.2 km (CC1-BC7) and
2.4 km (CC1-BC2), with 3.5 km maximum separation (BC7-BC2)). No camera recorded more
than one individual over the course of the camera survey (Figure 10).
These camera results suggest that the spotted-tailed quoll is ubiquitous across the study area,
but appears to be in small numbers and relatively low density.
Figure 9

Visits to Cameras by Spotted-Tailed Quolls over Time

Figure 10 Visits to Cameras by Spotted-Tailed Quolls (28 Cameras that did
not Detect Quolls are not Included)
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One spotted-tailed quoll was recorded near a potential burrow/den (Den Camera 1). However,
according to the images obtained, this individual did not enter or exit the focal burrow, so it
cannot be confirmed whether there was an active den in that immediate area.
No quolls detected were obviously small or young – all appeared to be of adult size.
Similarly to the Tasmanian devil (above, in Section 3.4.5), a distinction is made here between
suitable general habitat and suitable denning habitat for quolls. All the vegetation communities
that occur within the study area provide suitable general habitat for this species. Some
vegetation communities also provide potential denning habitat. Potentially active holes were
found within the study area (refer Figure 6), and some of these may be used by this species
and/or the Tasmanian devil. Additional burrows, dens or burrow/den entrances not detected
during the field surveys almost certainly occur within the study area. Similarly to devils, areas
within the study area considered to provide the best potential denning habitat for spotted-tailed
quoll are shown in Figure 11. This habitat tends to occur within the WDR vegetation
community, as well as in drier, rocky outcrop areas within the WNL, WDL and WOL
communities (see Section 3.2). Larger, drier copses within the MBE and MBS communities (not
individually mapped) may also include small areas of potential denning habitat for this species.
No confirmed evidence of the eastern quoll (Dasyurus viverrinus) was recorded during any of
the field surveys. While some of the scats collected and analysed were inconclusively
categorised as Dasyurus sp., all of the species-confirmed quoll scats were those of the spottedtailed quoll. This suggests that the numerous quoll scats collected within the study area (and
mapped in Figure 6) are likely to represent point locations of the threatened quoll species (D.
maculatus) rather than the more common eastern quoll (D. viverrinus).
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Eastern barred bandicoot (Perameles gunnii)
The study area included a variety of habitat values for the eastern barred bandicoot, with
potential nesting and foraging habitat occurring amongst all the communities mapped within the
study area (although not necessarily representing the ideal habitat characteristics preferred by
this species). No nests were encountered during the field assessment, but this is to be
expected, as they are often no more than a shallow depression in the ground with a dome of
grass pulled over the top.
Diggings were observed during the field assessment that are likely to have been made by a
bandicoot species. These diggings were of the conical shape typical of those made by this
mammal (examples shown in Plate 32), and bandicoot prints were also recorded (see Plate 19).
However, it is likely that at least some of these bandicoot signs were made by the nonthreatened southern brown bandicoot (Isoodon obesulus). Motion-sensing cameras obtained
eleven photographs at four separate locations of the southern brown bandicoot, and none of the
eastern barred bandicoot during the camera trapping surveys.
Because the majority of the study area contains habitat for bandicoots, habitat values for
bandicoots are not specifically mapped in Figure 11, although the locations of bandicoot
diggings found are shown in Figure 6.

Plate 32

Evidence of Bandicoot Presence (diggings)
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Wedge-tailed eagle (Aquila audax subsp. fleayi)
This species occurs within the study area and has been observed during most fauna surveys of
the site.
Two individuals were observed soaring above the study area and another was seen flying
towards the north-west corner of the study area (see Plate 33) during the preliminary field
assessment in 2012. During the targeted fauna surveys, one individual was seen perched and
then flying over the study area in 2012. A pair was seen soaring and circling in the north-west
part of the study area in December 2014. In addition a pair was seen in the north west of the
site during the aerial survey in 2015, although no nests have been identified.
The Threatened Fauna Handbook also indicates that a nest of this species is known to occur
near Mount Housetop (Bryant & Jackson 1999), approximately 3.5 km east of the study area
(this nest is also recorded within the Natural Values Atlas).
The area provides good foraging habitat for this species within the more open vegetation within
the study area, such as the MBE, MBS and more open patches of the WNL and/or WDL
vegetation communities.
No nests were observed during any of the terrestrial or aerial field assessments of the site,
despite thorough aerial survey by the Forest Practices Authority in 2015 (Refer Appendix to
main DPEMP, FPA, 2015). The aerial survey identified suitable nesting habitat as well as
encountering a pair of eagles in the north western part of the site, but did not find any evidence
of nests within the mine site or its immediate surrounds. Given their presence and behaviour the
two eagles observed during the aerial survey were, according to Forest Practices Authority,
likely to nest within a few kilometers of the site but not within the search area (which included a
minumum 1km buffer on all infrastrcture).

Plate 33

Wedge-Tailed Eagles Observed during the Field Assessments
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Plate 34

Examples of Potential Nesting Trees for Threatened Raptor
Species (no nests identified)

Tasmanian masked owl (Tyto novaehollandiae subsp. Castanops)
th

This species occurs within the study area. Call playback surveys on the evening of the 11
December 2012 received two acoustic responses (i.e., heard, not seen) by masked owls at
separate locations (see Figure 6 and Appendix B). It is not known whether these responses
were made by the same or different individuals. It is certainly possible that one individual flew
between those call playback survey locations (separated by approximately 1.5 km).
Targeted surveys were conducted on seven different nights, and responses were recorded only
twice on the same evening. The behaviour of this species can be unpredictable, so the
conservative assumption made here is that this species is likely to occur at least occasionally
within all suitable habitat on site (described below), despite not being recorded from all locations
within the study area.
This species tends to be found within dry sclerophyll forest, but it does use wet sclerophyll forest
also, particularly where suitable nesting habitat occurs. Its preferred habitat is close to the forest
edge, where there is a complex mosaic of understory components, and old-growth trees
containing large hollows are essential for breeding (FPA 2012). The study area supports areas
of preferred habitat.
Note that the definition of a ‘large hollow’ does not appear to have been defined for the
Tasmanian subspecies of masked owl (Tyto novaehollandiae castanops). Koch (2009) indicates
that tall hollows >10 cm in width are used by this species in Tasmania. However, information
regarding Tyto novaehollandiae provided in the NSW Recovery Plan for the Large Forest Owls
(DEC 2006) describes hollow requirements for this species being greater than 40 cm in width
and 100 cm depth, at least 3 m above ground and in trees of at least 90 cm diameter.
There are numerous old-growth, hollow-bearing trees within the study area that contained
suitable hollows (dimensions described above) for this species (see Appendix B). Although no
whitewash was observed at the base of potentially suitable trees, rain is likely to have washed
away whitewash during the field surveys. Small patches of whitewash were observed at ground
level in areas where a thick canopy provided protection from rain, but could not be attributed to
particular hollow-use by this or other bird species, so were not mapped.
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While hollow-bearing trees are present within small copses in the MBE and MBS communities,
the majority of these were considered to be too small for the masked owl. Favourable nesting
habitat within the study area is shown in Figure 11. The WDR, WNL, WNR, WDL and WOL
communities all supported large old-growth, hollow-bearing trees with potentially suitable
hollows for this species (see Plate 35).

Plate 35

Examples of Large Hollows in Trees on Site, Providing Potential
Nesting Habitat for the Tasmanian Masked Owl

Tasmanian azure kingfisher (Ceyz azureus subsp. diemenensis)
The azure kingfisher inhabits tree-lined waterways, lakes, ponds and other wetlands with dense
streamside vegetation, and is never found far from water. It forages from low branches by diving
into water to catch small fish, tadpoles and invertebrates, and creates holes for breeding
(burrow nests) with entrances usually near the top of earthen stream banks (FPA 2012).
Despite targeted surveys, this species was not recorded within the study area and no burrows
were found. However; it is considered likely to occur within the study area, given the suitability
of riparian habitat along the major waterways (mainly Holloway Creek and Blythe River, but also
the waterways that cross Natone Road along the power line route).
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Grey goshawk (Accipiter novaehollandiae)
A closed mature canopy over an open understorey is described as high priority habitat for this
species in the Forest Practices Authority (FPA) Biodiversity Values Database, where they can
both nest and forage (FPA 2012). The FPA’s Fauna Technical Note 12 (FPA 2011) has been
developed for use in forest patch assessment for forestry coupes; however, the habitat
requirements of the grey goshawk are applicable to this site assessment.
According to categories described in this document, parts of the study area provide priority
nesting and foraging habitat for the grey goshawk. Other parts are likely to be too dense in the
understorey. The higher priority habitat within the study area is primarily concentrated along the
larger waterways, such as Holloway Creek and the Blythe River, and the two main waterways
that cross Natone Road along the power line route. Large Acacia melanoxylon (blackwood)
individuals, as well as other suitable nesting trees, were also present within the WDR
community (see Plate 34), which provides a range of understorey characteristics, some of which
provide suitable foraging habitats for this species.
Searches for grey goshawk individuals and nests were undertaken as part of the aerial eagle
survey conducted in 2015 (as a supplment to the ground based fauna assessments). Neither
the foot based or aerial survey found any individuals, nests or other direct evidence of the
species. The aerial survey concluded the area to be suboptimal habitat for nesting as the
vegetation was either very dense or mostly cleared with no areas showing typical characteristics
required for nesting.
White-throated needletail (Hirundapus caudacutus)
This migratory species forages on the wing in the airspace above almost any habitat (forest,
desert, urban). It breeds in the northern hemisphere, and is a summer migrant to Australia and
Tasmania, where is thought to be almost entirely aerial and to rarely, if ever, land.
Presence of this species in the study area is possible, but only as summer transient in the
airspace above the site. It is not likely to occupy any of the terrestrial habitats on site.
Satin flycatcher (Myiagra cyanoleuca)
This species occurs within the study area – it was heard twice during December 2014. One
record was from within the northern Waste Rock Dump site, and the other was near the
intersection of Upper Natone Road and the Ridgely Highway (Figure 5).
The study site occurs just west of where this species is thought to be most widespread in
Tasmania. That distribution appears to extend to the study area, and the habitat provided by the
forest communities on site is likely to be ideal.
Satin flycatchers prefer to nest in the forks of outer tree branches, such as in paperbarks,
eucalypts, or banksias, all of which were recorded on site. Heavily vegetated gullies, such as
occur along Holloway Creek and the Blythe River, provide ideal habitat for this migratory
species, which breeds in the State prior to departing between February and March to winter on
the mainland.
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3.4.6

Non-Threatened Fauna Recorded within the Study Area

In addition to providing habitat for a range of threatened species, the study area provides
habitat for a variety of more common fauna species. Fauna species detected during the field
assessments are listed in Table 8 below.
Table 8

Non-Threatened Fauna Recorded on Site during the Field Surveys

Common Name

Species Name

Mammals
southern brown bandicoot

Isoodon obesulus

Bennett’s wallaby

Macropus rufogriseus

Platypus

Ornithorhynchus anatinus

sugar glider

Petaurus breviceps

long-nosed potoroo

Potorous tridactylus

ringtail possum

Pseudocheirus peregrinus

white-footed dunnart

Sminthopsis leucopus

short-beaked echidna

Tachyglossus aculeatus

Tasmanian pademelon

Thylogale billardierii

brushtail possum

Trichosurus vulpecula

microbat species

Vespertilionidae family

common wombat

Vombatus ursinus subsp. tasmaniensis

little pygmy-possum (unconfirmed)

Cercartetus lepidus

numerous rodent species (unconfirmed)

N/A

Birds
Tasmanian thornbill

Acanthiza ewingii

brown thornbill

Acanthiza pusilla

eastern spinebill

Acanthorhynchus tenuirostris

little wattlebird

Anthochaera chrysoptera

yellow wattlebird

Anthochaera paradoxa

Australasian pipit

Anthus novaeseelandiae

fan-tailed cuckoo

Cacomantis flabelliformis

yellow-tailed black cockatoo

Calyptorhynchus funereus

scrubtit

Canthornis magna

European goldfinch

Carduelis carduelis

Horsfield’s bronze-cuckoo

Chalcites basalis

shining bronze-cuckoo

Chalcites lucidus

grey shrike-thrush

Colluricincla harmonica

black-faced cuckoo-shrike

Coracina novaehollandiae

forest raven

Corvus tasmanicus

laughing kookaburra

Dacelo novaeguineae

brown falcon

Falco berigora

welcome swallow

Hirundo neoxena

yellow-throated honeyeater

Lichenostomus flavicollis

superb fairy-wren

Malurus cyaneus

dusky robin

Melanodryas vittata
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Common Name

Species Name

black-headed honeyeater

Melithreptus affinis

strong-billed honeyeater

Melithreptus validirostris

satin flycatcher

Myiagra cyanoleuca

blue-winged parrot

Neophema chrysostoma

southern boobook

Ninox novaeseelandiae

olive whistler

Pachycephala olivacea

golden whistler

Pachycephala pectoralis

spotted pardalote

Pardalotus punctatus

striated pardalote

Pardalotus striatus

pink robin

Petroica rodinogaster

rose robin

Petroica rosea

brush bronzewing

Phaps elegans

crescent honeyeater

Phylidonyris pyrrhopterus

green rosella

Platycercus caledonicus

tawny frogmouth

Podargus strigoides

grey fantail

Rhipidura albiscapa

Tasmanian scrubwren

Sericornis humilis

beautiful firetail

Stagonopleura bella

southern emu-wren

Stipiturus malachurus

black currawong

Strepera fuliginosa

grey currawong

Strepera versicolor

common starling

Sturnus vulgaris

Tasmanian native-hen

Tribonyx mortierii

common blackbird

Turdus merula

banded lapwing

Vanellus tricolor

bassian thrush

Zoothera lunulata

silvereye

Zosterops lateralis

painted button-quail (unconfirmed)

Turnix varius

Reptiles
lowland copperhead snake

Austrelaps superbus

tiger snake

Notechis scutatus

mountain dragon

Rankinia diemensis

delicate skink

Lampropholis delicata

blotched blue-tongued lizard

Tiliqua nigrolutea

Amphibians
Tasmanian froglet

Crinea tasmaniensis

common froglet

Crinia signifera

brown tree frog

Litoria ewingii

Tasmanian tree frog (unconfirmed)

Litoria burrowsae

Invertebrates
land snail

Caryodes dufresnii

Tasmanian brown butterfly

Argynnina hobartia subsp. tasmanica
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3.5

Introduced Plants, Pests and Pathogens

Ecological values, such as those identified within previous sections of this document, can be
adversely affected by the introduction of disease and/or exotic plants or animals. Key concerns
detected within the study area are outlined below.
3.5.1

Declared Weed/s

Three of the species recorded within the study area are listed as declared weeds under the
Tasmanian Weed Management Act 1999. These species are Ulex europaeus (gorse), Rubus
fruticosus aggregate (blackberry) and Genista monspessulana (montpellier broom). Within the
main mine site only gorse was located in a small number of localised infestations with only one
individual detected in most instances (see Table 9 and Plate 36).
A significant and widespread infestation of gorse occurs along Rogetta Road, with localised
occurences of Rubus fruticosus aggregate (blackberry), and Genista monspessulana
(montpellier broom) along Upper Natone Road and to a lesser extent along all three of the
power line route options towards the north and west of the study area (see Figure 5). These
major infestations were mapped as TasVeg code FWU, rather than recording individual
waypoints of individual plants and estimates of density due to the magnitude of the infestations.
These major infestations which covered many kilometres of roadside (see Mapping Unit “Weed
Infestation” in Figure 5) are therefore not included in the table below, which shows only point
locations of gorse within the main mine site.
Table 9

Declared Weed Locations Recorded within the Study Area
(Excluding Major Infestations which are Mapped in Figure 5)

Species Name

Common Name

No. Ind.

Approx. Area (m2)

Easting*

Northing*

Ulex europaeus

gorse

6

25

401593

5425998

Ulex europaeus

gorse

1

1

402022

5427478

Ulex europaeus

gorse

1

1

402169

5424741

Ulex europaeus

gorse

2

1

402532

5423253

Ulex europaeus

gorse

2

2

402597

5425087

Ulex europaeus

gorse

1

1

402729

5425954

Ulex europaeus

gorse

10

9

402889

5425168

Ulex europaeus

gorse

1

1

403149

5425358

Ulex europaeus

gorse

1

1

403517

5426286

Ulex europaeus

gorse

2

2

403530

5424891

Ulex europaeus

gorse

1

1

403730

5425911

* - Coordinates recorded in GDA94; Zone 55G.
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Plate 36

Declared Weed, Ulex europaeus (gorse), on Site which Formed
many Kilometres of Roadside Thicket associated with Rubus
fruticosus Aggregate (blackberry), and Genista monspessulana
(Montpellier Broom)

Other introduced flora recorded are listed in the Flora List provided in Appendix A.
3.5.2

Feral Fauna Species

Rabbits (Oryctolagus cuniculus) were observed throughout the study area. Feral cats (Felis
catus) were recorded during the camera trapping surveys: 43 images were obtained from 10 of
the 37 camera locations.
The superb lyrebird (Menura novae-hollandiae) was heard calling during the field surveys.
No signs of feral goats (Capra hircus), fallow deer (Dama dama) or red fox (Vulpes vulpes) were
found. For the fox, this includes analysis of numerous carnivore scats collected on site.
3.5.3

Phytophthora cinnamomi Infestation/s

Phytophthora cinnamomi (root rot fungus or cinnamon fungus) is an introduced pathogen that
attacks the roots of over 130 Tasmanian plant species. It can change the structure and
composition of vegetation, and reduce plant species diversity and resources, with resultant flowon effects to fauna. As such, it is the only plant pathogen listed as a ‘threatening process’ on the
Commonwealth Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (EPBCA).
Phytophthora cinnamomi can be introduced to an area by spores carried on vehicles and
machinery, and human activities are considered primarily responsible for introducing the
pathogen into new areas. Once established, it can spread rapidly by water, root-to-root infection
and animal digging, and is impossible to eradicate (FPA 2009).
One key area within the preliminary study area appeared to exhibit symptoms of an infestation
of Phytophthora cinnamomi when surveyed in 2012. The main quarry site, central within the
preliminary study area (refer Figure 4), was bordered by numerous Sprengelia incarnata (pink
swampheath) individuals that were exhibiting potential symptoms of dieback (see Plate 37)
associated with an infestation of this pathogen (e.g. leaf yellowing, dieback and death). This
species is a good indicator species of Phytophthora cinnamomi occurrence (susceptible),
amongst more resilient (resistant) species such as Gymnoschoenus sphaerocephalus
(buttongrass). To ascertain whether the pathogen was present, a series of five (5) soil samples
were collected from the base of infected plants in May 2015. These were composite samples,
collected in accordance with the DPIPWE guidelines for sampling. Samples were tested using
the lupin bait technique by the DPIPWE Plant Health Laboratories and all samples were found
negative for Phytophthora species. Given the negative laboratory results it is assumed that the
dieback observed is from other sources (possibly water logging). Despite the negative
laboratory results, residual risk of phytophthora spread remains and is further addressed in the
Weed and Hygiene Management Plan (GHD 2015), including management measures to avoid
any introduction or spread of the pathogen.
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Plate 37

Dieback of Sprengelia incarnata (Pink Swampheath)
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4.

Potential Effects (Impacts) and
Assessment of Impacts
Potential positive and negative effects (impacts) are described here for the construction,
operation and decommissioning phases of the project (Section 4.1), in accordance with the
Project Specific Guidelines. These effects are described as though in the absence of any
special control/mitigation measures. Mitigation measures to be applied and subsequent
residual levels of risk are reported in Section 5. Impacts may be direct, indirect or consequential
– all are considered here.
An assessment (mostly qualitative; quantitative where possible) is made of each potential
impact, in an effort to evaluate its severity, extent and ecological significance.
More detailed descriptions of impacts specific to flora and/or fauna, and the potential for
cumulative and interactive impacts, are presented in following sections (Sections 4.2, 4.3 and
4.3.3).

4.1

Description of Potential Effects - Overview

4.1.1

Construction and Operation (Mining) Phase

Given the nature of the proposed project (i.e., mining), the type of impacts expected on
ecological systems during the construction phase and the operation phase are likely to be
similar. The project will involve initial impacts as new infrastructure is constructed (e.g., roads,
tailings dams, power lines), then ongoing impacts as the operational mine expands (i.e., as the
pit and waste rock dumps expand). During the construction and operation phases, the following
impacts are likely to occur, or have the potential to occur:


Loss of area of native vegetation communities;



Loss of flora individuals;



Loss of fauna habitat (including habitat for threatened species);



Fragmentation of habitats, and associated loss of habitat connectivity (including habitats
for threatened species);



Injury or death of fauna (including threatened species) during construction activities;



Injury or death of fauna (including threatened species) by collisions with traffic (roadkill);



Introduction or spread of weeds, pests and pathogens (including Phytophthora
cinnamomi);



Impacts of dust from construction and operational activities (e.g., smothering of
leaves/plants, sediment input into waterways; inhalation of dust by fauna);



Sediment deposition from disturbed areas into waterways/wetlands;



Erosion in waterways/wetlands downstream of areas of disturbance;



Impacts caused by accidental spills or leaks of fuels, oils and lubricants from construction
vehicles or storage tanks on site;



Injury or death of fauna (including threatened species) from exposure to contaminated
water (e.g., bathing, ingestion, foraging) at the Tailings Storage Facility; and/or
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4.1.2

Noise/vibrations, which may deter fauna (including threatened species) from area of
impact (permanently or temporarily).
Decommissioning Phase

Following the operational phase, once mining operations have ceased, the following impacts
have the potential to occur during the decommissioning phase of the project:


Failure of rehabilitation efforts in disturbed areas following cessation of mine site
operation;



Re-establishment of vegetation communities of inappropriate (e.g., non-local) provenance
in disturbed areas following cessation of mine site operation;



Introduction or spread of weeds and pathogens (including Phytophthora cinnamomi);



Injury or death of fauna (including threatened species) by collisions with traffic associated
with site restoration;



Sediment deposition from un-rehabilitated areas into waterways/wetlands;



Erosion in waterways/wetlands downstream of areas of disturbance;



Impacts caused by accidental spills or leaks of fuels, oils and lubricants from deconstruction vehicles or removal of storage tanks on site;



Injury or death of fauna (including threatened species) from exposure to contaminated
water (e.g., bathing, ingestion, foraging) at the Tailings Storage Facility.

4.2

Impacts on Flora and Vegetation Communities

4.2.1

Vegetation Communities Potentially Affected

According to the PMST reports (Australian Government 2012; 2015), the project has the
potential to impact upon two vegetation communities listed as threatened under the EPBCA:


Alpine Sphagnum Bogs and Associated Fens; Endangered;



Lowland Native Grasslands of Tasmania; Critically Endangered.

The study area contains no alpine areas that would support Alpine Sphagnum Bogs and
Associated Fens.
Lowland Native Grasslands of Tasmania has the potential to be indirectly impacted, as the
study area immediately adjoins a grassland (mapped as GPL) assumed to meet the criteria for
this community (See Figure 5). Two small patches of tussock grassland along Ridgley Highway
west of the intersection with Upper Natone Road may classify as this Lowland Native
Grasslands community. These small patches are adjacent to the preferred power line route and
should be avoided (e.g., by restricting pole locations to the weedy areas within the road
reserve).
In addition, 18 mapped vegetation communities (or other associated mapping units according to
the classification outlined in TASVEG 3.0; TVMMP (2013)) will potentially be impacted by the
project. These are described in Section 3.2. None of these vegetation communities is listed as
threatened under the Nature Conservation Act 2002.

74 | GHD | Report for Forward Mining Ltd – Rogetta Project, 32/17262

4.2.2

Flora Species Potentially Affected

According to the PMST reports (Australian Government 2012; 2015), the project has the
potential to impact upon seven flora species listed as threatened under the EPBCA (Table 1).
All of these EPBCA listed species are listed as threatened under the TSPA also.
None of these threatened flora species (or other threatened flora) was detected during the site
visits, and therefore any such impacts are expected to be negligible or non-existent.
4.2.3

Potential Effects

The main impacts on flora and vegetation communities are expected to be through vegetation
clearing associated with construction of the mine site and ancillary infrastructure, and vegetation
clearing associated with expansion of the mine pit and rock dumps during the operational
phase. With the current footprint, areas of vegetation that will be lost are shown in Table 10.
This table shows expected final extent of clearance allowing for predicted eventual size of
facilities such as the waste rock dumps and tailings storage facility along with buffers to allow for
construction and detailed design. For road upgrades the estimates numbers allow for a 25m
wide road corridor, within which final impacts will be less particularly for roads within the mine
site. Overall therefore these are overestimates of final clearance. Note that the majority of
features (mine pit, waste rock dumps and tailings storage facility) will be constructed in stages,
therefore this full extent of clearance will not occur until the predicted end of mine life.
The table shows clearance associated with the main mining infrastructure and road upgrade
from the mine site to Upper Natone Road. Additional minor clearance will be associated with the
power line installation. This is a relatively small degree of impact along existing road easements,
and results in minor clearances along just under 10km of power line route from the Upper
Natone Road/Rogetta Road junction to the Hampshire substation. Clearance for the power line
south of Upper Natone Road is included as part of the road upgrade figure in the table below.
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Table 10 Area of Vegetation Communities/Mapping Units (TASVEG 3.0)
Likely to be Impacted by the Project.
Vegetation
Community

Mine Pit

Process
Plant

TSF

North
WRD

West
WRD

AWU
DDE

0.09

Roads

Total

0.02

0.02

0.70

0.79

FPL

51.83

8.34

60.18

FPU

0.00

0.00

0.00

2.80

2.80

FWU
MBE

1.33

1.87

5.00

8.40

0.59

17.19

MBS

3.43

1.61

17.02

0.00

0.21

22.27

0.07

0.07

0.23

5.86

MRR
NAD

5.63

NLE

2.55

2.55

RML

0.00

0.00

SWW

3.36

1.83

WDL

10.16

0.79

3.42

6.64

1.82

17.06

0.00

4.86

15.82

WDU
WNL
WNR

0.01
17.34

14.67

32.20

27.03

22.27

0.01
8.95

4.45

4.45

WOL
WOU

122.45

0.04

0.30

0.30

0.00

0.04

Total All Communities

271.88

Additionally, earthworks and vehicle movements to, from and within the site have the potential
to result in:


Introduction of novel weeds or pathogens into the area, or spread of existing weeds or
pathogens (including Phytophthora cinnamomi) into previously uninfected areas; and



Minor impacts on flora associated with dust (e.g., smothering of leaves/plants).

Following the operational phase, there may be permanent changes in some disturbed areas
that are not reinstated adequately. This may result in ecologically important changes to species
composition or vegetation structure, such that the post-mining vegetation community differs
ecologically from the pre-mining community.
4.2.4

Assessment of Effects on Flora

There were no communities listed on State legislation found within the study area.
One community (mapped as GPL) is potentially consistent with the EPBCA listed community
Lowland Native Grasslands of Tasmania. This community was identified outside of but
immediately adjacent to the study area along Ridgley Highway on the preferred power line
route. Assuming the power line in this section can avoid the mapped patches of grassland, then
no impacts and therefore no implications under the EPBCA are expected. It is noted that indirect
impacts could occur as a result of construction through weed or pathogen introduction, which
will be controlled through the Weed and Hygiene Management Plan.
No threatened flora were identified within the study area and impacts are not expected.
Of the total impacted area approximately 63 ha (approximately 23%) is already disturbed or
degraded land (predominantly plantation).
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The current siting arrangement will result in the loss of up to 209 hectares of native vegetation
communities. Nearly all of this constitutes common and widespread vegetation communities –
mainly eucalypt communities (approximately 143 ha or 68% of the native vegetation impacted
area), moorland communities (MBE and MBS; approximately 39 ha or 19% of the native
vegetation impacted area) and scrub communities (SWW; approximately 17 ha or 8%).
After mining operations cease, much of this area will be rehabilitated.
The resulting impact on vegetation communities is not expected to be ecologically important.

4.3

Impacts on Fauna

4.3.1

Fauna Species Potentially Affected

Of the 16 threatened and/or migratory fauna species identified in Table 2, the project has the
potential to impact upon six fauna species listed as threatened under the EPBCA and/or TSPA
(three mammals and three birds) and a further two bird species listed as Migratory under the
EPBCA. These fauna species (with EPBCA/TSPA conservation status) are:


Tasmanian devil (Sarcophilus harrisii); Endangered/Endangered;



Spotted-tailed quoll (Dasyurus maculatus subsp. maculatus); Vulnerable/Rare;



Eastern barred bandicoot (Perameles gunnii); Vulnerable/Not Listed;



Wedge-tailed eagle (Aquila audax subsp. fleayi); Endangered/Endangered;



Masked owl (Tasmanian) (Tyto novaehollandiae subsp. castanops);
Endangered/Vulnerable;



Tasmanian azure kingfisher (Ceyx azureus subsp. diemenensis);
Endangered/Endangered;



Grey goshawk (Accipiter novaehollandiae); Migratory/Endangered; and



Satin flycatcher (Myiagra cyanoleuca); Migratory/Not listed.

Through clearing of habitat, the project will also result in immeasurable impacts on common
species of terrestrial vertebrate and invertebrate fauna (mammals, birds, reptiles, frogs,
invertebrates). This impact cannot be reliably quantified, and is perhaps best reported as areas
of habitat lost (see Section 4.2.3). The impacts and mitigation sections in this report consider
threatened fauna species foremost.
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4.3.2

Potential Effects

Potential impacts on fauna cover a broad range of impact types, are likely to vary widely in their
effects and may be direct, indirect or consequential. Impacts include:


Loss of fauna habitat (including habitat for threatened species);



Fragmentation of habitats, and associated loss of habitat connectivity (including habitats
for threatened species);



Injury or death of fauna (including threatened species) during construction activities;



Injury or death of fauna (including threatened species) by collisions with traffic (roadkill);



Competition or predation following introduction or spread of pest animals;



Poisoning impacts, caused by accidental spills or leaks of fuels, oils and lubricants from
construction vehicles or storage tanks on site;



Injury or death of fauna (including threatened species) from hyper-exposure to
contaminated water (e.g., bathing, ingestion, foraging) at the Tailings Storage Facility;



Ill-health or death of fauna from excessive dust from construction and operational
activities (e.g., inhalation of dust by fauna); or



Noise/vibrations, which may deter fauna (including threatened species) from area of
impact (permanently or temporarily).

Each impact is described in more detail below, with an indication of which threatened species
are considered likely to be affected.
Loss of Fauna Habitat
One of the major impacts on all fauna, including threatened species, which will result from the
project, is removal of habitat, particularly remnant native vegetation. Large areas of fauna
habitat will necessarily be removed for construction of the mine pit, process plant, tailings
storage facility, pump stations, and waste rock storage areas. Smaller areas (mostly linear
footprint) will be removed for construction or upgrade of access roads, power lines, and
pipelines. Expansion of the mine during the life of its operation will continue to result in habitat
loss in the mine pit and waste rock storage areas (although note that mapped areas are related
to final footprint for these features and therefore take into account expected full clearance
impact over the mine life).
Threatened fauna species that will be most impacted by removal of habitat from the study area
are:


Tasmanian devil;



Spotted-tailed quoll;



Wedge-tailed eagle; and



Masked owl (Tasmanian).

These species are known to occur on site, and are likely to depend on habitats represented at
the site. Consequently, their success in the area may be impacted by loss of habitat.
The Eastern barred bandicoot, Tasmanian azure kingfisher, Grey goshawk and Satin flycatcher
will be impacted to a lesser degree. These species are: i) not known to occur on site so are
expected to be rare if present (Eastern barred bandicoot, Grey goshawk), or ii) their preferred
habitat is unlikely to be impacted (Tasmanian azure kingfisher), or iii) they have broad habitat
preferences and are unlikely to be dependent on any particular attribute that occurs on the site
(Satin flycatcher).
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Clearing of large areas of habitat (i.e., mine pit, waste rock storage areas, tailings storage
facility) will displace individuals from impacted areas, pushing them into surrounding areas,
where they are likely to encounter heightened competition (foraging, nesting/breeding
opportunities, shelter sites) from their resident neighbours. This is likely to reset the
configuration of home ranges and territories that surround the impacted areas. Clearing of
habitat will also remove dens, layups, burrows, nesting hollows and nesting trees that occur in
those areas.
Clearing of smaller, linear areas of habitat (i.e., creation or upgrade of access roads, power
lines, pipelines) may not displace fauna or alter home ranges or territory configuration, but may
impact on fauna indirectly – e.g., by increasing their exposure to other risks, such as collisions
with vehicles, or predation while young (as addressed below).
Clearance of some non-remnant habitat (i.e., forestry plots or plantations) will also impact to
some degree on fauna that use those habitats in their normal activities (e.g., for dispersal,
foraging, nesting).
The proposed mine life is 8 years, after which time rehabilitation is likely to be extensive. Some
parts of the mining sites and access roads will not be restored to their original condition after the
mine operation has ceased. Therefore, the impact resulting from loss of habitat is likely to be
moderate-term to long-term (i.e., 8+ years) across much of the site, and permanent in some
smaller areas.
Fragmentation of Habitats
In addition to impacts caused by the actual loss of habitat, clearing of vegetation can serve to
fragment and potentially isolate remaining habitat patches. This can lead to gradual but
potentially significant impacts at a landscape scale. A species’ success may decline if a patch
of habitat gets too small to support individuals, and individuals have to roam further afield to
survive or to breed successfully. Landscapes with fragmented habitats may bring increased
risks (e.g., predation or collision with vehicles) for some fauna, as they disperse between
patches.
Habitat fragmentation can also lead to further ‘loss’ of habitat as a result of edge effects.
Changes to temperatures, light, and humidity at the newly exposed edges of remaining habitat
may cause changes in vegetation communities, thereby changing the suitability of habitats for
fauna.
Despite this project resulting in the loss of large areas of habitat, the associated loss of
connectivity across the landscape is not expected to have a major ecological impact on fauna.
Clearing of large areas of habitat (i.e., mine pit, waste rock storage areas, tailings storage
facility) will force fauna that normally move freely across the landscape to move around (or over
for birds) impacted areas. However, given the way the project constituents are arranged
geographically, fauna movements in some directions will be hindered by the project, but not
barred completely.
Clearing of smaller, linear areas of habitat (i.e., creation or upgrade of access roads,
powerlines, pipelines) will result in minor additional fragmentation of habitats, either through
creation of new habitat-free corridors or through widening of existing habitat-free corridors.
However, all of the threatened fauna species at risk are not expected to be impacted greatly by
the fragmentation itself; those species in the Rogetta landscape already negotiate minor breaks
in habitat such as roads, fences and paths. Such fragmentation will, however, increase the risk
of collision with vehicles along roads (see Injury or death of fauna through collision with vehicles
below).
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Injury or Death of Fauna during Construction Activities (Excluding Collision with
Vehicles)
During construction of the mine site and infrastructure, there is potential for fauna (including
threatened species) to be injured or killed by falling into open pits or trenches, or during
clearance of their habitat (e.g., fauna that can’t or don’t flee from hollows in trees or logs or from
shelters underground or beneath rocks).
Threatened fauna that are most at risk are ground-dwelling animals (Tasmanian devil and
spotted-tailed quoll) and species that depend on hollows or shelters (Tasmanian devil, spottedtailed quoll and Masked owl (Tasmanian)).
Injury or Death of Fauna through Collision with Vehicles
During construction and operation phases of the mine, some fauna will be at risk of collision with
vehicles on the roads. This poses one of the greatest potential ecological impacts likely to arise
from this project. The potential for wildlife/vehicle collisions will endure for the life of the mine
operation.
Not all fauna are equally at risk: the threatened species likely to be most at risk are wideroaming, nocturnal, ground-dwelling fauna (Tasmanian devil, spotted-tailed quoll, and to a lesser
degree Eastern barred bandicoot). The Tasmanian devil and spotted-tailed quoll are top-order
predators in Tasmania, and tend to occur in low-density populations that span large areas.
Ecologically, the loss of a single devil or quoll can have major consequences for the local
population, particularly if that animal is a breeding female.
The risk of collision is introduced through the following:


Haul trucks between the Process Plant and Burnie port;



Other vehicles (e.g., construction, operation and maintenance staff vehicles) travelling to
and from the site (e.g., to/from Burnie); and



Construction, operation and maintenance vehicles moving around the mine site itself
(e.g., between Process Plant and Tailings Storage Facility).

Thus, the risk of collisions will be increased on the following roads as a result of the project:


All roads within the mine site,



Rogetta Road between the mine site (Process Plant) and Upper Natone Road (approx.
7.3 km),



Upper Natone Road between Rogetta Road and Ridgley Highway (3.4 km), and



Ridgley Highway, between Upper Natone Road and Burnie (approx. 27 km).

There will also be some vehicle movement along Upper Natone Road towards Burnie, mostly
from local staff travelling to/from the mine site from their homes.
A range of factors contribute to the risk of collisions between wildlife and vehicles, including:
vehicle speed, volume of traffic, road design, time of day, habitat type and fauna distribution,
animal abundance and behaviour. Factors are likely to act synergistically to compound the risk.
Each of these factors is discussed in more detail below.
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Vehicle speed
Higher vehicle speeds bring higher risk to fauna. Fauna are more likely to be surprised by, and
unprepared for, the arrival of a fast-moving vehicle than a slow-moving vehicle, and drivers have
less opportunity to brake or swerve to avoid collisions when travelling at higher speeds. Current
speed limits along the relevant stretches of road are:


Ridgley Highway – high speed traffic (speed limits and actual vehicle speeds up to 100
km/h).



Upper Natone Road – currently moderate speed limits imposed, with actual vehicle
speeds up to 80 km/h.



Rogetta Road and within the mine site – low speed traffic, with slow speed limits
imposed, and actual vehicle speeds up to 40 km/h.

Volume of traffic
The higher the number of vehicles moving along roads in the vicinity of fauna, the higher the risk
of collisions. The Traffic Impact Assessment (GHD 2015b) reports the existing traffic volumes for
the relevant roads:


Ridgley Highway – high volume, estimated to carry between around 2,000 and 3,500
vehicles per day (depending on the section of highway considered) with approximately
34% of these being heavy vehicles (i.e. trucks);



Upper Natone Road – low volume, estimated to carry an average of up to 150 vehicles
per day; and



Rogetta Road – very low volume, estimated to carry in the order of 50 vehicles per day or
less.

The project will result in an increase in traffic volume on all relevant roads, so is likely to result in
a corresponding increase in risk to fauna. The Traffic Impact Report (GHD 2015b) provides a
detailed analysis of existing compared to predicted traffic volumes which is summarised in the
following table.
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Table 11 Predicted change in traffic volumes
Road

Existing

Construction Phase

Operational Phase

Ridgley Highway at
2
Highclere

1,924

2,374

2,196

Upper Natone Road

150

600

422

Rogetta Road

50

450

372

Ridgley Highway

As the table illustrates, the project is expected to result in the following traffic increases:


Ridgley Highway – increase of approximately 14% in overall traffic during the operational
phase and approximately 23% traffic increase during construction. The operational phase
increase will be a combination of staff vehicles and trucks (travelling 24hrs/day); whereas
the construction phase traffic will be almost exclusively staff vehicles which will travel
during the day (including some morning and evening travel);



Upper Natone Road – approximately 4 times more traffic than existing during the
construction phase (staff vehicles) and almost three times the level of existing traffic
during operation (a combination of staff vehicles and trucks travelling to Burnie Port);



Rogetta Road – approximately 9 times the current traffic volumes during construction and
approximately 7 times the current traffic volumes during operation.

The traffic estimates include both staff vehicles and trucks hauling product to port. Staff vehicles
are considered to be a highly conservative estimate of the maximum likely at any one time during
either construction or operation. Although staff vehicles will travel mostly during the day, the haul
trucks are expected to travel 24hrs a day and therefore represent a night time fauna collision risk.
When considering night time trucking, the estimated change is from a current condition of one
3
truck movement on the Ridgley Highway once every 3 to 4 minutes to one truck every 2 to 3
minutes under the proposed scenario (24hr trucking).
Road Design
Road design governs factors such as safe vehicle speed, visibility and driver response
opportunities, so contributes directly to the risk of collisions between wildlife and vehicles.
Narrow, winding roads may present high risks to fauna because drivers have less visibility
ahead, and less opportunity to react if an animal suddenly presents itself on the road. However,
although wider, straighter roads may present lower risks to fauna in terms of drivers’ visibility
ahead and response opportunities, because they are considered safer for drivers, they tend to
have higher speed limits, which increases the risk for fauna.

2

Data taken from nearest traffic count site at Highclere, which lies on the Ridgley Highway approximately 8km of Hampshire
and the turn off from Upper Natone Road to the Ridgley Highway.

3

Measured at Highclere, on the Ridgley Highway approximately 8km north of the Upper Natone intersection.
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Time of Day
Many fauna killed on Tasmania’s roads are nocturnal fauna, which suggests that the risk to fauna
is greater during hours of darkness than during daylight hours. There are likely to be complex
and subtle variations in risk also – just as diurnal fauna (e.g., birds) tend to have peaks in activity
throughout the day (e.g., activity in the morning, then rest during the day, then more activity in the
evening), nocturnal fauna probably also have comparable peaks in activity throughout the night.
Of the threatened species known to occur at the site, the nocturnal, ground-dwelling mammals
(Tasmanian devil and spotted-tailed quoll) are likely to be at greatest risk.
According to the results obtained during this assessment (Figure 12), collision risk to the
Tasmanian devil is greater at night than during the day. However, collision risk to the spottedtailed quoll may actually be greater during the day than at night.
Figure 12 Time of Day of Sightings of Quolls and Devils at Rogetta
(Surveillance Camera Results)
Times are presented as hours relative to sunset (left) and sunrise (right). X axis = 0 represents sunset/sunrise (as
appropriate). Negative X-axis values are hours prior to sunset/ sunrise and positive values are hours after sunset/
sunrise. Night time hours are indicated (darkness lasts approximately 9 hours at the time of year of assessment December).

Recognising that these results represent sampling over a short period of the year, and of a
limited sample size, these results suggest that daylight-only vehicle movements in and around
the study area would present substantially lower risk to threatened fauna than 24-hour vehicle
movements. The daylight period shows far less fauna activity than during night hours – 80% of
sightings were during the night, with a pronounced peak during the middle of the night. However,
daylight-only vehicle movements would not benefit both species equally. According to the
results, the risk to Tasmanian devils would be substantially lowered by restricting vehicles to
daylight hours, while the risk to spotted-tailed quolls would not be expected to reduce so
markedly. Overall, 88% of devil observations were at night, while only 25% of quoll observations
were at night.
Diurnal vehicle restrictions adopted for the project are likely to reduce the risk of collisions, but
are unlikely to eliminate the risk - even vehicle movements during daylight hours bring some risk
of roadkill.
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24-hour haulage has the disadvantage of having trucks operating throughout the night, which is
the time of greatest risk to threatened fauna such as the Tasmanian devil. However, 24-hour
haulage brings the benefit of reducing the hourly rate of trucks at any given moment. Thus, if
trucks operate all day and all night, then there will be minimal trucks per hour at all times. If
trucks operate by day only, then there will no/few trucks at night but far more trucks per hour
during the day (double, assuming a 12-hour day vs 24-hour operation).
o

Given that the study area is at a moderately high latitude (41 S), management and mitigation of
the time-of-day collision risk benefits from consideration of daylength and variation of daylength
with season. At the summer solstice (December 21), daylength is more than 15 hours (05:40 –
20:50). At the winter solstice (June 21), daylength is approximately 9 hours (07:42 – 16:54).
Thus, even 12-hour vehicle movements in winter will see haul trucks operating outside daylight
hours. If vehicle movements are to be restricted to true daylight hours, then a shorter working
day will be required in winter than in summer, with winter daylight hours only approximately 9
hrs.
Given the risk to wildlife and other potential impacts, two haulage alternatives are presented in
the Traffic Impact Assessment report (GHD 2015): i) 24-hour vehicle movement; ii) 12-hour
summer and 8-hour winter vehicle movement (seasonally adjusted daytime movement). For
fauna, the order of risk level for these alternatives is as follows:


24-hour vehicle movement – highest risk;



12-hour summer and 8-hour winter vehicle movement (seasonally adjusted daytime
movement) – lowest risk.

Habitat Type and Fauna Distribution
The risk of wildlife/fauna collision is likely to vary with habitat suitability for the species at risk.
Vehicles are more likely to encounter species when travelling through suitable habitat than
unsuitable habitat.
The Tasmanian devil and spotted-tailed quoll tend to favour uncleared and uncultivated habitats,
partly because those habitats provide more of their requirements (including shelter), but also
because those habitats provide requirements for their prey species (e.g., other native
vertebrates).
Thus, for this project, the risk of collisions for the Tasmanian devil and spotted-tailed quoll is
likely to be highest: i) within the site, where there are large areas of remnant native vegetation
that provides the natural habitat for the devil, quoll and their prey species; and ii) along Rogetta
Road and Upper Natone Road (between Rogetta Road and the Ridgley Highway), where a
mixture of remnant and non-remnant forest vegetation grows, providing sub-optimal but
nonetheless suitable habitat.
The Ridgley Highway follows a route that is mostly agricultural and almost entirely cleared of its
naturally occurring forest habitats. Therefore, the risk to the Tasmanian devil and spotted-tailed
quoll along that route is expected to be low. There is one area of potentially higher risk - a
potential wildlife corridor where the forestry plots converge on the highway approximately 2 km
north of the intersection with Upper Natone Road.
Because the Ridgley Highway route traverses agricultural and cleared land, the derived
grassland (i.e., paddocks) may have a higher risk of vehicle collision with eastern barred
bandicoots, which are known to use cleared agricultural areas.
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Animal Abundance and Behaviour
The longer an animal spends on or near a road, the more likely it is to be involved in a
vehicle/wildlife collision. Also, the higher the number of animals that spend time on or near a
road, the more likely one of them will be involved in a vehicle/wildlife collision. Therefore,
animals that move across the landscape using roads and paths, animals that forage along
roadsides, and animals that nest or den near roads, are particularly at risk of collisions. If a den
is near a road, then the young animals are at especially high risk when they first emerge from
the den.
The Tasmanian devil and spotted-tailed quoll are partly scavengers, and are well known to use
roads and paths to hasten their rate of traverse across the landscape. They are also highly
likely to feed on other animals killed on the roads.
Competition or Predation following Introduction or Spread of Pest Animals
Land-use changes (including clearing of habitat and construction of new roads and paths) are
commonly implicated in the spread of some pest animals (e.g., DSEWPaC 2011e). In Australia,
this includes the European Rabbit (Oryctolagus cuniculus), the Cat (Felis catus) and the Red
Fox (Vulpes vulpes). Both the rabbit and the cat are known to be present at the site already –
both were recorded during surveys. While the presence of the fox in Tasmania remains
contentious, there is mounting evidence of its presence there (DSEWPaC 2011e).
Rabbits are thought to compete strongly with small native mammals. Cats and foxes pose a
major predatory threat to Australia’s fauna, and their impact in Tasmania may be exacerbated
by the decline in numbers of Tasmanian devil as a result of the Facial Tumour Disease.
For this project, clearing of areas of existing remnant habitat and construction or upgrades of
access roads and power lines has the potential to assist the spread of pest animals.
Poisoning Impacts
Mining processes frequently involve toxic compounds, chemicals and fuels that are used for
extraction processes and various other purposes. For this project, there is a minor risk of fauna
becoming ill or dying from exposure to poisons associated with the mining construction or
operation. Potential sources of toxins include:


Accidental spills or leaks of fuels, oils and lubricants from construction vehicles or storage
tanks on site; and



Potentially contaminated water at the Tailings Storage Facility.

Due to the nature of the mined material (not expected to be acid forming) and the mining
process employed the predicted water quality in the TSF is not considered to be highly toxic in
nature and will be sufficiently diluted on discharge from the TSF into the Blythe River so as to
achieve suitable mixing to maintain existing water quality downstream. The overall risk to
terrestrial wildlife from poisoning impacts is considered to be low.
Dust
Inhalation of dust is known to be an issue for some fauna in extremely dusty conditions (e.g.,
Gouldian Finch at mine sites in Northern Territory, where rainfall can be absent for six months
or more). While dust poses a potential threat to wildlife at Rogetta, it is considered unlikely to
be a major concern for this project given the climate of north-western Tasmania. According to
Bureau of Meteorology data, Burnie (within 30 km of the mining area) typically receives rain in
every month of the year, and has at least 8 rain days on average for each of its two driest
months (January – 9 rain days; February – 8 rain days). Thus, the likelihood of excessive dust
impacting fauna at the Rogetta site is considered low.
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Noise/Vibrations
Noise and vibrations are commonly cited potential sources of impact for humans and wildlife.
Noise in particular has the potential (DoE 1998) to adversely affect fauna by:


Interfering with communication;



Masking the sounds of predators and prey; and



Startling, stressing or causing avoidance reactions.

Noise and vibrations may deter fauna (including threatened species) from the area of impact,
permanently or temporarily. Deterrence may push fauna into less-preferred habitats, which may
reduce their chances of success.
For this project, noise and vibrations are likely to be greatest around the mine pit, the waste rock
storage areas, the process plant, the pump stations, and along the roads. Some noises and
vibrations will be continual and predictable, others will be sporadic and irregular.
As a general pattern, fauna tend to be able to habituate to regular, frequent and predictable
sounds, however loud (e.g., birds that forage at airports). Irregular and infrequent sounds or
large vibrations, however, may continue to startle fauna time and time again.
Noise of traffic along roads may provide a benefit to wildlife, if it deters some fauna from the
roads and results in a reduced incidence of wildlife/vehicle collisions.
4.3.3

Assessment of Effects on Fauna

Given the range of potential impacts, and the different ways in which they may impact on
different fauna species, this assessment of effects on fauna is presented for each threatened
species considered relevant to the study area rather than for each impact. All impacts
considered to have the potential to occur and to be ecologically important are discussed for
each species.
The conservation status for each species is presented in Table 2.
Tasmanian Devil
Under the EPBCA and according to DEWHA (2009a), an action is likely to have a significant
impact on an endangered species (i.e., Tasmanian devil) if there is a real chance or possibility
that it will:


Lead to a long-term decrease in the size of a population;



Reduce the area of occupancy of the species;



Fragment an existing population into two or more populations;



Adversely affect habitat critical to the survival of a species;



Disrupt the breeding cycle of a population;



Modify, destroy, remove, isolate or decrease the availability or quality of habitat to the
extent that the species is likely to decline;



Result in invasive species that are harmful to a critically endangered or endangered
species becoming established in the endangered or critically endangered species’
habitat;



Introduce disease that may cause the species to decline; or



Interfere with the recovery of the species.
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Without mitigation, all of these are considered possible as a result of this project, to varying
degrees. The entire study area is used by devils, and there is some potential for devils to breed
or den in certain habitats. The project will involve clearing of substantial areas of habitat, and
add an ongoing risk to the survival of individual devils through increased traffic along roads that
are currently relatively quiet. Displacement of devils into the home ranges of their neighbours is
likely to result in increased fighting (albeit temporarily), which could exacerbate the impacts of
an existing disease (DFTD). And, to a relatively minor degree, construction of new roads may
promote access to the area by pest animals such as cats and foxes, particularly if the relative
abundance of their native competitors (devils and quoll) is reduced by the project. These feral
species could prey on young devils.
Thus, the actual impacts on this species will be highly dependent on the effectiveness of
mitigation efforts.
In terms of specific impacts identified in Section 4.3.2 above, the major impacts on the
Tasmanian devil are expected to be from clearing of habitat (including potential denning habitat,
but no optimal denning habitat), and injury or death through collision with vehicles.
Regarding clearing of land, there is potential for land clearing to result in the death of devils that
cannot escape shelters during the land clearing process (e.g., devils that shelter in rock piles or
log piles). There is also some potential for land clearing to result in the destruction of dens, but
much of the study area appears to provide marginal denning habitat rather than ideal denning
habitat, and most holes in the ground that were detected during assessments are considered
unlikely to provide ideal maternal dens. Clearing of land will certainly results in displacement of
devils into surrounding areas.
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Regarding collision with vehicles, DPIPWE recommended guidelines for the devil suggest that if
there is a >10% increase in deaths resulting from traffic collisions, then that equals a significant
impact on the local devil population. Given that the predicted traffic volume increases are 14%
(Ridgley Highway), approx. 3 fold (Upper Natone Road) and approx. 7 fold (Rogetta Road)
during operation, the increased risk to devils is apparently very high, without mitigation. Given
that fact, roadkill assessments may need to be done for new/upgraded roads. This assessment
would need to be done over a period of at least three months, and preferably over a longer
period and covering all seasons (particularly January to April, when most roadkill of weaned
juveniles occurs).
Fragmentation of habitat will occur to some degree, but is not expected to be of major concern
to the persistence of the local devil population. Devils are known to succeed in fragmented
altered landscapes elsewhere in Tasmania.
In the absence of appropriate mitigation measures (e.g., fences, regular checks), there is
potential for devils to wander inadvertently into harm’s way during construction or operation of
the mine (e.g., into the mine pit, or an open trench, or a chemical storage area).
Without appropriate mitigation measures, there is a risk of devils being impacted from exposure
to contaminated water at the Tailings Storage Facility. However, the quality of water in the
Tailings Storage Facility is expected to be high enough that this risk is reduced to a negligible
level.
Dust, noise and vibrations are considered unlikely to result in major impact on the Tasmanian
devil.
Spotted-tailed Quoll
According to DEWHA (2009a), an action is likely to have a significant impact on a vulnerable
species (i.e., spotted-tailed quoll) under the EPBCA if there is a real chance or possibility that it
will:


Lead to a long-term decrease in the size of an important population of a species;



Reduce the area of occupancy of an important population;



Fragment an existing important population into two or more populations;



Adversely affect habitat critical to the survival of a species;



Disrupt the breeding cycle of an important population;



Modify, destroy, remove or isolate or decrease the availability or quality of habitat to the
extent that the species is likely to decline;



Result in invasive species that are harmful to a vulnerable species becoming established
in the vulnerable species’ habitat;



Introduce disease that may cause the species to decline; or



Interfere substantially with the recovery of the species.

According to Department of the Environment (2014a), the quoll population that occurs at the
study area is not considered to be an ‘important population’. Thus, the criteria above that apply
to important populations will not be applicable to this project. However, that still leaves the
criteria that consider impacts that may adversely affect the survival of the species (the
Tasmanian sub-species, in this case).
In that sense, the project is unlikely to adversely affect habitat critical to the survival of this
species – loss of habitat associated with this project alone will not cause the species to become
extinct in Tasmania.
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However, without mitigation efforts, the project could decrease the availability or quality of
habitat in the local area to the extent that the local population suffers, and therefore to the
extent that the species in Tasmania declines, albeit marginally. The project could also assist a
harmful invasive species (e.g., Red Fox, Vulpes vulpes) becoming established in the local area,
as described above for the Tasmanian devil. It could also interfere with the recovery of the
species, in that the project would result in a negative rather than positive effect on the species.
The likelihood of the project resulting in the introduction of a disease that causes the quoll to
decline is unknown. There is nothing to suggest that such a situation may occur as a result of
this project.
As for the Tasmanian devil, the actual impacts on the spotted-tailed quoll will be highly
dependent on the effectiveness of mitigation efforts.
In terms of specific impacts identified in Section 4.3.2 above, the major impacts on the spottedtailed quoll are expected to be from clearing of habitat (including potential denning habitat, but
no optimal denning habitat), and injury or death through collision with vehicles.
Regarding clearing of land, there is potential for land clearing to result in the death of quolls that
cannot escape shelters during the land clearing process (e.g., quolls that shelter in rock piles or
log piles). There is also some potential for land clearing to result in the destruction of dens, but
much of the study area appears to provide marginal denning habitat rather than ideal denning
habitat, and most holes in the ground that were detected during assessments are considered
unlikely to provide ideal maternal dens. Clearing of land will certainly results in displacement of
quolls into surrounding areas.
Regarding collision with vehicles, the impacts on quolls are likely to align with the impacts on
devils, but the risk of collision with quolls may be less, given that there appear to be fewer quolls
than devils inhabiting the area. That said, with fewer animals, the death of a single animal may
be more important to the survival of a population.
As for devils, fragmentation of quoll habitat will occur to some degree, but is not expected to be
of major concern to the persistence of the local population. Quolls are known to succeed in
fragmented altered landscapes elsewhere in Tasmania.
In the absence of appropriate mitigation measures (e.g., fences, regular checks), there is
potential for quolls to wander inadvertently into harm’s way during construction or operation of
the mine (e.g., into the mine pit, or an open trench, or a chemical storage area).
As stated above, construction of new roads may marginally assist access to the area by pest
animals such as cats and foxes. These feral species could prey on young quolls and compete
for resources with adult quolls.
Without appropriate mitigation measures, there is a risk of quolls being impacted from exposure
to contaminated water at the Tailings Storage Facility. However, the quality of water in the
Tailings Storage Facility is expected to be high enough that this risk is reduced to a negligible
level.
Dust, noise and vibrations are considered unlikely to result in major impact on the spotted-tailed
quoll.
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Eastern Barred Bandicoot
According to DEWHA (2009a), an action is likely to have a significant impact on a vulnerable
species (i.e., Eastern Barred Bandicoot) under the EPBCA if there is a real chance or possibility
that it will:


Lead to a long-term decrease in the size of an important population of a species;



Reduce the area of occupancy of an important population;



Fragment an existing important population into two or more populations;



Adversely affect habitat critical to the survival of a species;



Disrupt the breeding cycle of an important population;



Modify, destroy, remove or isolate or decrease the availability or quality of habitat to the
extent that the species is likely to decline;



Result in invasive species that are harmful to a vulnerable species becoming established
in the vulnerable species’ habitat;



Introduce disease that may cause the species to decline; or



Interfere substantially with the recovery of the species.

No important bandicoot population is identified for the study area, according to Department of
the Environment (2014b). Thus, the criteria above that apply to important populations will not
be applicable to this project, but the remaining criteria will be.
No eastern barred bandicoots were detected during the site assessments for this project,
despite targeted efforts and despite the detection of the non-threatened southern brown
bandicoot (Isoodon obesulus). Therefore, if the eastern barred bandicoot occurs on site, it is
likely to be relatively uncommon to rare. Most of the habitat that occurs across the study area is
not ideally suited to this species, which tends to use open habitats including woodlands and
open forests with a grassy understorey, and native and exotic grasslands (DotE 2014b).
Clearing of land from the mining area, and associated construction and operational activities
that occur within that area as part of this project, are expected to have no more than a negligible
impact on the eastern barred bandicoot. The increase in traffic associated with construction and
operation of the mine, however, could impact on the eastern barred bandicoot in areas outside
the mine site (i.e., Ridgley Highway between Hampshire and Burnie), if bandicoots are prevalent
in that area. The fauna habitats along the Ridgley Highway differ markedly from those in and
around the mine site. Where the mine site is dominated by forested habitats (including
plantations), the highway route is predominantly cleared land and agricultural non-native
grassland (paddocks). The Natural Values Atlas has notably few records of this species in the
Burnie to Hampshire area, but that may be because it is not officially considered a threatened
species under Tasmanian legislation.
The other specific impacts identified in Section 4.3.2 above are not considered to be of concern
for the eastern barred bandicoot because the species is expected to be uncommon to rare, if it
occurs on site at all.
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Wedge-tailed Eagle (Tasmanian)
Under the EPBCA and according to DEWHA (2009a), an action is likely to have a significant
impact on an endangered species (i.e., Wedge-tailed Eagle (Tasmanian)) if there is a real
chance or possibility that it will:


Lead to a long-term decrease in the size of a population;



Reduce the area of occupancy of the species;



Fragment an existing population into two or more populations;



Adversely affect habitat critical to the survival of a species;



Disrupt the breeding cycle of a population;



Modify, destroy, remove, isolate or decrease the availability or quality of habitat to the
extent that the species is likely to decline;



Result in invasive species that are harmful to a critically endangered or endangered
species becoming established in the endangered or critically endangered species’
habitat;



Introduce disease that may cause the species to decline; or



Interfere with the recovery of the species.

Given the very small numbers of eagles that appear to inhabit this area, the fact that small
numbers of individuals of this species tend to occupy and forage over large areas, and the
nature of the land-use changes that are proposed, none of these impacts is considered likely to
occur to any great extent for the Wedge-tailed Eagle (Tasmanian) as a result of this project.
Clearing of land will reduce the availability of forested foraging habitat, but will open up new
forest margins and other cleared land where eagles may be able to forage more effectively.
Additional clearing may also result in an increase in the numbers of rabbits, which may also
benefit the local eagles.
Removal of large, tall trees in some areas will reduce the nesting opportunities for this species
in the area, but will not eliminate nesting opportunities for the small numbers of birds that
occupy the area. No nests are known to occur within the study area.
In terms of specific impacts identified in Section 4.3.2 above, the most important and concerning
impacts on the Wedge-tailed Eagle (Tasmanian) are expected to be from clearing of small areas
of potential nesting habitat. There is also a small potential risk of poisoning birds from exposure
to contaminated water at the Tailings Storage Facility. However, the quality of water in the
Tailings Storage Facility is expected to be high enough that this risk is reduced to a negligible
level.
Collisions with vehicles, and dust, noise and vibrations are considered unlikely to result in major
impacts on the Wedge-tailed Eagle (Tasmanian).
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Masked owl (Tasmanian)
According to DEWHA (2009a), an action is likely to have a significant impact on a vulnerable
species (i.e., Masked owl (Tasmanian)) under the EPBCA if there is a real chance or possibility
that it will:


Lead to a long-term decrease in the size of an important population of a species;



Reduce the area of occupancy of an important population;



Fragment an existing important population into two or more populations;



Adversely affect habitat critical to the survival of a species;



Disrupt the breeding cycle of an important population;



Modify, destroy, remove or isolate or decrease the availability or quality of habitat to the
extent that the species is likely to decline;



Result in invasive species that are harmful to a vulnerable species becoming established
in the vulnerable species’ habitat;



Introduce disease that may cause the species to decline; or



Interfere substantially with the recovery of the species.

No important masked owl population is identified for the study area, according to Department of
the Environment (2014c). Thus, the criteria above that apply to important populations will not be
applicable to this project, but the remaining criteria will be.
Given the likelihood that small numbers of masked owl inhabit this area, the fact that pairs of
this species tend to occupy and forage over large areas, and the nature of the land-use
changes that are proposed, none of these impacts is considered likely to occur to any great
extent for the masked owl (Tasmanian) as a result of this project.
The known threats facing the masked owl (Tasmanian) (DSEWPaC 2013c) include habitat
clearing and fragmentation (including landscape conversions to forestry), rural tree decline (i.e.,
continuing loss of nesting habitat), secondary poisoning (if an owl eats a poisoned animal),
mortality from collision with artificial structures (e.g., powerlines), and competition for tree
hollows as a result of continuing loss of nesting habitat.
In terms of specific impacts identified in Section 4.3.2 above, the most important and concerning
impacts on the masked owl (Tasmanian) are expected to be from clearing of small areas of
potential nesting habitat.
Removal of tall, hollow-bearing trees in some areas will reduce but not eliminate nesting
opportunities for this species in the area. If nests in hollows are disturbed during construction of
the mine, then there is the potential for the project to disrupt the breeding cycle of the masked
owl (Tasmanian) as well as impacting upon individual animals. This risk will be addressed via
further pre-construction survey as outlined in Section 5.1.3.
There is also a small potential risk of poisoning birds from exposure to contaminated water at
the Tailings Storage Facility. Owls appear to drink rarely, but may eat contaminated prey.
However, the quality of water in the Tailings Storage Facility is expected to be high enough that
this risk is reduced to a negligible level.
Clearing of land will reduce the availability of forested foraging habitat, but will open up new
forest margins and other cleared land where owls may be able to forage on rodents, arboreal
mammals and rabbits more effectively. Additional clearing may also result in an increase in the
numbers of rabbits, which may also benefit the local owls.
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Collisions with vehicles, and dust, noise and vibrations are considered unlikely to result in major
impacts on the masked owl (Tasmanian).
Tasmanian Azure Kingfisher
Under the EPBCA and according to DEWHA (2009a), an action is likely to have a significant
impact on an endangered species (i.e., Tasmanian Azure Kingfisher) if there is a real chance or
possibility that it will:


Lead to a long-term decrease in the size of a population;



Reduce the area of occupancy of the species;



Fragment an existing population into two or more populations;



Adversely affect habitat critical to the survival of a species;



Disrupt the breeding cycle of a population;



Modify, destroy, remove, isolate or decrease the availability or quality of habitat to the
extent that the species is likely to decline;



Result in invasive species that are harmful to a critically endangered or endangered
species becoming established in the endangered or critically endangered species’
habitat;



Introduce disease that may cause the species to decline; or



Interfere with the recovery of the species.

No Tasmanian azure kingfishers were detected during the site assessments for this project, and
most of the impact from the project will not affect the kingfisher’s habitat.
This species rarely if ever moves away from its stream habitat. Provided no pollution, toxins,
chemicals or sediments are allowed to enter the waterways, impacts on the Tasmanian azure
kingfisher are expected to be negligible. It is noted that separate studies have been undertaken
into mine discharge water quality and measures put in place to protect of downstream habitats
for aquatic species which , in turn, affords protection for terrestrial species utilising waterways
(such as the azure kingfisher).
Grey goshawk
No Grey goshawks (or nests of the species) were detected during the site assessments for this
project. It is possible if not likely that the species occurs on site, even if only to forage
occasionally, but it appears to be uncommon or rare. Given the nature of the land-use changes
that are proposed, impacts on the Grey goshawk as a result of this project are expected to be
minor.
In terms of specific impacts identified in Section 4.3.2 above, the most important and concerning
potential impacts on the grey goshawk are expected to be from clearing of small areas of
potential nesting habitat. As for the other birds of prey, there is a small potential risk of
poisoning birds from exposure to contaminated water at the Tailings Storage Facility. However,
the quality of water in the Tailings Storage Facility is expected to be high enough that this risk is
reduced to a negligible level.
Removal of large, tall trees in some areas, particularly from riparian habitats (e.g., along
Holloway Creek) will reduce but not eliminate nesting opportunities for this species in the area.
No nests are known to occur within the study area.
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Clearing of land will reduce the availability of forested foraging habitat, but will open up new
forest margins and other cleared land where goshawks may be able to forage more effectively.
Collisions with vehicles, and dust, noise and vibrations are considered unlikely to result in
impacts on the grey goshawk.
Migratory fauna
According to DEWHA (2009a), an action is likely to have a significant impact on a migratory
species under the EPBCA if there is a real chance or possibility that it will:


Substantially modify (including by fragmenting, altering fire regimes, altering nutrient
cycles or altering hydrological cycles), destroy or isolate an area of important habitat for a
migratory species;



Result in an invasive species that is harmful to the migratory species becoming
established in an area of important habitat for the migratory species; or



Seriously disrupt the lifecycle (breeding, feeding, migration or resting behaviour) of an
ecologically significant proportion of the population of a migratory species.

The only migratory (sensu EPBCA) that is known to occur on site is the Satin flycatcher
(Myiagra cyanoleuca). The flycatcher is likely to breed in Tasmania during summer, and
migrate north to forage during the southern winter. The flycatcher does not have strict habitatspecific requirements for its nesting habitat – it breeds in a range of dense, wet gullies in thick
forest or woodland.
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The project will result in a loss of potential habitat, including a minor loss of breeding habitat.
However, the species is not expected to be impacted significantly by this project.
Another migratory species (white-throated needletail, Hirundapus caudacutus) may be seen at
the site, but only as summer transient in the airspace above the site. It is not likely to occupy
any of the terrestrial habitats on site, or be impacted by the activities associated with the project.
Other fauna
All of the impacts identified in Section 4.1 are likely to affect more common (sensu nonthreatened) species of fauna. These impacts cannot be reliably quantified, and are perhaps
best reported as areas of habitat lost (see Section 4.2.3). Given the scale of the proposed
activity, the type of habitats most likely to be affected, and the area of those habitats remaining
in the region, the project is considered unlikely to result in ecologically important impacts on any
fauna species known to be non-threatened.
There is a slight chance of the project resulting in the introduction of a wildlife disease (known or
unknown) that does not already occur there. An example of this might be chytridiomycosis,
caused by the Amphibian Chytrid Fungus (Batrachochytrium dendrobatidis), which has the
potential to infect and kill most species of frogs, and which is strongly linked to amphibian
population declines worldwide. This disease is known to occur in Tasmania, and may already
occur in the region surrounding the study area, but efforts will be required to ensure that its
spread or that it is not introduced if it is not already present.
There is also a slight chance of the project aiding the introduction or spread of pest animals that
may have an adverse ecological impact on general fauna abundance and diversity in the area
(e.g., Red Fox, Vulpes vulpes). Mitigation measures will be required to minimise the chance of
such species becoming established.

4.4

Cumulative and Interactive Effects

4.4.1

Potential Effects

Cumulative and interactive impacts are extremely difficult to assess and quantify, given the
huge variation and inconsistency among parameters that could be measured, and the lack of
opportunity for true replication.
The question that arises here is: will the Rogetta project contribute to impacts that are already
occurring. Those impacts may be felt at a local scale (e.g., decline of a population of a species)
or at a broader scale (e.g., decline of the entire species).
In the area of development, by far the major existing impact that is imposed on native fauna is
the periodic clear-felling harvest of timber for forestry purposes. Much of the land including and
surrounding the project site is used for plantation (eucalypt) purposes. Harvesting of forestry
coups almost certainly results in periodic removal of dens and displacement of individuals from
those particular areas for a certain period of time. The impact that that is having on the local
fauna populations is likely to be dependent on the frequency of harvesting (e.g., every 20 years)
which is unknown.
There is another mine site in the immediate area: the Kara mine lies to the west of the Rogetta
study area. In scale, Kara is smaller than Rogetta.
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This project will contribute to two main existing sources of ecological impact:


Traffic volume – the project will increase the volume of traffic on the local roads, thereby
increasing the impacts of traffic on wildlife; and



Loss of habitat – the project will result in the removal of up to 190 hectares of native
vegetation.

Depending on the success of mitigation measures, the project may also contribute to the:


Gradual decline in population size of threatened species such as the Tasmanian devil
and spotted-tailed quoll; and



Gradual spread of weeds, pests and pathogens.
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5.

Management, Monitoring and Residual
Effects
5.1

Avoidance and Mitigation Recommendations

In accordance with recommendations made in the Tasmania’s Nature Conservation Strategy
(2002 – 2006) (as referred to in the Project Specific Guidelines (EPA 2013)), this project will
contribute to conservation of Tasmania’s terrestrial ecological natural resources by undertaking
mitigation measures to reduce impacts on the natural environment.
This section provides an account of project actions that are proposed to maximise the chance of
impacts being mitigated to the point of satisfying performance and legislative requirements.
Each of the potential impacts identified in Section 4.1 is addressed separately. Where these
impacts are expected to cause different effects on different species, this is explained and
addressed.
It is noted that broad scale mitigation of vegetation clearance has already been addressed to
some degree through the early staged ecological investigations. Prior to the 2012 and 2014
surveys, ecological investigation of a far broader study area was undertaken to map vegetation
communities as reported in the Preliminary Botanical Survey & Fauna Habitat Assessment
(Unpublished Report, GHD, 2012). Information from that report was used in the mine planning
phase and has helped guide infrastructure siting.
5.1.1

Loss of Area of Vegetation Communities (Including Threatened
Communities)

Keeping the entire construction and operational footprint as small as practicable will help to
minimise the loss of all remnant vegetation. To keep the impact minimal, measures will need to
be implemented to ensure that construction activities do not stray outside the approved footprint
into areas not identified for impact. This includes clearing of vegetation, parking of vehicles or
construction plant/equipment, laydown or storage of equipment, spoil or other materials.
Two small roadside patches of remnant grassland were detected on the north side of Ridgley
Highway in the Hampshire area, adjacent to the preferred power line route (Figure 5). This
community potentially matches the criteria of the nationally threatened ecological community
Lowland native grasslands of Tasmania (DEWHA 2010) which is listed as Critically Endangered
under the EPBCA. These patches should be avoided by the proposed power line, either by: i)
not selecting this route option; ii) aligning the power line within the plantation to the north; or iii)
spanning over the patches, with poles beyond each end of each patch. If this is not possible,
then a route should be investigated in the field with a qualified botanist who should conduct a
detailed botanical assessment of these patches in summer to verify the boundaries of these
patches and ensure that any rare and threatened plants present are identified and mapped.
Providing the grassland patches are avoided, the project footprint will avoid areas of threatened
vegetation communities.
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The following mitigation measures are proposed to minimise impacts on threatened and nonthreatened vegetation communities:


Minimise overall clearance of native vegetation through mine planning. It is noted that
prior to the recent 2014 ecological survey, previous investigations have been done of a
far broader study area (refer GHD, 2012) and the mine layout planned accordingly;



If the preferred power line option is selected, then temporary high-visibility fencing should
be erected around the grassland patches during power line construction to
avoid/minimise impacts on the community;



If the preferred power line option is selected, and impacts on the grassland are
unavoidable, then a botanist will be required to assist in micro-siting the poles;



All construction works should be conducted in accordance with the Weed and Hygiene
Management Plan (GHD 2015), which details the required management of Phytophthora
cinnamomi. This will help to preserve surrounding vegetation communities that are not
within the footprint of impact;



Temporary storage of construction equipment and excavated materials must not be within
the threatened grassland community;



Temporary storage of construction equipment and excavated materials should be within
previously disturbed areas only; and



Areas that are disturbed temporarily (e.g., for access during construction) should be
rehabilitated as soon as practicable. This will help to preserve the integrity of habitats
across the general area by lessening the impact of fragmentation.

In addition to the mitigation measures outlined above this ecological investigation involved
survey of a number of alternative power line routes. Of the three alignment options considered,
Alternative Route 2 (central) is considered the best option from an ecological impacts
perspective. This conclusion is based on the presence of small patches of potentially
threatened grassland that lie adjacent to the preferred power line route and that should be
avoided. Along the Alternative Route 2, the north side of the entire alignment is considered
preferable, as that minimises impacts on creek crossings, which provide habitat for frogs and
other aquatic fauna.
Where the power line is to run east from the Ridgley Highway along Upper Natone and Rogetta
Roads, both sides of the existing road were surveyed. Of all the habitats and vegetation
communities along Upper Natone Road, none of them is considered to be of exceptionally high
ecological importance. However, there are some locations along that route where road
expansion on one side would be far preferable to expansion on the other or along both sides.
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From an ecological perspective, the recommended sides of road to follow are (noting this
relates not only to vegetation communities, but also fauna values):


North side of Upper Natone Road between Brick Road (immediately west of Emu River)
and the intersection with Rogetta Road. This minimises impacts on native vegetation;



West side of Rogetta Road between Upper Natone Road and Cartledge Road (see
Figure 5d). This minimises impacts on native vegetation;



East/north side of Rogetta Road between Cartledge Road and Osborne Creek (see
Figure 5d). This avoids removal of large habitat trees;



West/south side of Rogetta Road between Osborne Creek and Rogetta Link (see Figure
5e). This minimises impacts on native vegetation;



North side of Rogetta Road between Rogetta Link and small forestry road where Rogetta
Road turns south (approximately 500 m east of Rogetta Link) (see Figure 5e). This avoids
removal of large habitat trees;



North side of Rogetta Road between Rogetta Link and small forestry road where Rogetta
Road turns south (approximately 500 m east of Rogetta Link) (see Figure 5e); and



West side of Rogetta Road between small forestry road where Rogetta Road turns south
(approximately 500 m east of Rogetta Link) and Security Gatehouse (see Figure 5e).
This avoids removal of large habitat trees.

5.1.2

Loss of Flora Individuals (Including Threatened Species)

The project footprint has been refined as far as practicable to avoid areas of threatened
vegetation communities. This, in turn, reduces potential impacts on listed flora species.
Keeping the entire construction and operational footprint as small as practicable will help to
minimise the loss of all remnant vegetation.
Although no threatened flora have been identified on site (during any of the ecological studies),
the following mitigation measures are proposed to minimise the potential for impacts on all flora
species:


Minimise overall clearance of native vegetation;



If the preferred power line option is selected, and impacts on the grassland are
unavoidable, then a botanist will be required to assist in micro-siting the poles to avoid
threatened flora species;



If threatened flora species are detected up to or during the time of construction, then a
permit to take under the TSPA will be required for the removal of individuals of threatened
flora species that cannot be avoided; and



Temporary storage of construction equipment and excavated materials should be within
previously disturbed areas only.
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5.1.3

Loss of Fauna Habitat (Including Habitat for Threatened Species)

Keeping the entire construction and operational footprint as small as practicable will help to
minimise the loss of all fauna habitat. The following mitigation measures will further reduce the
loss of fauna habitat:


Restrict construction activities to the approved footprint. This includes clearing of
vegetation, parking of vehicles or construction plant/equipment, laydown and storage of
equipment, spoil and other materials. It is noted that the calculated areas of vegetation
loss shown in this report, already includes buffers around each key piece of infrastructure
to allow for construction impacts; and



Large habitat features removed as part of the construction and mining process (e.g., large
hollows logs or tree limbs, rocks, other coarse debris) should be relocated with mounds of
topsoil to create new habitat (e.g., denning/refuge) opportunities.

5.1.4

Fragmentation of Habitats, and Associated Loss of Habitat
Connectivity

Keeping the entire construction and operational footprint as small as practicable will minimise
fragmentation of remaining habitats and assist in the maintenance of wildlife corridors. The
following mitigation measures will further reduce the chance of habitat fragmentation:


Provide local refuges for fauna displaced by vegetation clearance. New den and refuge
opportunities can be constructed through the development of windrows (e.g., piles of soil,
green timber, other vegetation), log piles, rock piles, or hollow limbs or logs, extracted as
part of the construction and mining process. Placement of created habitat will need to
consider target species and distance between remaining habitat patches; and



Areas that are disturbed temporarily (e.g., for access during construction) should be
rehabilitated as soon as practicable. This will help to preserve the integrity of habitats
across the general area by lessening the impact of fragmentation.

5.1.5

Injury/Death of Fauna around Mine Construction and Operation

Construction and operation of the mine will create situations that are hazardous to fauna that
occupy the area. The following mitigation measures will help to reduce the risks of fauna
becoming injured or being killed by construction or operation activities around the mine site
(other than collisions with vehicles, which is addressed separately in Section 5.1.6):


Minimise overall clearance of all vegetation, but particularly native vegetation. This will
reduce the likelihood of killing fauna that live in those habitats;



Removal of vegetation (habitat) as part of construction should be done slowly and
gradually, to allow as many fauna individuals as possible to flee. This is particularly
important for fauna (including threatened species) that may be sheltering in hollows, log
piles or underground, and that may get trapped if the habitat removal is done too quickly;



Devils and Quolls
o

As far as practicable, all vegetation clearance in areas of potential denning habitat
(see Figure 11) should be done outside the maternal denning period for the
Tasmanian devil and spotted-tailed quoll. The maternal denning period for both
Spotted-tailed quolls and Tasmanian devils is defined as July to December inclusive,
however maternal denning can occur outside of this period, particularly for devils
within areas of facial tumour.
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o

Prior to construction pre-clearance surveys should be undertaken for all impact
areas within mapped potential denning habitat (Figure 11) to identify and confirm the
use of den sites. In accordance with the Survey Guidelines and Management Advice
for Development Proposals that may impact on the Tasmanian Devil (Sarcophilus
harrisii) (DPIPWE, 2015) the survey would involve remote cameras placed at den
entrance(s) for a minimum of 7 consecutive nights to confirm the use or otherwise of
the den.

o

Any potential dens identified (including constructed dens and other holes with
evidence of use as a den) will require a permit from DPIPWE prior to destruction.
Any active dens would need to be decommissioned in accordance with a Den
Decommissioning Plan (to be prepared and submitted to DPIPWE prior to any
impact). In such an event, construction of artificial den sites should be considered as
detailed in the Offset Consideration Section (Section 5) of this document.

o

The pre-clearance survey should be done at least 3 months prior to construction in
order to allow for completion of the breeding cycle, should an active maternal den be
found.

Masked owl
o

Prior to construction a pre-clearance survey for masked owls should be conducted
within all areas mapped as potential nesting habitat (refer Figure 11) to confirm
whether any nests occur within the footprint. As advised by the Policy Conservation
Assessment Brach of the Tasmanian Department of Primary Industries, Parks,
Water and Environment this survey should initially involve ‘tree tapping’; whereby the
base of all large suitable nesting trees are tapped to flush out any present owls. A
second ecologist is required to observe and identify any animal existing tree hollows.
Follow up ‘hollow checks’ may be required for particular trees should there be other
signs of the species but no direct evidence upon ‘tree tapping’.

o

If masked owls are found to be present on site, clearance must be postponed and
the appropriate advice, exclusions (generally 100m) and permits sought from
DPIPWE prior to proceeding.

o

The pre-clearance survey should be done at least 3 months prior to construction in
order to allow for completion of the breeding cycle, should an active nests be found.

Wedge-tailed eagle
o



There are no known eagle nests on or within 1km of the mine footprint, as such
direct mitigation measures are not proposed. Noting however that eagle surveys
were undertaken in early 2015 and are generally considered valid for only 2 years.
Should clearance occur outside of this period, follow up survey may be required to
ensure no new eagles have colonised the area.

Construct fences around hazardous areas (e.g., chemical storage compounds/buildings)
to restrict the movements of fauna into those areas.
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During construction of some infrastructure (e.g., pipe lines), there is a risk that fauna may fall
into trenches, pits or excavations, if left open and unattended overnight or longer. The following
mitigation measures will help to reduce this risk:


At all sites, trenches should remain open for as short a period as necessary;



At the end of construction each day, trenches/pits/excavations should be filled in, where
practicable;



Where trenches cannot be filled in, boards, temporary fences or other preventative
measures must be placed entirely around or over an open trench, to discourage fauna
from getting close to or falling in the trench. Also, at least one end of the trench should
be gently sloped (ramped) so that fauna that fall into the trench can find their way out
without the need for assistance;



Open ends of pipe within an unattended open trench must be fully sealed at the end of
the working day to prevent animals from entering;



High-visibility fencing should be placed around open trenches, to ensure that larger fauna
(including humans) do not inadvertently fall into trenches;



Progressive backfilling of open trenches (e.g., for pipe line) is strongly encouraged so that
long sections of trenches are not open at any one time. This will minimise potential for
fauna to become trapped in a trench; and



Trenches left open overnight must be checked for the presence of fauna each morning
prior to re-commencement of construction.

For trenches, pits and excavations that are designed to remain open for extended periods or
permanently, permanent fencing will be needed around the opening to prevent fauna from
falling in.
5.1.6

Injury/Death of Fauna on Roadways (Collisions with Vehicles)

The risk of collision between vehicles and wildlife (particularly threatened species such as
Tasmanian devil and spotted-tailed quoll) on the roads poses a major potential ecological impact
for this project. The potential for collisions will occur during construction, and endure for the life
of the mine operation. The risk of collision is expected to be higher during hours of darkness
than during daylight hours.
Mitigation measures include the following:
Speed Restrictions on all Vehicles
Speed restrictions should be placed on roads during the construction and operation phases.
It is recommended that speeds on all roads within the mine site as well as Rogetta Road be
restricted to 40km/hr at all times, with the most critical periods being 1 hour before dusk until 1
hour after dawn.
From an ecological perspective it would be preferable to also restrict speed limits for mine
vehicles (particularly the haul trucks) on Upper Natone Road and Ridgley Highway, however
this route is likely less critical for devil and quoll collisions (due to vegetation types etc) and is an
established public road therefore limiting truck speeds may be impractical and possibly also
pose a safety risk.
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Volume of Traffic


Ideally, a haulage schedule would allow the volume of traffic to be reduced or even
eliminated at night, when the risk to wildlife is greatest. It is acknowledged that this is
unlikely to be feasible for the operational requirements; and



A company policy of actively encouraging carpooling should be adopted to minimise the
number of mine staff vehicular movements per day.

Road Design
The construction or upgrade of roads should include the following:


A wide, straight alignment where possible, rather than a narrow and winding alignment.
This gives drivers more opportunity to detect and avoid wildlife. Speed restrictions and
driver awareness training should be implemented, however, because wider, straighter
roads tend to encourage higher speeds, which increase the risks for wildlife.



Maintenance of well-slashed margins along the roads to limit fauna along the edges and
to maximise their early detection by drivers.



The road surface should be pale or coloured, not black. A pale surface will make dark
coloured fauna (e.g., Tasmanian devil, Bennett’s wallaby, Tasmanian pademelon,
wombat) easier to see at night.



Signage should be used to inform drivers of the wildlife risk, and to clearly mark wildlife
priority areas where fauna are most likely to cross the road. Identifying wildlife priority
areas may occur over time, as wildlife behavioural patterns are noted and location of
roadkill is mapped.



Wildlife signage may be required also along the Ridgley Highway approximately 2 km
north of the intersection with Upper Natone Road. At this point, there is a potential
wildlife corridor where the forestry plots converge on the highway.



Signage should be used at all waterways, which are natural movement corridors for many
fauna.



Rumble strips in areas of high risk for roadkill can be used to alert wildlife to approaching
vehicles.



Shudder strips across the road can be used to alert drivers to sections of road that are
particularly hazardous for wildlife (e.g., waterways).



Clearly marked speed humps can be used to alert drivers to sections of road that are
particularly hazardous to wildlife.

Section 5.4.1 outlines recommended fauna road kill monitoring pre-construction through to
operation. It is noted that this monitoring will assist in identifying possible fauna roadkill hot
spots and therefore targeting design based mitigation measures appropriately.
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Time of Day


Of the three haulage alternatives, 12-hour summer and 8-hour winter vehicle movement
(seasonally adjusted daytime movement) is by far preferable from the perspective of risk
to wildlife. This should be adopted if feasible. It is acknowledged, however, that this
haulage alternative may reduce efficiency in other areas of the mine operation, may not
be economically feasible for the duration of the mine operation, and poses an increase in
truck numbers during the daylight hours which may have negative safety and social
impacts.



If the seasonally adjusted daytime traffic alternative is not feasible for operations, then the
12-hour vehicle movement (daytime only) is the next best option from a wildlife risk point
of view, but it brings higher risk.



If neither of the restricted-hour alternatives is feasible for operations, then 24-hour vehicle
movement is the only option. This option brings the highest risk to wildlife, so all other
mitigation measures that may reduce risk to wildlife should be considered also.

Driver Awareness


Induction should be provided to all drivers new to the project (e.g., maintenance subcontractors) to inform them of the wildlife risk (particularly Tasmanian devil and spottedtailed quoll) associated with vehicle movements within the mine site and to/from Burnie.

Monitoring and Adaptive Management


Remove carrion/roadkill from all roads, to discourage fauna from foraging on or near
roads and to reduce the risk of vehicle/fauna collision. The road should be checked for
carcasses daily and any carcasses should be removed from site or buried, as
appropriate. Carcass dumping in the mine site area may artificially increase the numbers
of devils or quolls that use the area, and should be avoided.



The mitigation measures identified above are expected to reduce the risk, but not
eliminate it entirely. Monitoring of road-killed fauna will be required along all roads (i.e.,
within the mine site and along the haul route) to measure the impact, and adaptive
management of driver behaviour and road conditions and restrictions may be required if
unacceptable impacts to fauna are identified. This monitoring will need to commence prior
to construction to establish a baseline from which to measure change (refer 5.4.1).

5.1.7

Introduction or Spread of Weeds, Pests and Pathogens (Including
Phytophthora cinnamomi)

Weeds, pathogens and pest animal species are known to occur within the study area.
However, efforts will still be needed to reduce the chance of introducing new weeds, pathogens
or pest animals into the study area, and to reduce the chance of spreading existing weeds,
pathogens and pest animals into currently unaffected areas.
The following mitigation measures will be required to reduce the threat posed by weeds,
pathogens and pest animals:
General


A Weed and Hygiene Management Plan will be required to provide a framework for
assessing, monitoring, managing, reducing and reporting on the distribution and impact of
non-native taxa within the study area. As necessary, the plan will identify procedures for
wash down of equipment before entering parts of the site in order to avoid the
introduction or spread of weeds, pests and diseases. Other aspects that will be included
in the plan are addressed below.
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Weeds


Ulex europaeus (gorse), Rubus fruticosus aggregate (blackberry), and Genista
monspessulana (montpellier broom) occur on site and are declared weeds under the
Tasmanian Weed Management Act 1999 and a Weed of National Significance (WONS).
All individuals of gorse within the main mine site must be eradicated (noting that neither of
the other declared weeds found were within the main mine site, but rather as part of large
infestations on external roadways);



Weeds should be controlled in accordance with the DPIPWE weed control fact sheets.
Any declared weeds that establish during or as a result of construction, must be
eradicated as a matter of priority; and



Areas that are disturbed and used on a temporary basis (e.g., access tracks for
construction which are no longer required) should be rehabilitated progressively to limit
the opportunity for weed establishment.

Pathogens


Hygiene management for pathogens and diseases must be incorporated into the Weed
and Hygiene Management Plan to reduce the transfer of disease-causing pathogens;



There is no proposal to bring topsoil onto the site and all topsoil stripped from the working
areas will be stockpiled at the waste rock dump site and tailings storage facility for
subsequent use in rehabilitation;



All earth-moving machinery and equipment brought to the site or leaving the site should
be managed to control the spread of Phytophthora cinnamomi by adhering to the
Tasmanian Washdown Guidelines for Weed and Disease Control: Machinery Vehicles
and Equipment, Edition 1 (as outlined in the Weed and Hygiene Management Plan, GHD
2015).



The Amphibian Chytrid Fungus (Batrachochytrium dendrobatidis) is widespread globally
and it occurs in a wide range of wetland/waterway habitat types and environmental
conditions. It may or may not occur in frogs and wetland habitats within the study area.
Until known, its absence should be presumed, and efforts must be taken not to introduce
the fungus into the study area. Further detail on managing the spread of this fungus will
be provided in the Weed and Hygiene Management Plan.

Pest Animals


All populations of pest animals detected by any means on site should be managed with a
view to eradication. In particular, this includes the following species that are known to
have adverse impacts on native fauna: European rabbit (Oryctolagus cuniculus), cat
(Felis catus), Red fox (Vulpes vulpes) and Black rat (Rattus rattus). This is likely to
require the specialist use of baits, traps, and surveillance equipment (cameras), so will
likely need to be done by a pest-eradication specialist.



The study area should be kept free of litter and waste that may attract rats (which in turn
are likely to attract cats and foxes).



All sightings of pest animals, particularly predatory animals such as cats, foxes and wild
dogs, must be reported to the party responsible for pest animal control so that appropriate
control measures can be implemented without delay (within 24 hours). This includes
sightings by staff and haul truck operators on the mine site, and between the mine site
and Ridgley Highway.



Any sightings of the Red fox (Vulpes vulpes) should be reported to DPIPWE within 24hrs.
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5.1.8

Impacts of Dust from Construction and Operational Activities

Dust is not expected to be a major contributor to fauna impacts for this project. However, the
damaging effects of dust are documented for mine sites in other parts of Australia (generally
drier areas), and there is the potential for dust to have an ecological impact here. The following
mitigation measures will help to reduce the likelihood of this occurring:


As much as practicable, disturbed areas should be progressively rehabilitated and
revegetated;



Speed limits imposed and enforced on unsealed roads will help to keep dust levels down;



Dust suppression using watering of unsealed roads may be required during prolonged dry
spells;



Vehicles carrying spoil and excavated machinery should be covered where necessary
(e.g., during prolonged dry periods); and



Vehicles should be washed down regularly during prolonged dry periods. Vehicle
washdown should be in appropriately bunded areas;

5.1.9

Sediment Deposition from Disturbed Areas into Waterways/Wetlands;
and

5.1.10 Erosion in Waterways/Wetlands Downstream of Areas of Disturbance;
Mitigation of impacts in and near waterways is addressed in the aquatic ecology report (GHD
2015). The main risks to riparian habitat and waterways/wetlands are sediments washing into
wetlands and waterways and erosion of waterways following ground disturbance of removal of
vegetation. To limit impacts in wetlands/waterways, the following general mitigation measures
should be adopted as a matter of course:


Construction within the vicinity of wetlands, waterways and drainage lines should be done
in accordance with an approved CEMP;



Wetlands/waterways downstream of any construction area should be adequately
protected by silt traps and sediment fences;



The construction zone through any wetland/waterway should be kept as small or narrow
as practicable;



Excavations within or through wetlands/waterways to remain open for the minimum
necessary duration; and



Excavated spoil will be stored away from the waterway channels and wetlands, and
secured by silt fences and/or geotextile matting if left for a period of more than 12 hours.
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5.1.11 Accidental Spills
Spills of oils, chemicals, fuels, lubricants and other substances could have a detrimental
ecological impact if allowed to enter a wetland or waterway. Mitigation of impacts in and near
waterways is addressed in more detail in the aquatic ecology report (GHD 2015), but the
following general mitigation measures should be adopted as a matter of course to reduce the
risk to ecology:


Construction within the vicinity of wetlands, waterways and drainage lines should be done
in accordance with an approved CEMP. Keep construction and disturbance activities at
least 50 metres from any watercourse/wetland, where possible;



Fuel storage and re-fuelling of vehicles must be done in above-ground bunded areas;



Chemical storage must be in above-ground bunded areas;



Wetlands/waterways downstream of any construction area should be adequately
protected by silt traps and sediment fences, which will help to limit the extent of a spill that
occurs; and



Spills must be cleaned up immediately.

5.1.12 Injury or Death of Fauna from Exposure to the Tailings Storage
Facility
The Tailings Storage Facility is expected to be relatively free of contaminants, but there is a
small chance of it containing substances that are toxic to fauna. The appearance of this
‘habitat’ is likely to attract some fauna (e.g., to bathe, swim, drink). The following measures
should be adopted to reduce the potential impact of poisoning:


All water management and mitigation measures outlined in associated reports for this
project must be applied to ensure that the water quality within and discharged from the
TSF remains suitable for native fauna exposure;



The Tailings Storage Facility should be monitored at regular intervals (e.g., threemonthly) for signs of dead or ill animals at the edge of the water; and



Adaptive management controls should be implemented if monitoring shows the death
rates of fauna to be unacceptably high or to place an unacceptable risk on any population
of threatened fauna species.

5.1.13 Noise/Vibrations
Fauna in the area are likely to be deterred by some sounds and habituate to others. Not all
fauna will respond to all sounds in the same way. The following mitigation measures may help
to reduce the impacts of noise/vibration on wildlife:


Construction or mining sites where loud irregular and/or infrequent noises or vibrations
(e.g., blasting) occur should be fenced or have an appropriate habitat-free buffer to keep
fauna away from the impact (just as humans would be kept away);



At those sites, a series of smaller and possibly escalating noises could be made prior to
the loud noise/vibration (e.g., from blasting) in an attempt to deter fauna from the
immediate area for the time of the noise/vibration; and



Loud noises may be beneficial if used selectively at some sites in an effort to deter fauna
intentionally (e.g., bird-deterring noises at the Tailings Storage Facility, or shudder strips
along Rogetta Road and Upper Natone Road to alert fauna to approaching vehicles).

GHD | Report for Forward Mining Ltd – Rogetta Project, 32/17262 | 107

5.1.14 Rehabilitation of Disturbed Areas Following Cessation of Mine Site
Operation
The duration of the impact of habitat loss, fragmentation and disturbance will be reduced if
impacted areas are rehabilitated as soon as practicable after operations have ceased. It is
understood that rehabilitation efforts at disturbed areas for this project will be extensive following
the 10-year life of the mine site. It is acknowledged that not all areas will be appropriate for
rehabilitation.
Rehabilitation and habitat restoration works should include:


Rehabilitation of as much of the disturbed area as possible. This will include areas used
for site offices, other buildings, pipelines and specially created roads;



Rehabilitating disturbed areas as soon as practicable after operations in those areas
cease. This will help to preserve the integrity of habitats across the general area by
lessening the impact of fragmentation. Areas that are disturbed and used on a temporary
basis (e.g., pipeline alignments or access tracks for construction which are no longer
required) should be rehabilitated progressively to limit the opportunity for weed
establishment;



Rehabilitation of disturbed areas using plant species of the locally indigenous vegetation
communities, even if the existing vegetation was degraded and weedy. This will maintain
or improve the quality and value of these areas for flora and fauna. Only local native
species, including groundcovers, should be used for revegetation;



Where practicable, stockpiling and re-use of topsoil removed from areas that are to be
rehabilitated. This will help to facilitate natural regeneration of native vegetation where
appropriate;



Appropriate treatment of all Declared Weeds and Weeds of National Significance
(WONS); and



Implementation of a weed control program for the life of the project and for at least five
years after mining operations cease (refer to the Weed and Hygiene Management Plan,
GHD 2015).

5.2

Residual Effects

Mitigation actions will be implemented to reduce impacts as far as possible. This section
provides an account of two adverse effects on fauna that are unavoidable, even with the
implementation of mitigation, and that have the potential to be ecologically significant.
5.2.1

Loss of Habitat for Threatened Fauna Species

The project will result in the loss of large areas of habitat that supports threatened fauna species
such as Tasmanian devil, spotted-tailed quoll, masked owl (Tasmanian) and wedge-tailed eagle
(Tasmanian). The ecological impact of habitat loss is likely to be lessened by the following:


Habitat loss occurs across a group of smaller sites rather than from one single area.
Thus, the project is unlikely to result in the complete removal of any species from the
area. All of the threatened species considered in this report are considered likely to
continue to occupy the study area during and after the mining operation.



While the entire area undoubtedly provides foraging habitat for the Tasmanian devil and
spotted-tailed quoll, very little of the study area is considered to provide high quality
denning habitat. Thus, habitat loss is not expected to have a major impact on
reproduction or population success by either species.
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Only small areas of potential nesting sites for masked owl and wedge-tailed eagle will be
cleared. Most of the higher quality potential nesting area in the vicinity of the study area
will not be impacted. This, coupled with very small numbers of birds observed and
apparently occupying the area, suggests that habitat loss will have no more than a minor
impact on reproduction and population success for either species.

For all threatened species, the residual effect of habitat loss is considered unlikely to be
ecologically significant. With strict mitigation, habitat loss impacts are expected to operate at a
local scale only (i.e., affecting small numbers of individuals), and not at a population scale (i.e.,
not causing long-term or widespread impacts that affect the persistence of a population in an
area).
That said, on-going annual monitoring of Tasmanian devil and spotted-tailed quoll populations
across the study area (through the use of motion-sensing surveillance cameras) is
recommended, in an effort to measure the extent and severity of impacts that result from mining
operations. The aim of such monitoring will be to understand population dynamics across the
local area, by determining the persistence of known individuals and the arrival of new
individuals.
5.2.2

Injury or Death of Threatened Fauna through Collision with Vehicles

Mitigation measures are expected to reduce the impacts of roadkill considerably. However,
DPIPWE guidelines for the Tasmanian devil suggest that a 10% (or greater) increase in deaths
resulting from traffic collisions would constitute a significant impact on the local devil population.
Given that the predicted traffic volume increases are in excess of 10%, the increased risk to
devils, and presumably other fauna, is likely to be correspondingly high and potentially
ecologically significant, even with mitigation. This is mitigated to some degree (but not entirely)
by the overall short duration of the project (8 years in total, with only 5 years of that at full
capacity).
Without baseline information on existing rates of fauna roadkill in the vicinity of the mine site and
along the haul route, it will be impossible to quantify changes in roadkill rates that result from the
project. Thus, one of the main recommendations stemming from this report is to commence
roadkill assessments as soon as possible, and to then continue those assessments as the
mining operations ensue. Results of such assessments will determine whether or not mitigation
efforts adequately reduce the incidence of roadkill such that the residual impact is nonsignificant according to DPIPWE guidelines.
If roadkill assessments determine that the incidence of roadkill is significant and unsustainably
high, then additional mitigation measures may need to be implemented (e.g., additional speed
limitations, or shifting from 24-hour vehicle movements to daylight-only vehicle movements, if
roadkill incidents are predominantly at night).

5.3

Offsets

According to the Project Specific Guidelines (EPA 2013), this assessment must consider
compensatory measures to offset residual significant impacts, where adverse impacts to MNES
are likely to occur as a result of the project, despite the application of mitigation measures.
The one potentially significant residual impact identified in this assessment (Injury or death of
threatened fauna through collision with vehicles) cannot be quantified at this stage, and it is
possible that mitigation efforts will reduce the risk such that the impact ends up being nonsignificant. Thus, no offsets are proposed here for expected residual impacts on EPBCA-listed
items.
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5.4

Monitoring of Effects, Review, and Adaptive Management

Ongoing monitoring will be required for some aspects of this project to achieve the following:


Compliance with performance requirements;



Assessment of effectiveness of performance requirements in achieving environmental
quality objectives;



Assessment of extent to which predictions of environmental effects in the DPEMP have
eventuated; and



Assessment of compliance with commitments made in DPEMP.

Four aspects require monitoring; these are outlined below.
5.4.1

Monitoring of Road-Killed Fauna

The mitigation measures identified in this report are expected to reduce the incidence of vehiclewildlife collisions, but are unlikely to eliminate it entirely. Therefore, monitoring of road-killed
fauna will be required to determine the significance of this impact, and to inform adaptive
management requirements.
Monitoring of road-killed fauna will be required along all roads (i.e., within the mine site and
along the haul route) to measure the impact. This monitoring will need to commence prior to
construction to establish baseline data from which to measure change. DPIPWE guidelines for
the Tasmanian devil suggest that a ≥10% increase in collisions is likely to be considered
significant. Monitoring of roadkill will need to be done by a qualified ecologist (or someone
suitably trained in all aspects of the monitoring program, including species identification).
Monitoring of roads for carcasses should be considered as follows:


Prior to commencement of construction daily monitoring over a 7 day period to be
conducted once every two months for a minimum of 6 months, along the haulage route
(Rogetta Road, Upper Natone Road and the Ridgley highway).



During construction and operation of the mine daily road kill monitoring to be undertaken
by mine staff properly trained in road kill survey and species identification.

During each monitoring event, the road surface and shoulders (both sides) should be checked
for carcasses. Carcasses/roadkill will be removed to discourage fauna from foraging on or near
roads and to reduce the risk of vehicle/fauna collision. Carcasses detected should be removed
at least 50m from the road edge. A permit is required from DPIPWE for carcass removal.
Species and numbers involved in collisions will be recorded. With time, it may become evident
which species are most at risk, and it may be possible to adaptively manage the risk through
additional mitigation (e.g., restricted traffic movements at night, if nocturnal threatened species
are most at risk).
Location of carcasses will be recorded with GPS. With time, it may become evident that there
are road-kill ‘hotspots’ where additional mitigation (e.g., reduced speed limits) can be added
specifically (rather than along all roads).
In addition to targeted road-kill monitoring, all staff involved in collisions or near-misses with
threatened wildlife should report the incidents to be added to a road-kill register. Information
required will be location, time of day/night and species (where possible).
Time of day of collision will be recorded in an effort to identify periods that may be particularly
risky for wildlife. This will inform adaptive management directly (e.g., reducing traffic at night
may be an appropriate additional mitigation measure that successfully reduces collision
incidence to acceptable levels).
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The road-kill register will be submitted to DPIPWE at regular intervals (e.g., every three
months). If vehicle collisions involving threatened species (particularly Tasmanian devil and
spotted-tailed quoll) are deemed by DPIPWE to be too high, then adaptive management may be
necessary (e.g., additional speed restrictions, driver training, road and shoulder
design/specifications).
In addition to targeted road-kill monitoring, and reporting of collisions or near-misses, all
sightings of pest animals (particularly predatory animals such as cats, foxes and wild dogs) by
staff and contractors driving the mine site roads east of the Ridgley Highway, should be
reported as soon as possible (i.e., within 24 hours). Signs along the roads could be used to
inform drivers of who to call in the event of a sighting. All sightings of foxes should be reported
to DPIPWE (via Rogetta staff) within 24 hours, so that pest-animal control measures can be
implemented immediately.
5.4.2

Monitoring of Tasmanian Devil and Spotted-Tailed Quoll Populations

To accompany the road-kill monitoring, devil and quoll populations should be monitored across
the mine site study area using motion-sensing surveillance cameras. This will help to determine
the project’s impact (through loss of habitat and ongoing population pressure from collisions
with vehicles) at a population level (i.e., whether there a detectable change in abundance or
distribution). The aim of the monitoring will be to detect and identify (through pelage markings)
individual animals, as far as possible. Camera monitoring will also help to keep track of nonnative predators (cats and foxes).
During the period that maximises the detection probabilities of Tasmanian devils and spottedtailed quolls, cameras would be deployed annually in suitable habitats across the mine site. For
each monitoring event, twenty cameras should be deployed for a period of at least 28 days. In
accordance with DPIPWE guidelines, cameras will not be baited, but will be placed in locations
that are expected to detect fauna (e.g., looking along tracks). Camera stations will be selected
with regard to the mine site footprint (i.e., some cameras near impacted areas and some
cameras well away from impacted areas), and the same stations will be used for each year of
monitoring to provide some level of consistency. Monitoring will be needed before construction
of the mine to provide comparative baseline information.
All detections of non-native predatory animals (cats, foxes and wild dogs) will be reported to
DPIPWE so that appropriate control measures can be implemented, as required.
5.4.3

Weed Monitoring

Weed diversity and abundance will need to be monitored, to make sure noxious weeds are not
introduced or spread. Weed management will be required wherever new weed outbreaks are
detected. Weed monitoring is addressed in the Weed and Hygiene Management Plan (GHD
2015).
5.4.4

Monitoring of Rehabilitated Areas

Rehabilitated areas will need to be monitored every three months for the first year (after
completion of rehabilitation at that location), then annually after that, to ensure the
establishment of appropriate vegetation species and species composition, and to determine
where weed management is most required.
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5.5

Ecological Permits and Approvals

The project is being assessed by Burnie City Council, the Tasmanian Environment Protection
Authority (EPA) and Commonwealth Department of the Environment (DoE) as a Level 2C
project under the Environmental Management and Pollution Control Act 1994, Land Use
Planning and Approvals Act 1993 and Environment Protection Biodiversity Conservation Act
1999 through the bilateral agreement between Tasmania and the Commonwealth. This
assessment process addresses a broad spectrum of ecological assessment and associated
approvals.
In addition to the above mentioned assessment process, if the project has direct impacts upon
threatened flora or protected wildlife a Permit to Take under the Threatened Species Protection
Act 1995 may also be required. There have been no threatened flora identified within the project
footprint therefore permits for threatened flora are not expected. As there have been no active
dens or nests for threatened species found within the project footprint and breeding season
exclusion/pre-clearance surveys are proposed for all known threatened species, separate
permits for fauna are also not expected. This conclusion will need to be confirmed by the
Tasmanian DPIPWE.
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6.

Summary and Conclusions
Targeted and focussed ecological assessments spanning a period of more than two years have
rendered a relatively comprehensive evaluation of the ecological characteristics that occur
within the study area, and the potential ecological impacts that may occur as a result of the
project. A summary of the findings and their significance is provided below.

6.1

Summary of Findings

6.1.1

Native Vegetation and Vegetation Communities

Twelve native vegetation communities (none listed as threatened) and five agricultural, urban or
exotic communities were identified and mapped within the study area and along the road and
power line routes.
None of the vegetation communities is listed as threatened in Tasmania. However, one
community (GPL), which was recorded in two small patches immediately adjacent to the
preferred power line route near the Ridgley Highway, potentially matches the criteria of the
nationally threatened ecological community Lowland native grasslands of Tasmania (DEWHA
2010), which is listed as Critically Endangered under the EPBCA.
Of the total impacted area approximately 63 ha (23%) is already disturbed or degraded land.
The current siting arrangement will result in the loss of up to 209 hectares of native vegetation
communities. Nearly all of this constitutes common and widespread vegetation communities.
The resulting impact on vegetation communities is not expected to be ecologically important.
6.1.2

Threatened Flora Species

No threatened plant species were found in the assessed area during the field surveys.
The location with the greatest potential for supporting threatened flora is an area of roadside
native grassland (GPL), which lies outside the study area but adjacent to the preferred power
line route along the Ridgley Highway. This grassland should be avoided.
The impacts on threatened flora as a result of this project are expected to be negligible.
6.1.3

Threatened and Migratory Fauna Species

Five species of conservation significance were confirmed to occur within the study area. These
include two EPBCA listed mammals, two EPBCA listed birds and one bird listed as Migratory
under the EPBCA:


Tasmanian devil (Sarcophilus harrisii);



Spotted-tailed quoll (Dasyurus maculatus subsp. maculatus);



Wedge-tailed eagle (Aquila audax subsp. fleayi);



Tasmanian masked owl (Tyto novaehollandiae subsp. castanops); and



Satin flycatcher (Myiagra cyanoleuca) (EPBCA Migratory).

Tasmanian devil (Sarcophilus harrisii):
The Tasmanian devil appears to be relatively common and widespread across the study area,
with an estimated 20 individuals recorded during camera surveys on the basis of specific pelage
markings. Some devils are likely to be resident in the study area, others may be transient
visitors. There is evidence here that individual devils roam widely across the study area. Most
sightings (by cameras) of devils were at night.
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General foraging habitat for this species occurs across nearly all of the study area, particularly
around the mine site where remnant vegetation persists. Some parts of the study area have the
potential to provide denning habitat. However, much of the study area is poorly-drained and
denning potential is considered marginal at best.
No evidence of breeding by Tasmanian devil was detected, but this does not mean that the
species does not breed within the site.
Four of the 20 devils recorded during the targeted fauna surveys (cameras) exhibited signs of
infection of Devil Facial Tumour Disease.
Actual impacts on this species will be highly dependent on the effectiveness of mitigation efforts.
Spotted-tailed quoll (Dasyurus maculatus subsp. maculatus):
The spotted-tailed quoll appears to be widespread across the study area, but in smaller
numbers than the Tasmanian devil. At least five individuals were recorded during camera
surveys on the basis of specific pelage markings. Most sightings (by cameras) of quolls were
during daylight hours. There were numerous 24-hour period where no quolls were detected.
As for the Tasmanian devil, general foraging habitat for this species occurs across nearly all of
the study area, particularly around the mine site where remnant vegetation persists. Some
parts of the study area have the potential to provide denning habitat. However, much of the
study area is poorly-drained and denning potential is considered marginal at best.
No evidence of breeding by spotted-tailed quolls was detected, but this does not mean that the
species does not breed within the site.
Actual impacts on this species will be highly dependent on the effectiveness of mitigation efforts.
Wedge-tailed eagle (Tasmanian) (Aquila audax subsp. fleayi)
Small numbers of this species were observed during each visit to the site, which suggests that
the site is part of the normal foraging range of one or more birds/pairs. No nests were observed
during any of the field assessments, but a nest has been previously recorded approximately 3.5
km east of the study area. Some parts of the study area provide potentially suitable nesting
habitat.
Tasmanian masked owl (Tyto novaehollandiae subsp. Castanops)
Masked owls responded to call playback surveys on two occasions, both on the same evening
(surveys were conducted on seven different nights). These responses may have been made by
two individuals or by the same individual.
There are numerous old-growth, hollow-bearing trees within parts of the study area that
contained suitable nesting hollows for this species, however no confirmed nests were found
during the survey.
Satin flycatcher (Myiagra cyanoleuca)
This Migratory species is likely to be a common breeding visitor to the study area each summer.
The study site occurs just west of where this species is thought to be most widespread in
Tasmania. Habitat provided by the forest communities on site is likely to be ideal. That said, this
species is relatively common, and does not exhibit sufficiently strong habitat specificity that
would see it impacted greatly by this project.

114 | GHD | Report for Forward Mining Ltd – Rogetta Project, 32/17262

6.1.4

Weeds, Pests and Pathogens

Three of the species recorded within the study area are listed as declared weeds under the
Tasmanian Weed Management Act 1999. These are:


Ulex europaeus (gorse);



Rubus fruticosus aggregate (blackberry); and



Genista monspessulana (montpellier broom).

These weeds were recorded as primarily minor infestations at various locations throughout the
main study area, but as significant and widespread infestations along Rogetta Road, Upper
Natone Road and to a lesser extent along all three of the power line route options.
In terms of ecologically significant pest animals, the European rabbit (Oryctolagus cuniculus)
was observed throughout the study area and the cat (Felis catus) was recorded during camera
surveys. No signs of feral goats (Capra hircus), fallow deer (Dama dama) or red fox (Vulpes
vulpes) were found.
One area (the main quarry site) within the study area assessed in 2012 appeared to exhibit
symptoms of Phytophthora cinnamomi infestation, however follow up laboratory sampling of
soils from this site found no evidence of phytophthora species.

6.2

Summary of Key Ecological Impacts Expected

Vegetation Communities Potentially Affected
The project has the potential to impact upon small patches of a vegetation community that may
satisfy the criteria to be listed as Lowland Native Grasslands of Tasmania, which is Critically
Endangered under the EPBCA. These small patches are adjacent to the preferred power line
route and should be avoided (e.g., by restricting pole locations to the weedy areas within the
road reserve).
Loss of Habitat for Threatened Fauna Species
One of the major impacts on all fauna, including threatened species, will be from the removal of
habitat, particularly remnant native vegetation. Threatened fauna species that will be most
impacted by removal of habitat from the study area are Tasmanian devil and spotted-tailed
quoll, and to a lesser extent wedge-tailed eagle (Tasmanian) and masked owl (Tasmanian).
These species are known to occur on site, and are likely to depend on habitats represented at
the site. Consequently, their success in the area may be impacted by loss of habitat.
Injury or Death of Threatened Fauna through Collision with Vehicles
Collisions between vehicles and wildlife pose one of the greatest potential ecological impacts
likely to arise from this project. The potential for wildlife/vehicle collisions will endure for the life
of the mine operation. Threatened species most at risk are likely to be Tasmanian devil and
spotted-tailed quoll.
A range of factors contribute to the risk of collisions between wildlife and vehicles, including:
vehicle speed, volume of traffic, road design, time of day, habitat type and fauna distribution,
animal abundance and behaviour. Factors are likely to act synergistically to compound the risk.
Actual impacts from this threat will be highly dependent on the effectiveness of mitigation
efforts.
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6.3

Summary of Recommended Mitigation

Nearly all of the potential ecological impacts can be reduced greatly through the implementation
of effective mitigation measures. Mitigation measures are outlined in section 5.1.1 through to
section 5.1.14. These will need to be implemented in full if the project is to minimise its potential
for ecological impacts.

6.4

Summary of Residual Effects

Mitigation actions will be implemented to reduce impacts as far as possible. Even with
mitigation the two key adverse effects which are unavoidable and that have the potential to be
ecologically significant are loss of threatened fauna habitat and fauna road kill.
The project will result in the loss of large areas of habitat that support threatened fauna species
such as Tasmanian devil, spotted-tailed quoll, masked owl (Tasmanian) and wedge-tailed eagle
(Tasmanian). However, with the proposed mitigation measures in place the residual effect of
habitat loss is considered unlikely to be ecologically significant for the threatened fauna
identified. With strict mitigation, habitat loss impacts are expected to operate at a local and not
population scale. That being said, ongoing monitoring of Tasmanian devil and spotted-tailed
quoll populations across the study area is recommended, in an effort to measure the extent and
severity of impacts that result from mining operations.
Mitigation measures are expected to reduce the impacts of roadkill considerably, however
without baseline information on existing rates of fauna roadkill in the area, it is impossible to
quantify changes in roadkill rates as a result of the project. Thus roadkill mitigation measures
proposed in this report are critical, as is pre-construction and operational fauna roadkill
monitoring. Results of such assessments will determine whether or not mitigation efforts
adequately reduce the incidence of roadkill such that the residual impact is non-significant. If
roadkill assessments determine that the incidence of roadkill is significant and unsustainably
high, then additional mitigation measures may need to be implemented either broadly or at
identified fauna roadkill hot spots.

6.5

Summary of Monitoring and Adaptive Management of
Impacts

The actual impacts that result from this project will be highly dependent on the effectiveness of
mitigation efforts and the ability for impact management to remain responsive and flexible. As
outlined in section 5.4, monitoring of a range of ecological attributes will be essential to inform
impact management and allow impacts to be managed effectively and promptly. In particular
ongoing monitoring is recommended for fauna road kill, Tasmanian devil and spotted tailed quoll
populations on the mine site, weeds/pathogens/pests and rehabilitation success.
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Appendices

Appendix A - Flora List
Job Number

321652606 and 321726215

Project

Rogetta Project – Botanical Survey & Fauna Assessment

Client

Forward Mining Limited

Site

Rogetta Project, Hampshire

Area

1228 ha

Grid Reference

Midpoint of the study area at approximately GDA94, 402646E-5424234N

Surveyed By

John Davies, Senior Botanist GHD Hobart / independent consultant;
Anneka Ferguson, Ecologist GHD Melbourne / Hobart.
th

th

st

th

Dates of Survey

25 – 29 July 2012 and 1 – 4 December 2014;

Plant Collection
Permit No.

TFL 12117
Expiry date: 31 May 2013; and

Exemption to collect, store and
transport declared weeds applies from:
01/01/12 to 31/12/12

TFL 14125

Flora collection permit.

st

th

Expiry date: 30 May 2015
Key:
r
v
e
VU
EN
CR
i
P
D

STATE LEGISLATION
rare – Tasmanian TSPA
vulnerable – Tasmanian TSPA
endangered – Tasmanian TSPA
COMMONWEALTH LEGISLATION
vulnerable – Commonwealth EPBCA
endangered – Commonwealth EPBCA
critically endangered – Commonwealth EPBCA
Introduced Species
introduced
planted
declared weed – Tasmanian Weed Management Act 1999

Vascular Flora Recorded Within the Study Area
Status

Species Name

Common Name

Indigenous Species
Acacia dealbata subsp. dealbata

silver wattle

Acacia melanoxylon

blackwood

Acacia mucronata

caterpillar wattle

Acaena novae-zelandiae

common buzzy

Amperea xiphoclada

broom spurge

Anodopetalum biglandulosum

horizontal

Anopterus glandulosus

native laurel

Aotus ericoides

golden pea

Argentipallium dealbatum

white everlasting

Aristotelia pedunculatus

heartberry

Atherosperma moschatum

sassafras

Australopyrum pectinatum

prickly wheatgrass

Baloskion australe

southern cordrush

Baloskion tetraphyllum

tassel cordrush

Banksia marginata

silver banksia

Bauera rubioides

wiry bauera

Status

Species Name

Common Name

Billardiera longiflora

purple appleberry

Blechnum nudum

fishbone waterfern

Blechnum penna-marina subsp. alpina

alpine waterfern

Blechnum wattsii

hard waterfern

Caladenia alpina

alpine finger-orchid

Calorophus elongatus

long roperush

Carex appressa

tall sedge

Cassinia aculeata

dollybush

Cenarrhenes nitida

native plum

Centella cordifolia

swampwort

Centrolepis monogyna ssp. monogyna

western cushion bristlewort

Chiloglottis cornuta

green bird-orchid

Chiloglottis grammata

bird-orchid species

Clematis aristata

mountain clematis

Comesperma retusum

mountain milkwort

Comesperma volubile

blue lovecreeper

Coprosma quadrifida

native currant

Cotula alpina

alpine buttons

Daviesia ulicifolia

spiky bitterpea

Deyeuxia monticola

mountain bentgrass

Dianella tasmanica

forest flaxlily

Dicksonia antarctica

soft treefern

Drosera binata

forked sundew

Drosera peltata subsp. auriculata

tall sundew

Drosera pygmaea

dwarf sundew

Drymophila cyanocarpa

turquoise berry

Echinopogon ovatus

hedgehog grass

Empodisma minus

spreading roperush

Eurychorda complanata

flat cordrush

Epacris gunnii

coral heath

Epacris impressa

common heath

Epacris lanuginosa

swamp heath

Epilobium sp.

willowherb species

Eucalyptus delegatensis subsp.
tasmaniensis
Eucalyptus nitida

gumtopped stringybark

Eucalyptus obliqua

stringybark

Euchiton collinus

common cottonleaf

Euchiton involucratus

star cottonleaf

Gahnia grandis

cutting grass

Galium binifolium subsp. conforme

bedstraw species

Gastrodia procera

tall potato-orchid

Gaultheria hispida

copperleaf snowberry

Geranium potentilloides var. potentilloides

mountain cranesbill

Gleichenia alpina

alpine coralfern

Gleichenia dicarpa

pouched coralfern

Gleichenia microphylla

scrambling coralfern

Gonocarpus micranthus subsp. micranthus

creeping raspwort

Gonocarpus teucrioides

forest raspwort

Goodenia ovata

hop native-primrose

Grammitis billardierei

common fingerfern

western peppermint

Status

Species Name

Common Name

Grammitis magellanica

beech fingerfern

Gratiola nana

matted brooklime

Gymnoschoenus sphaerocephalus

buttongrass

Hakea microcarpa

smallfruit needlebush

Hibbertia procumbens

spreading guineaflower

Hibbertia prostrata

prostrate guineaflower

Histiopteris incisa

batswing fern

Hydrocotyle hirta

hairy pennywort

Hydrocotyle sibthorpioides

shining pennywort

Hymenophyllum australe

southern filmyfern

Hymenophyllum flabellatum

shiny filmyfern

Hymenophyllum peltatum

alpine filmyfern

Hymenophyllum rarum

narrow filmyfern

Hypericum gramineum

small st johns-wort

Hypericum japonicum

matted St Johns-wort

Hypolepis rugulosa

ruddy groundfern

Isolepis sp.

clubsedge species

Isolepis subtilissima

dwarf clubsedge

Juncus bufonius

toad rush

Juncus planifolius

broadleaf rush

Juncus pauciflorus

looseflower rush

Juncus sp.

rush species

Lachnagrostis sp.

blowngrass species

Lagenophora stipitata

blue bottledaisy

Lepidosperma elatius

tall swordsedge

Lepidosperma filiforme

common rapiersedge

Lepidosperma laterale

variable swordsedge

Leptecophylla juniperina subsp. parvifolia

mountain pinkberry

Leptecophylla juniperina subsp. juniperina

common pinkberry

Leptomeria drupacea

erect currantbush

Leptospermum glaucescens

smoky teatree

Leptospermum lanigerum

woolly teatree

Leptospermum scoparium

common teatree

Leucopogon ericoides

pink beardheath

Libertia pulchella var. pulchella

pretty grassflag

Lilaeopsis polyantha

jointed swampstalks

Lindsaea linearis

screw fern

Liparophyllum gunnii

alpine marshwort

Lomatia tinctoria

guitarplant

Luzula flaccida

pale woodrush

Luzula sp.

woodrush species

Lycopodiella diffusa

buttongrass clubmoss

Lycopodium deuterodensum

conifer clubmoss

Melaleuca squamea

swamp honeymyrtle

Melaleuca squarrosa

scented paperbark

Melaleuca virens

prickly bottlebrush

Microlaena stipoides

weeping grass

Microlaena tasmanica

Tasmanian ricegrass

Microsorum pustulatum

kangaroo fern

Mitrasacme pilosa

hairy mitrewort

Status

Species Name

Common Name

Monotoca glauca

goldey wood

Monotoca linifolia subsp. algida

alpine nodding broomheath

Nematolepis squamea subsp. squamea

satinwood

Nothofagus cunninghamii

myrtle beech

Notelaea ligustrina

native olive

Olearia lirata

forest daisy-bush

Olearia ramulosa

twiggy daisybush

Olearia stellulata

sawleaf daisybush

Ophioglossum lusitanicum subsp. coriaceum

adders-tongue

Oxalis perennans

grassland woodsorrel

Oxylobium arborescens

tall shaggypea

Oxylobium ellipticum

golden shaggypea

Ozothamnus thyrsoideus

arching everlastingbush

Patersonia fragilis

short purpleflag

Pentachondra pumila

carpet frillyheath

Persoonia juniperina var. juniperina

prickly geebung

Phyllocladus aspleniifolius

celerytop pine

Pimelea drupacea

cherry riceflower

Pimelea linifolia

slender riceflower

Pittosporum bicolor

cheesewood

Poa labillardierei var. billardierei

silver tussock-grass

Polystichum proliferum

mother shieldfern

Pomaderris apetala subsp. apetala

common dogwood

Pomaderris elliptica

yellow dogwood

Prostanthera lasianthos var. lasianthos

christmas mintbush

Pteridium esculentum subsp. esculentum

bracken

Pterostylis dubia

bluetongue greenhood

Pterostylis foliata

slender greenhood

Pultenaea juniperina

prickly beauty

Ranunculus sp.

buttercup

Rubus gunnianus

alpine raspberry

Selaginella uliginosa

swamp spikemoss

Senecio linearifolius var. linearifolius

common fireweed groundsel

Sprengelia incarnata

pink swampheath

Stackhousia monogyna

forest candles

Sticherus urceolatus

umbrella fanfern

Stylidium gramineum

narrowleaf triggerplant

Tasmannia lanceolata

mountain pepper

Telopea truncata

Tasmanian waratah

Tetracarpaea tasmannica

delicate laurel

Tetraria capillaris

hair sedge

Thelymitra ixioides

spotted sun-orchid

Trochocarpa gunnii

fragrant purpleberry

Uncinia compacta

compact hooksedge

Urtica incisa

scrub nettle

Viola hederacea

ivyleaf violet

Viola sieberiana

tiny violet

Wahlenbergia sp.

bluebell species

Xerochrysum collierianum

quartzite everlasting

Xyris marginata

alpine yelloweye

Status

Species Name

Common Name

Xyris operculata

tall yelloweye

Xyris tasmanica

Tasmanian yelloweye

Zieria arborescens

stinkwood

Introduced Species
I

Acetosella vulgaris

sheep sorrel

I

Agrostis capillaris

browntop bent

I

Agrostis sp.

bent species

I

Aira caryophyllea

silver hairgrass

i

Anagallis arvense

scarlet pimpernel

i

Anthoxanthum odoratum

sweet vernalgrass

i

Bellis perennis

English daisy

i

Callitriche stagnalis

mud waterstarwort

i

Centaurium erythraea

common centaury

i

Cerastium glomeratum.

sticky mouse-ear

i

Cirsium vulgare

spear thistle

i

Dactylis glomerata

cocksfoot

i, P

Eucalyptus nitens

shining gum

I, D

Genista monspessulana

Montpellier broom

i

Holcus lanatus

Yorkshire fog

i

Hypochoeris radicata

rough catsear

i

Leontodon saxatilis

hairy hawkbit

i

Leucanthemum vulgare

ox-eye daisy

i

Pinus radiata

radiate pine

i

Plantago lanceolata

ribwort plantain

i

Poa annua

winter grass

i

Prunella vulgaris

selfheal

I, D

Rubus fruticosus aggregate

blackberry

i

Trifolium repens

white clover

i, D

Ulex europaeus

gorse

i

Vulpia bromoides

squirreltail fescue

Appendix B - Call Playback and Spotlighting Surveys - Details and Results
Survey Type

Species
Targeted
Tasmanian Devil
& Spotted-tailed
Quoll

Easting

Call Playback
& Spotlighting

Masked Owl

402688

5425818

Call Playback
& Spotlighting

Masked Owl

402544

Call Playback
& Spotlighting
Call Playback
& Listening

Masked Owl

402721

Call Playback
& Listening

Azure Kingfisher

403725

Call Playback
& Listening

Azure Kingfisher

403683

Spotlighting

Tasmanian Devil
& Spotted-tailed
Quoll

Call Playback
& Spotlighting

Masked Owl

refer maps
for
spotlighting
route
403559

5425652

Call Playback
& Spotlighting
Call Playback
& Spotlighting

Masked Owl

403402

Masked Owl

403293

Spotlighting

Northing

Map
Label

Date of
Survey
26/11/12

Commenced

Completed

21:30

23:45

1

26/11/12

21:45

22:15

Large bird heard
flying overhead
during survey
(unknown owl
species)

5425493

2

26/11/12

22:15

22:45

N/A

5425644

3

26/11/12

22:45

23:15

N/A

1

27/11/12

10:00

11:00

N/A

5426093

2

28/11/12

14:00

15:00

N/A

5425898

3

28/11/12

20:00

21:00

Spotted-tailed
quoll observed

28/11/12

21:00

23:30

N/A

4

28/11/12

21:15

21:45

N/A

5426040

5

28/11/12

22:00

22:30

N/A

5425762

6

28/11/12

22:30

23:00

N/A

refer maps
for
spotlighting
route

Azure Kingfisher

Threatened
Species
N/A

Other Data Collected
Observed following: Bennett's wallabies,
Tasmanian pademelons, Common
wombats, Brushtail, possum, Southern
boobook, Tawny frogmouth, Microbat
species
Observed and/or heard: Ringtail
possums

Observed and/or heard following:
Ringtail possums, Microbat species,
Brown tree frogs, Southern boobooks
Observed and/or heard: Ringtail
possums
Observed and/or heard following:
Crescent honeyeater, Yellow-throated
honeyeater, Black currawong
Observed and/or heard following:
Crescent honeyeater, Black cockatoo,
Golden whistler, Silvereyes, Grey
fantails, Black currawong, Grey
currawong, Olive whistler
Observed and/or heard following:
Spotted-tailed quoll, Grey fantails,
Beautiful firetail
Observed following: Platypus (in
Holloway Creek), Ringtail possums

Observed and/or heard following:
Southern boobooks, Ringtail possums,
Microbat species
Observed and/or heard following:
Southern boobooks, Ringtail possums
Observed and/or heard following:
Southern boobooks, Ringtail possums

Survey Type
Call Playback
& Listening

Species
Targeted
Azure Kingfisher

Easting

Northing

403364

5425514

Map
Label
4

Date of
Survey
29/11/12

Commenced

Completed

10:15

11:15

Threatened
Species
N/A
(although noted
difficult to hear
bird calls over
sound of running
water)

Call Playback
& Listening

Azure Kingfisher

403541

5426424

5

29/11/12

13:40

14:40

N/A

Listening

Tasmanian Devil,
Spotted-tailed
Quoll & Masked
Owl

402249

5422703

7

29/11/12

20:00

20:50

N/A

Call Playback
& Spotlighting

Masked Owl

402249

29/11/12

20:50

21:15

Bird call briefly
heard (mewling
sound) that
resembled one of
the contact calls
of the targeted
species

Spotlighting

Tasmanian Devil
& Spotted-tailed
Quoll

29/11/12

21:15

23:45

N/A

Spotlighting

Tasmanian Devil
& Spotted-tailed
Quoll

10/12/12

21:30

23:30

N/A

Call Playback
& Spotlighting
Call Playback
& Listening

Masked Owl

refer maps
for
spotlighting
route
refer maps
for
spotlighting
route
403577

5425332

8

10/12/12

22:30

23:00

N/A

Azure Kingfisher

403682

5425902

3

11/12/12

20:45

21:15

N/A

Spotlighting

Tasmanian Devil
& Spotted-tailed

(Call
Playback
Location for
Masked
Owl)

5422703

7

(note survey
length shorter
than one hour as
became too dark
to continue)

refer maps
for

11/12/12

21:15

23:40

N/A

Other Data Collected
Observed and/or heard following:
Crescent honeyeater, Grey fantail,
Green Rosella, Black currawong,
unidentified rodent species, Strong-billed
honeyeater, Tasmanian thornbill, Grey
shrike-thrush, Blue-winged parrots
Observed and/or heard following:
Silvereye, Tasmanian scrubwren,
Crescent honeyeater, Pink robin,
Scrubtit, Black currawong, Strong-billed
honeyeaters
Observed and/or heard: Yellow-throated
honeyeater, Tasmanian pademelon,
Black currawong, Grey fantail, Grey
shrike-thrush, Kookaburras, Green
rosellas, Crescent honeyeater, Southern
boobook, Fan-tailed Cuckoo
Observed and/or heard: Ringtail
possums

Observed and/or heard: Tasmanian
pademelons, Bennett's wallabies,
Ringtail possums, Tasmanian froglet,
Sugar gliders
Observed and/or heard: Ringtail
possums

Observed and/or heard: Ringtail
possums
Observed and/or heard: Grey fantails,
Crescent honeyeaters

Observed and/or heard: Common
wombat, Southern boobooks, Ringtail

Survey Type

Call Playback
& Spotlighting

Species
Targeted
Quoll
Masked Owl

Easting
spotlighting
route
402248

Northing

5422698

Map
Label

7

Date of
Survey

11/12/12

Commenced

21:45

Completed

21:50

Threatened
Species

Masked owl
responded

Other Data Collected
possums, Tasmanian pademelons,
Bennett's wallabies
Observed and/or heard: Tasmanian
masked owl, Southern boobook

(call noted to be
coming from westsouth-west within
proposed footprint
area)

Call Playback
& Spotlighting

Masked Owl

402470

5421163

9

11/12/12

22:25

22:30

Masked owl
responded

Observed and/or heard: Tasmanian
masked owl

(call noted from
north-west within
proposed
footprint,
potentially
different individual
to that heard at
Site 7)

Call Playback
& Listening

Azure Kingfisher

403461

Spotlighting

Tasmanian Devil
& Spotted-tailed
Quoll

Call Playback
& Spotlighting

Masked Owl

refer maps
for
spotlighting
route
403152

Call Playback
& Spotlighting

Masked Owl

403633

Spotlighting

Tasmanian Devil
& Spotted-tailed
Quoll

Call Playback

Masked Owl

refer maps
for
spotlighting
route
403600

5425131

5425859

6

10

12/12/12

10:30

11:30

N/A

12/12/12

20:15

23:00

N/A

12/12/12

21:20

21:50

N/A
(although noted
that perhaps not
yet dark enough,
so survey may be
too early for a
response)

5426311

5425941

11

12

12/12/12

21:50

22:20

N/A

14/12/12

4:00

first light ~
5:00

N/A

14/12/12

4:15

4:45

N/A

Observed and/or heard: Grey fantails,
Tasmanian thornbill, Crescent
honeyeater, Black currawong
Observed and/or heard: Tasmanian
pademelon

Observed and/or heard: Southern
boobooks, Black currawongs

Observed and/or heard: Tasmanian
froglet, Brown tree frogs, potential
Tasmanian tree frog, Ringtail possums,
Southern boobooks, unidentified bird
call, Microbat species
Observed and/or heard: Common
wombat, Tasmanian pademelons,
Bennett's wallabies, Brushtail possums
Observed and/or heard: Crescent

Survey Type

Species
Targeted

Easting

Northing

Map
Label

Date of
Survey

Commenced

Completed

Threatened
Species

& Spotlighting
Call Playback
& Spotlighting

Masked Owl

403154

5425856

10

14/12/12

4:45

5:15

N/A
(although noted to
be getting much
lighter and so
survey may be too
late in morning for
a response)

Other Data Collected
honeyeater, Yellow-throated honeyeater,
Microbat species
Observed and/or heard: Black
currawongs, Grey fantails, Crescent
honeyeaters, Yellow-throated
honeyeater, Horsfield's bronze-cuckoo,
Black-faced cuckoo-shrike

Appendix C - Example of Proforma Completed for Individual Tasmanian Devils and
Spotted-Tailed Quolls
This proforma was used to document specific attributes (e.g., pelage markings) of individuals detected during camera trapping surveys. A similar
proforma was used for spotted-tailed quolls.

Appendix D - Fauna Species Detected in Carnivore
Scats
PREY

PREDATOR (SCAT)

Common name

Scientific name

Common name

Scientific name

Brushtail Possum

Trichosurus vulpecula

Tasmanian devil

Sarcophilus harrisii

15

quoll species

Dasyurus sp.

2

Dasyurus sp. (probable)

1

Tasmanian devil

Sarcophilus harrisii

3

quoll species

Dasyurus sp.

6

Dasyurus sp. (probable)

4

Common Ringtail Possum

Pseudocheirus peregrinus

#s scats

Bennett’s Wallaby

Macropus rufogriseus

Tasmanian devil

Sarcophilus harrisii

7

Tasmanian Pademelon

Thylogale billardierii

Tasmanian devil

Sarcophilus harrisii

5

Common Wombat

Vombatus ursinus

Tasmanian devil

Sarcophilus harrisii

4

Swamp Rat

Rattus lutreolus

Tasmanian devil

Sarcophilus harrisii

1

Swamp Rat

(probable)

Tasmanian devil

Sarcophilus harrisii

1

quoll species

Dasyurus sp. (probable)

1

Swamp Rat
Little Pygmy Possum

C. lepidus

quoll species

Dasyurus sp.

1

Little Pygmy Possum

Cercartetus lepidus (probable)

quoll species

Dasyurus sp.

1

Swamp Antechinus

Antechinus minimus

quoll species

Dasyurus sp.

1

White-footed Dunnart

Sminthopsis leucopus

quoll species

Dasyurus sp.

1

Common Rabbit

Oryctolagus cuniculus

Tasmanian devil

Sarcophilus harrisii

2

unknown bird species

feathers only

quoll species

Dasyurus sp.

2

Total

58

Appendix E - Legislative and Policy Summary
Activities that may impact upon threatened species or vegetation communities are regulated
under Commonwealth and Tasmanian legislation. The control of declared invasive species is
also mandatory under state legislation. This includes but is not limited to:
•

Commonwealth Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999
(EPBCA);

•

Tasmanian Threatened Species Protection Act 1995 (TSPA);

•

Tasmanian Weed Management Act 1999;

•

Tasmanian Regional Forest Agreement 1997;

•

Tasmanian Nature Conservation Act 2002; and

•

Tasmanian Wildlife Regulations Act 1999.

Assessment and approval of this project is also conditional on the provision of information that
satisfies environmental requirements stipulated in a range of documents pertaining to the
project, including:
•

EPA (2013) Guidelines for the preparation of a Development Proposal and
Environmental Management Plan (DPEMP) for Forward Mining Rogetta Project
(Forward Mining Ltd), 7 km south-east of Hampshire, Northern Tasmania. Board of the
Environment Protection Authority.

•

DEWHA (2009) Australia’s Biodiversity Conservation Strategy 2010 – 2020.
Consultation draft. National Biodiversity Strategy Review Task Group, Biodiversity
Conservation Branch. Commonwealth Department of Environment, Water, Heritage and
the Arts.

•

DPIWE (2000) Threatened species strategy 2000. Nature Conservation Branch,
Department of Primary Industries, Water and Environment.

•

DPIPWE (2013) Natural Heritage Strategy for Tasmania 2013 – 2030. Securing our
natural advantage. Resource Management and Conservation Division, Department of
Primary Industries, Parks, Water and Environment.

•

Anon. (undated) Tasmania’s Nature Conservation Strategy 2002 – 2006. Final Report.

Commonwealth Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999
The Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (EPBCA) applies to
developments and associated activities that have the potential to significantly impact on Matters
of National Environmental Significance (MNES) that are protected under the Act. The Act also
applies to environmental impacts on Commonwealth Land or activities undertaken by the
Commonwealth on other lands. The Australian government Department of the Environment
(DotE) administers the EPBCA.
Under the Act, unless exempt, actions require formal approval from the Commonwealth Minister
for Environment if they have, may have, or are likely to have a significant impact on a MNES.
There are nine MNES that are considered under the EPBCA:
•

World Heritage sites;

•

National heritage places;

•

Listed threatened species and ecological communities;

•

Migratory species protected under international agreements;

•

Wetlands of international importance (listed under the Ramsar Convention);

•

Commonwealth marine areas;

•

The Great Barrier Reef Marine Park;

•

Nuclear actions (including uranium mining); and

•

A water resource, in relation to coal seam gas development and large coal mining
development.

According to the PMST report, only two of these MNES are relevant to this project:
•

Listed threatened species and ecological communities; and

•

Migratory species protected under international agreements.

Any action that may be likely to have a significant impact on EPBCA listed threatened species,
listed threatened ecological communities or listed Migratory species must be referred to the
Minister for determination on whether formal EPBCA approval is required.
This project was referred to the environment Minister under the EPBCA in September 2012.
The project was deemed to be a ‘controlled action’, which means that it requires formal approval
under the EPBCA to proceed. The assessment process is subject to the bilateral agreement
between the Commonwealth and the State of Tasmania.
Tasmanian Threatened Species Protection Act 1995
The Threatened Species Protection Act 1995 (TSPA) is used to protect Tasmania’s threatened
flora and fauna. The Act classifies and lists threatened flora and fauna in Tasmania according to
their level of risk: rare, vulnerable, endangered or extinct.
The objective of the TSPA is to identify, classify and protect threatened flora and fauna species
in Tasmania. According to the TSPA, it is an offence to knowingly disturb listed flora or fauna
without a permit from the Threatened Species Unit of DPIPWE.
If a development involves direct impact to an individual of a listed flora or fauna species, a
permit is required under the TSPA (pending some exemptions). This applies to flora and fauna,
but does not include habitat for listed species, which is protected by the Forest Practices Act
1985.
For this project, a permit under the TSPA would be required if any activities impact on a listed
flora or fauna species. There are no listed flora species identified within the study area. Some
impacts to fauna species may be experienced. Pre-clearance surveys will confirm any direct
impacts to fauna therefore potential permit requirements.
Tasmanian Weed Management Act 1999
The Weed Management Act 1999 is the central legislation controlling management and
hopefully eradication of significant weeds in Tasmania. The Act aims to minimise the deleterious
effect of weeds on productive capacity and natural values, promote strategic and sustainable
eradication approaches, encourage community involvement and promote sharing of the
responsibility for weed eradication.
Under the Act and associated Weed Management Plans, landowners and managers must take
all reasonable measures to control the impact and spread of a declared weed.
Declared weeds are listed on the Department of Primary Industries, Parks, Water and
Environment (DPIPWE) website (http://www.dpiw.tas.gov.au).
For this project, Forward Mining Ltd will need to take all reasonable measures to control the
impact and spread of declared weeds identified on site.

Tasmanian Forest Practices Act 1985
The Forest Practices Act 1985 and associated documentation control land clearing on both
public and private land in Tasmania. The Act applies to forest vegetation and threatened nonforest vegetation communities. Forest vegetation is described as native trees or other woody
plants, including any seedlings that have the potential to grow to a height of 5 metres or more.
There are no controls under the Forest Practices Act 1985 on clearing of non-forest vegetation
that is not threatened.
A certified Forest Practices Plan is required to authorize land clearing (clearing trees or clearing
and converting threatened native vegetation) where the clearance is greater than 1 ha or
involves vulnerable land (with some exemptions).
Vulnerable land is defined as land that:
•

Is within a 10 metre buffer of a stream bank or 40 metres from a river; or

•

Slopes steeper than 11-19 degrees (depending on rock type); or

•

Is within a high or very high soil erodibility class; or

•

Contains a threatened community; or

•

Is inhabited by a threatened species; or

•

Contains vulnerable karst soils; or

•

Contains an area of trees reserved from harvesting or clearing under an expired Forest
Practices Plan.

Clearance and conversion of threatened native vegetation communities is generally not
permitted unless exceptional circumstances (as defined under the Forest Practices Act 1985)
exist. The Forest Practices Regulations 2007 provide some exemptions from the requirement to
have a Forest Practices Plan to authorise land clearing. Of particular relevance, one of the
exemptions is for:
•

Clearing carried out for mining or mineral exploration activities that are authorised under
a permit under the Land Use Planning and Approvals Act 1993 or a licence or lease
under the Mineral Resources Development Act 1995.

As the project is subject to a Development Application, assuming approval is provided under the
Land Use Planning and Approval Act 1993, the project is exempt from the requirement for an
approved Forest Practices Plan.
Tasmanian Nature Conservation Act 2002
The Nature Conservation Act 2002 makes provisions with respect to the conservation and
protection of the fauna, flora and geological diversity of Tasmania and provides the declaration
of national parks and other reserved within the State.
The Nature Conservation Act 2002 lists native vegetation communities. The status of these
communities are established by scientific assessment against the criteria for ‘rare’ (a total range
of less than 1,000 hectares), ‘vulnerable’ (70% of original area cleared) and ‘endangered’ (90%
of original area cleared). The communities listed under this Act are protected under the Forest
Practices Act 1985. The Act also defines the covenants under which offset areas are protected.
None of the vegetation communities (or other associated mapping units according to the
classification outlined in TASVEG 3.0; TVMMP (2013)) identified for this project is listed as
threatened under the Nature Conservation Act 2002.

Tasmanian Wildlife Regulations Act 1999
The Wildlife Regulations Act 1999 protects many native animal species. Under this Act, the
taking, buying, selling or possession of specially protected wildlife is prohibited without a permit.
Protected wildlife includes most native vertebrate fauna.
If taking, buying, selling or possession of specially protected wildlife is done as part of this
project, a permit under the Wildlife Regulations Act 1999 would be required. There are no
expected implications under this legislation.
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