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Executive Summary 
 
This Conservation Action Plan, coordinated by BirdLife Australia (BirdLife), brings together key 
stakeholders to address current and long-lasting threats contributing to temperate woodland bird 
declines. The multi-partner program will be reviewed every five years to determine the status and 
outcomes of priority management interventions and strategies. 
 
The Temperate Woodland Bird Conservation Action Plan (TWB CAP or CAP) identifies ten woodland 
bird conservation targets or functional guilds, which include 51 taxa (threatened or declining) in the 
temperate woodlands of south-east Australia. ‘Flagship’ species for each target group are in brackets: 
 

1. Ground Foragers (Bush-stone Curlew); 
2. Pouncing Robins (Eastern Scarlet Robin); 
3. Shrubby-understorey Specialists (Speckled Warbler); 
4. Bark and Foliage Gleaners (south-eastern Brown Treecreeper); 
5. Nectar-sippers (Regent Honeyeater); 
6. Hollow-dependent Parrots (Swift Parrot); 
7. Arboreal Insectivore Specialists (Forty-spotted Pardalote); 
8. Mistletoe Specialists (Painted Honeyeater); 
9. Seed-eating Parrots (south-eastern Red-tailed Black Cockatoo), and; 
10. Nocturnal Carnivores (Barking Owl). 

 
The TWB CAP is intended as a holistic approach to address the conservation needs of woodland-
dependent birds in south-eastern Australia, including south-east Queensland, parts of New South 
Wales, Australian Capital Territory, Victoria, South Australia and Tasmania. Key threats to each of 
these conservation targets were identified and assessed using the conservation action planning 
framework derived from the Nature Conservancy’s Open Standards for the Practice of Conservation. 
It draws on information from existing threatened species National Recovery Plans and the knowledge 
of specialists and conservation practitioners (including other non-government organisations, 
catchment management authorities, local land services and research institutions) to set out a practical 
program of high-priority actions to protect, conserve and restore habitat for threatened (or declining) 
temperate woodland birds.  
 
Ten management interventions were identified in order to address key threats to the conservation 
targets, such as habitat loss and fragmentation, drought, intense wildfire and exclusion by aggressive 
native birds. 
 
Summary 
 
Implementation of management interventions (bold) and summarised strategies for the upcoming 5-
year period aims to focus on: 
 

1. Protect Priority Areas – Review Birdata (and other relevant species records databases) to 

identify priority areas of biodiversity value (e.g. Key Biodiversity Areas) for the conservation 

of CAP taxa; 

2. Engage the Wider Community – promote awareness of temperate woodland bird declines 

and encourage public support, communication and involvement in conservation activities; 
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3. Regulate the Loss of Habitat - work with key stakeholders and run public campaigns to change 

native vegetation clearing laws/state policy; 

4. Fire Management – apply appropriate fire regimes, minimise canopy scorch and assist in 

bushfire recovery following intense wildfires; with a short-term (i.e. 3 year) focus on the 

impact to “priority” bird taxa (Ehmke 2020 in prep.) (including the addition of Bassian Thrush, 

Eastern Bristlebird, Gang-gang Cockatoo to CAP-listed taxa) following the 2019-20 bushfires; 

5. Manage Total Grazing Pressure – encourage sustainable management of ground cover in 

agricultural landscapes and assist in finding economically viable approaches to exclude grazing 

livestock (e.g. fencing), over-abundant kangaroos and introduced herbivores (e.g. rabbits, 

deer) from remnant vegetation; 

6. Noisy Miner Control – Undertake Noisy Miner control programs in priority areas (e.g. Regent 

Honeyeater habitat), ideally following understorey restoration (to avoid Noisy Miner 

recolonization); 

7. Manage for Extreme Weather Events and a Drying and Warming Climate – collaborate with 

partner organisations which are promoting sustainable land use practices (e.g. “Sustainable 

Farms”, ANU) and address short and long-term threatening processes (e.g. grazing) and 

effects of a changing climate (e.g. drought). 

8. Expand Nectar Feeding Areas –implement Noisy Miner control in areas known to support 

threatened or declining species (e.g. Regent Honeyeater [NS], Speckled Warbler [SS]); 

9. Restore Degraded Remnants and Re-vegetate Cleared Areas – restore temperate woodland 

by reintroducing structural features (e.g. course woody debris) to remnant vegetation, by 

promoting and sustaining community engagement (e.g. Birds on Farms projects) and 

collaborating with project partners to undertake larger-scale restoration1 and revegetation2, 

and; 

10. Undertake Targeted Research - engage with research institutions and apply targeted research 

to ensure latest research is utilised. Explore funding opportunities to conduct additional 

research/monitoring where required

 
1 Restoration refers to the full complement of activities to improve woodland structure, composition and 
extent (e.g. increasing understorey, groundcover diversity, tree regeneration, coarse woody debris within 
existing woodland). 
2 Revegetation refers to expanding and connecting remnants, including planting trees/shrubs in cleared areas. 
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1. Introduction 
 

1.1 Context 
 
There is an urgent need to address the pervasive threats facing native bird populations in the face of 
habitat loss, fragmentation and continued degradation of temperate woodlands across eastern 
Australia. Nationally, one-third of Australia’s woodlands (and 80% of our temperate woodlands) have 
been cleared. The effect on the woodland belt of the eastern states has been particularly damaging, 
with less than 5% of this vital habitat remaining in some parts of southern Australia. What remains is 
often fragmented, thinned or degraded, poorly-represented in the National Reserve System, and in 
need of active management (Olsen et al. 2005). 
 
Over one-third of Australia’s terrestrial bird species depend on these woodlands, and more than 40 
bird taxa (species and subspecies) are now recognised as threatened or in decline according to The 
Action Plan for Australian Birds (Garnett et al. 2010), The State of Australia’s Birds (Olsen et al. 2005) 
and the national legislation the Environment, Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (EPBC 
Act) (DAWE 2020). They include some of Australia’s most iconic and threatened species, such as the 
critically endangered Swift Parrot and Regent Honeyeater.  
 
Recent research has shown that the extant woodland bird fauna in Australia is continuing to decline 
alarmingly in extensively modified and fragmented landscapes (Fraser et al. 2018; MacNally et al. 
2009). This downward trend heightens the need for substantial and cost-effective conservation 
actions, in order to decrease the risk of further decline (McCarthy et al. 2008).  
 
To date, conservation efforts, including monitoring and habitat protection, for woodland birds have 

tended to focus on single-species (e.g. Regent Honeyeater and Swift Parrot). While, concentrating on 

a single species can be effective and is often necessary to protect very threatened species, there is 

growing acceptance that listing and managing Threatened Ecological Communities should be a priority 

for effective and efficient conservation compared to single-species approaches. Given the urgency to 

improve and protect woodland bird habitat and recover populations, it is critical that investments are 

strategically planned at a national scale to maximise on-ground outcomes for bird communities. A 

strategic and coordinated approach across south-east Australia is required to conserve, protect and 

restore temperate woodland bird communities, rather than piece-meal, single site approaches. 

 
The Temperate Woodland Birds Conservation Action Plan (TWB CAP or CAP) is intended as a holistic 
approach to address the conservation needs of a suite of threatened or declining temperate 
woodland-dependent birds in south-eastern Australia. It draws on information derived from existing 
threatened species National Recovery Plans and the knowledge of specialists and conservation 
practitioners to set out a practical program of high-priority actions. 
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1.2 Project area 
The TWB CAP covers a substantial portion of the Australian mainland including south-east 

Queensland, coastal and central New South Wales, most of Victoria and eastern South Australia, with 

non-forested areas of eastern and northern Tasmania and several of the larger offshore islands (Figure 

1). The vegetation of the region is complex and diverse, ranging from subtropical rainforest to alpine 

heath to arid rangeland. The TWB CAP, however, will apply to birds associated with “grassy and 

shrubby eucalypt woodlands occurring in temperate latitudes of Australia” (Prober et al. 2017).  The 

scope of the CAP is further restricted to areas of woody vegetation with less than 70% canopy cover, 

excluding mallee (Fraser et al. 2018). The map displaying the extent of the TWB CAP (Figure 2) is much 

broader than the extent of temperate woodlands in south-eastern Australia. For example, the mallee 

region in north-west Victoria is shaded on the map below, yet this vegetation type is associated with 

a more arid climate and mallee-dependent species are not included in this CAP. The map is 

representative of the combined core distributions of the 51 bird taxa, which sometimes extends 

beyond the temperate woodland habitats (NB: the target bird taxa are listed in Section 2.3 below).   

 

Bioregions Comprising the Program 

Area‡ 

Subtropical: 

1. Brigalow Belt South 

2. South Eastern Queensland 

Temperate south-east mainland: 

3. Cobar Peneplain 

4. Darling Riverine Plains 

5. Murray Darling Depression 

6. Nandewar 

7. New England Tablelands 

8. NSW North Coast 

9. NSW South Western Slopes 

10. Riverina 

11. South East Coastal Plain 

12. South East Corner 

13. South Eastern Highlands 

14. Southern Volcanic Plain 

15. Sydney Basin 

16. Victorian Midlands 

Tasmania: 

17. Ben Lomond 

18. Furneaux 

19. Kanmantoo 

20. King 

21. Tasmanian Northern Midlands 

22. Tasmanian Northern Slopes 

23. Tasmanian South East 

24. Tasmanian Southern Ranges 

Temperate South Australia: 

25. Naracoorte Coastal Plain 

26. Flinders Lofty Block 

‡ Arranged by woodland bird 
community in Fraser et al. (2017) 

 

Figure 1. Geographic coverage of the Temperate Woodland Birds Conservation Action Plan 
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1.3 Climate and rainfall 
 
Temperate woodlands are most prominent across south-eastern Australia in areas with intermediate 
(250-1,200mm) mean annual rainfall. Mean annual temperatures vary substantially from north 
(Queensland) to south (Victoria and Tasmania), between the inland and coast, and along altitudinal 
gradients from the tablelands to coastal plans. Across these factors, average temperatures vary 
between winter minima of 2°C and less at higher altitudes (Armidale, Canberra) and latitudes 
(Launceston) and summer maxima in excess of 30°C at locations in all mainland states. Across this 
broad climatic envelope, the main factor that differentiates woodlands from other vegetation types 
is the presence of relatively deep, fertile soils of varied origin (Prober et al. 2017).  
 
The geographic extent of the project area (Figure 1) encompasses species which can also occur in sub-
tropical habitat in southern Queensland (e.g. Blue-faced Honeyeater) and nomadic species like 
Painted Honeyeater, which disperse across open woodlands associated with Mistletoe. 
 

1.4 Vegetation 
 
“Temperate eucalypt woodlands are the characteristic vegetation… of the intermediate rainfall zones 
of southern Australia. They comprise well-spaced trees with their crowns generally not touching, with 
forb-rich, grassy understoreys in fertile mesic areas and shrubby understoreys in drier areas or on 
poorer soils.” (Prober et al. 2017) 
 
Broad-scale land clearing for agriculture, has reduced remnant woodland to as little as 5% of its 
original extent in some parts of central Victoria, such as the Castlemaine area. The remnant patches 
of woodland that have been left are almost all associated with shallow, less fertile soils and are often 
subject to ‘edge effects’, including weed invasion, grazing and understorey degradation. However, 
there is a limited relationship between habitat condition and bird species richness or composition of 
woodland bird communities (Fraser et al. 2018). Degraded remnants can still provide important 
habitat for biodiversity including native birds (Olsen et al. 2005; Tulloch et al. 2016), emphasising the 
importance of protecting degraded, as well as intact vegetation, known to support bird species 
associated with the TWB CAP. This does not undermine the importance of habitat restoration to 
sustain important habitat for woodland birds, including weed management, which protects remnant 
vegetation from further degradation. Protecting remnants from further habitat fragmentation into 
smaller and smaller patches, which are more likely to degrade over time, can be achieved using a 
range of management techniques (e.g. fencing from grazing livestock, restoration of 
understorey/addition of course woody debris, revegetation to expand remnants).  
In rural areas of south-east Australia where woodland has been predominantly cleared for cropping 
or grazing, there is a strong relationship between tree cover and bird diversity (Walpole 1999; Radford 
et al. 2005). There is evidence that retaining 30% of historic woodland cover on private property, 
reduces impacts to small patches and can support a similar bird diversity to properties with 70% cover 
(Walpole 1999; Olsen et al. 2005). This illustrates the role that woodland canopy cover, including the 
persistence of roadside vegetation or large paddock trees, has to enable bird species assemblages to 
disperse and persist in a landscape.  
 
Federal and State legislation also has a role to play in protecting remnant vegetation associated with 
threatened vegetation communities. For example, Box-Gum Grassy Woodlands in New South Wales 
are listed as Critically Endangered and its protection will help retain habitat important for woodland 
birds. 
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1.6 Conservation Action Planning 
 
BirdLife formally adopted the use of the ‘Open Standards for the Practice of Conservation’ during 2014-
15 as part of an internal shift for the delivery of cross-organisation programs. Open Standards (v.4.0, 
2020: file:///C:/Users/61432/Documents/BirdLife/CMP-Open-Standards-for-the-Practice-of-
Conservation-v4.0.pdf) were developed by the ‘Conservation Measures Partnership’ and applied 
through a process evolved by the Nature Conservancy referred to as ‘Conservation Action Planning’ 
(CAP).  
 
The Open Standards framework assists conservation teams to systematically plan, implement, and 
monitor conservation initiatives as part of an adaptive management cycle. The approach is being 
increasingly adopted as standard planning practice in Australia and has been used by BirdLife to inform 
program design for several themes including: threatened mallee birds (version 1 by Boulton and Lau 
2015; version 2 by Howling 2020, in prep.), migratory shorebirds (Weller and Warren 2017), urban 
birds (Awasthy, in prep.) and the Gluepot Reserve (Boulton, in prep). 
 
The Open Standards describe a five-stage project management cycle comprised of inter-related steps 
(Figure 2). Although presented in sequence, steps are rarely applied in a linear fashion with 
implementation often commencing before the CAP has been prepared or finalised. The process 
typically involves a series of planning workshops involving participants from multiple organisations 
using a standard methodology (Conservation Measures Partnership 2013). Information solicited from 
participants during the planning process is captured and managed within a conservation planning 
software platform called ‘Miradi’3.  
 
 

 
3 https://www.miradi.org  

http://cmp-openstandards.org/
file:///C:/Users/61432/Documents/BirdLife/CMP-Open-Standards-for-the-Practice-of-Conservation-v4.0.pdf
file:///C:/Users/61432/Documents/BirdLife/CMP-Open-Standards-for-the-Practice-of-Conservation-v4.0.pdf
http://www.conservationmeasures.org/
http://www.conservationgateway.org/ConservationPlanning/ActionPlanning/Pages/conservation-action-plann.aspx
https://www.miradi.org/
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Figure 2. Key steps in the Conservation Action Planning process 
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2 Project Vision and Context 
 

2.1 Implementing the CAP 
 
The TWB CAP is designed and relies on the involvement of multiple stakeholders to implement 
strategies and actions, which have the greatest conservation outcomes for the ten targets. 
Stakeholders include government, non-government, not-for-profit organisations and university 
academics. 
 
BirdLife is the nation's largest independent bird conservation organisation, which aims to create a 
bright future for Australia's birds. Over the years BirdLife’s work has achieved beneficial results for a 
wide range of different species, with the Woodland Birds Program a particular focus for efforts in 
south-eastern Australia. BirdLife has demonstrated their experience and specialised knowledge in 
delivering conservation projects for a single threatened species, such as the National Regent 
Honeyeater Recovery Program and larger-scale monitoring and restoration-based projects such as 
‘Birds on Farms’. BirdLife has demonstrated their ability to engage the wider community and act 
quickly and decisively at local, state and national levels. 
 
The extensive scope of the CAP is beyond what BirdLife can achieve on its own. Other organisations 
are expected to contribute their own stand-alone projects working in partnership with BirdLife, to 
ensure the successful delivery of projects that have a positive impact to south-eastern Australia’s 
woodland birds.  External stakeholder engagement from government, environmental non-
government organisations, universities and community groups (e.g. Landcare) is integral to the CAP’s 
success and this document has been prepared with this intent. Many external organisations are 
already undertaking activities that are consistent with the CAP outcomes. The national Regent 
Honeyeater Recovery Program, for example, is managed in partnership with multiple external 
organisations such as Taronga Zoo, state governments, and the Australian National University (ANU) 
who collaborate with BirdLife to undertake annual monitoring of this Critically Endangered species. 
‘Birds on Farms’ is another project which relies on cooperation from landholders to undertake bird 
surveys and habitat restoration activities on private property. More recently, a ‘Birds on Farms’ project 
based in Victoria (2017 – current) is undertaking bird surveys and monitoring habitat structure on 
farms, which have undergone restoration in the past, to better understand how these activities can 
benefit woodland bird communities. Without the support of independent organisations and 
enthusiasm of private individuals, BirdLife would not have the resources to implement these 
important projects, which are often large in scope, broad in geographic area and must be 
implemented over a long period of time to achieve positive outcomes for birds. Appendix 2 details the 
necessary strategies and actions for each management intervention, in order to benefit the 
conservation targets. Section 5 outlines a management program including a breakdown of strategies 
and actions by management intervention.  
 

2.2 Project team 
 
A Steering Committee, comprising government, non-government not-for-profit organisations and 
university academics will meet on an annual basis to deliver on and monitor the progress of the CAP 
in meeting its objectives. It will function to oversee the coordination of separate working groups (e.g.  
design the Work Plan to set timelines and resourcing for the implementation of a management 
intervention or individual strategy under an intervention). A spokesperson will be selected to 
represent each state and provide an update on current project actions. Meetings will document 
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achievements and review the effectiveness of strategies to achieve particular management 
interventions, in-line with CAP goals.   
 
 
Table 1 Active members of the Steering Committee or future Working Groups. State government representatives from 
Queensland, Tasmania and/or South Australia (depending on Work Plan focus across the life of the CAP) are yet to be 
confirmed. 

Name  Organisation  Role 
Dr Alex Kutt  Tasmanian Land Conservancy  Steering Committee  
Andrea Fullagar  BirdLife Australia (CAP Coordinator/Vice-

Chair)  
Steering Committee  

David Parker  NSW Department of Planning, Industry 
and Environment  

Steering Committee  

Dean Ingwersen / Chris Timewell - proxy  BirdLife Australia  Steering Committee  
Jasmyn Lynch  Act Government – Environment, Planning 

and Sustainable Development Directorate  
Steering Committee  

Dr Jessica Walsh  Monash University  Steering Committee  
Jill Fleming / Joel North – proxy Vic Dept of Environment, Land, Water & 

Planning  
Steering Committee  

Lyndel Wilson  Hunter Local Land Services - NSW Steering Committee  
Dr Mark Carey  Commonwealth Dept of Agriculture, 

Water and the Environment (DAWE)  
Steering Committee  

Dr Michelle Gibson University of Queensland Steering Committee 

Nicki Taws  Greening Australia  Steering Committee  
Nigel Jones  Biodiversity Conservation Trust - NSW  Steering Committee  
Ruth Hardy  Landcare UpHunter & Hunter GER   Steering Committee  
Sophie Bickford  BioLinks Alliance - connecting Central Vic  Steering Committee  
Vanessa Westcott / Brenda Duffy or Matt 
Appleby - proxies 

Bush Heritage Australia  Steering Committee  

Edmund Hogan , Evelyn Nicholson, Huw 
Evans, Leith Hawkins 

Local Land Services - Central Tablelands & 
Northern Tablelands 

Working Group 

John Rankin  Cowra Woodland Birds and K2W link  Working Group 
Kylie Durant  Holbrook Landcare, Slopes to Summit  Working Group 
Mary Bonet  Upper Lachlan Landcare & K2W 

Partnership - Friends of Oolong  
Working Group 

 

2.3 Vision and Scope 
 
The vision of the TWB CAP is to protect, recover and stabilise viable populations of temperate 
woodland birds in south-east Australia by implementing management interventions which conserve 
habitat and minimise or mitigate threats.  
 
The Victorian Temperate Woodland Bird Community (TWBC), listed under the FFG Act 1988, 
comprises a diverse group of taxa which vary considerably in their ecology, distribution, status and 
management requirements. Even within the group of species considered under threat (whether 
reflected in formal listing under legislation or as observed from data trends) this variety is 
considerable.  
 
The Australian Temperate and Subtropical Woodland Bird Community was nominated for listing as a 
threatened ecological community under the EPBC Act 1999 (Fraser et al. 2018), but was not included 
on a Finalised Priority Assessment List. The Australian Government details on this can be found at: 
https://www.environment.gov.au/biodiversity/threatened/nominations/ecological-communities-
not-prioritised-assessment 
 

Woodland Bird Taxa 
 

https://www.environment.gov.au/biodiversity/threatened/nominations/ecological-communities-not-prioritised-assessment
https://www.environment.gov.au/biodiversity/threatened/nominations/ecological-communities-not-prioritised-assessment
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A total of 51 temperate woodland bird taxa4 are identified for active management under the CAP. 
These species or sub-species are categorised into ten target groups. Three species, prioritised for 
active management and recovery following the 2019-20 wildfires, were recently added to this CAP 
(Section 2.3.1). Species selection criteria involved identifying woodland bird taxa listed as threatened 
under statutory or non-statutory legislation and/or taxa experiencing populations declines (Table 2). 
In seeking to define a workable scope for the TWB CAP, the early stages of the planning process 
explored options for how the wider group of species might be approached. From the outset it was 
agreed that the TWB CAP should deal only with those taxa that: 

• Are dependent on woodland or open forest habitats for their survival; and 

• Are either formally defined as threatened under state of national legislation; or 

• Have been identified as having experienced rapid and severe population decline based on 
survey data that they may be eligible for nomination for protection under legislation. 

 
An initial set of candidate taxa was derived from species lists prepared through BirdLife’s ‘Woodland 
Birds for Biodiversity’ program (Ingwersen and Tzaros 2011), which target threatened taxa or birds in 
decline (Blakers et al. 1984; Barrett et al. 2003; Olsen et al. 2005; Garnett and Crowley 2010). This list 
was in turn cross-referenced with lists of species with existing or prospective nomination for legislative 
recognition by: 

• Australia’s key piece of national environmental legislation: Environment Protection and 
Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999; 

• State lists (statutory legislation): Flora & Fauna Guarantee Act 1988 (Victoria)5, Biodiversity 
Conservation Act 2016 (NSW)6, National Parks and Wildlife Act 1972 (South Australia), 
Environmental Protection Act 1994 (Queensland), Threatened Species Protection Act 1995 
(Tasmania), Nature Conservation Act 2014 (Australian Capital Territory). 

• Atlas declines e.g. State of Australia’s Birds (Blakers et al. 1984; Barrett et al. 2003); 

• The Action Plan for Australian Birds (Garnett et al. 2010); 

• Regional lists/papers (see references); 

• Non-statutory fauna advisory lists which list conservation status of species (e.g. Victorian 
Fauna Advisory List) (DSE 2013), and;  

• Species nominated by workshop participants/members (Table 2) during the original 
preparatory and workshop, and subsequently confirmed by trend analysis. 

 

Having clarified the overall pool of species and taxa to be addressed, the CAP process then required 
these to be aggregated into conservation targets (targets). Ten targets were selected based on ten 
functional groups of taxa with similar physiology or habitat requirements, and subject to common 
threatening processes (e.g. loss of hollow bearing trees). Each target includes a ‘flagship’ species to 
represent a target group. For example, the Bush-stone Curlew is the ‘flagship’ species for Ground 
Foragers. However, ‘flagship’ species are not intended to act as a surrogate for all species in a target 
group, as positive population trends in Bush-stone Curlew does not necessarily translate to all Ground 

 
4 Strong-billed Honeyeater was initially included but has since been removed as it is not a nationally or state 
threatened species and not declining according to Fraser et al. (2010). 
5 Notable aspects of the Victorian FFG Act are that (a) it has a list of threatened taxa and threatened 
communities, (b) unlike other states, it does not grade the threat status of listed items into categories of 
endangered, vulnerable, etc., and (c) it is listed the Victorian Temperate Woodland Bird Community (TWBC) as 
threatened.   The Victorian TWBC includes lists of both ‘core’ species and ‘associated’ species (DSE 2013).  For 
the purpose of the CAP, only the core Victorian TWBC species are addressed here.     
6 A notable aspect of the NSW BC Act is that it includes threatened species, subspecies and populations.  For 
this CAP, the only relevant threatened population is for the White-browed Treecreeper.  
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Foragers. Rather, the purpose of a ‘flagship’ species is to help promote the importance of addressing 
key threats to Ground Foragers.  
 
For most CAPs, a maximum of 8-10 conservation targets is recommended. This requires that species 
are grouped together to make it possible to more clearly articulate conservation goals and facilitate 
clear viability assessments and measures of progress. In conservation action planning, species can be 
aggregated as conservation targets if they: 

• co-occur in the landscape; 

• share common ecological processes; 

• share similar critical threats; and 

• require similar conservation strategies. 
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Table 2. Conservation status of 51 threatened or declining woodland bird taxa, including ‘flagship’ species, for each of the ten targets addressed in the TWB CAP 

No. Targets and Taxa Nat. listed QLD NSW ACT VIC VIC Advisory list SA TAS Action Plan 2010  Atlas Declines* 

  
I. Ground-foragers 

    
 

     

1 
Bush Stone-curlew  
Burhinus grallarius 

  e  L e, TWBC r    

2 
Bassian Thrush 
Zoothera lunulate halmaturina 

V      v  lc  

3 
Diamond Firetail  
Stagonopleura guttata 

 v v, De Da  nt, TWBC, De v   # 

4 
Eastern Bristlebird 
Dasyornis brachypterus 

E  e  L e     

5 
Painted Button-quail  
Turnix varius varius 

  De   TWBC    # 

6 
South-eastern Southern Whiteface  
Aphelocephala leucopsis leucopsis  

  De De  De    # 

7 
Southern Apostlebird  
Struthidea cinerea cinerea 

  De Ex  TWBC, r     

  II. Pouncing Robins           

8 
Eastern Mainland Scarlet Robin  
Petroica boodang boodang 

 v v v, Da   r   # 

9 
Eastern Jacky Winter  
Microeca fascinans fascinans 

  De Da  TWBC, De r   # 

http://www.birdsinbackyards.net/Passeriformes/Petroicidae/Microeca/Microeca-fascinans
http://www.birdsinbackyards.net/Passeriformes/Petroicidae/Microeca/Microeca-fascinans
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No. Targets and Taxa Nat. listed QLD NSW ACT VIC VIC Advisory list SA TAS Action Plan 2010  Atlas Declines* 

10 
Flame Robin  
Petroica phoenicea 

  v Da   v  nt # 

11 
Red-capped Robin  
Petroica goodenovii 

  De   TWBC, De    # 

12 
South-eastern Hooded Robin  
Melanodryas cucullata cucullata 

  v, De v L nt, TWBC r  nt # 

13 
Dusky Robin  
Melanodryas vittate 

         # 

  III. Shrubby Understorey Specialists           

14 
Speckled Warbler  
Pyrrholaemus sagittatus 

  v, De Da L v, TWBC, De     

15 
Black-eared Cuckoo   
Chrysococcyx osculans 

    L nt, De     

16 
Eastern Chestnut-rumped Heathwren  
Hylacola pyrrhopygia pyrrhopygia  

    L v, TWBC, De v  lc  

17 
Flinders Ranges Chestnut-rumped Heathwren  
Hylacola pyrrhopygia pedleri 

    L  v  v  

18 
Mount Lofty Ranges Chestnut-rumped Heathwren  
Hylacola pyrrhopygia parkeri 

E    L  e  e  

19 
Eastern mainland Spotted Quail-thrush  
Cinclosoma punctatum punctatum  

  De  L nt, De e  lc  

20 
Mount Lofty Ranges Spotted Quail-thrush  
Cinclosoma punctatum anachoreta 

CE    L e e  ce*  

21 
Eastern White-browed Babbler  
Pomatostomus superciliosus gilgandra 

  De   De     
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No. Targets and Taxa Nat. listed QLD NSW ACT VIC VIC Advisory list SA TAS Action Plan 2010  Atlas Declines* 

22 
Southern White-browed Babbler   
Pomatostomus superciliosus superciliosus 

  De   De     

23 
Eastern Woodlands Western Gerygone  
Gerygone fusca exsul 

     TWBC r    

24 
Gilbert's Whistler  
Pachycephala inornata 

  v, De   De r    

25 
Ground Cuckoo-shrike  
Coracina maxima 

    L TWBC     

26 
Southern Crested Bellbird  
Oreoica gutturalis gutturalis 

  De  L nt, De     

27 
South-eastern White-bellied Cuckoo-shrike  
Coracina papuensis robusta 

  De   De     

  IV. Bark & Foliage Gleaners           

28 
South-eastern Brown Treecreeper  
Climacteris picumnus victoriae 

  v, De v L nt, TWBC   nt # 

29 
Eastern Crested Shrike-tit  
Falcunculus frontatus frontatus 

  De Da   r    

30 
Eastern Grey-crowned Babbler  
Pomatostomus temporalis temporalis 

  v, De  L e, TWBC e    

31 
Southern Restless Flycatcher  
Myiagra inquieta 

  De    r   # 

32 
Varied Sittella  
Daphoenositta chrysoptera chrysoptera 

  v, De v      # 

33 
Varied Sittella (White-headed) 
Daphoenositta chrysoptera leucocephala 
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No. Targets and Taxa Nat. listed QLD NSW ACT VIC VIC Advisory list SA TAS Action Plan 2010  Atlas Declines* 

  V. Nectar-sippers           

34 
Regent Honeyeater  
Anthochaera phrygia 

CE e ce Ex L ce, TWBC r  ce  

35 
Eastern Blue-faced Honeyeater  
Entomyzon cyanotis cyanotis 

   De  De r    

36 
Eastern Dusky Woodswallow  
Artamus cyanopterus cyanopterus 

  v, De Da      # 

37 
Little Lorikeet  
Glossopsitta pusilla 

  v   TWBC, De e    

38 
Northern Brown-headed Honeyeater  
Melithreptus brevirostris pallidiceps  

     TWBC     

39 
South-eastern Brown-headed Honeyeater  
Melithreptus brevirostris brevirostris 

     TWBC     

40 
Purple-crowned Lorikeet  
Glossopsitta porphyrocephala 

  v        

41 
South-eastern Black-chinned Honeyeater  
Melithreptus gularis gularis 

  nt  L nt, TWBC e  nt  

42 
Southern Fuscous Honeyeater  
Ptilotula fusca fusca 

     TWBC     

43 
Western Yellow-tufted Honeyeater  
Lichenostomus melanops meltoni  

 ce    TWBC     

  VI. Hollow-dependent Parrots           

44 
Swift Parrot  
Lathamus discolor 

CE e e v L e, TWBC e e e  
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No. Targets and Taxa Nat. listed QLD NSW ACT VIC VIC Advisory list SA TAS Action Plan 2010  Atlas Declines* 

45 
Superb Parrot  
Polytelis swainsonii 

V  v v L TWBC     

46 
Turquoise Parrot  
Neophema pulchella 

  v  L nt, TWBC     

  VII. Arboreal Insectivore Specialists           

47 
Forty-spotted Pardalote  
Pardalotus quadragintus 

E       e e  

  VIII. Mistletoe Specialists           

48 
Painted Honeyeater  
Grantiella picta 

V v v v L v, TWBC r  v  

 
  

IX. Seed-eating Parrots           

49 
South-eastern Red-tailed Black-cockatoo  
Calyptorhynchus banksii graptogyne 

E    L e, TWBC   e  

50 
Gang-gang Cockatoo 
Callocephalon fimbriatum 

  v        

  X. Nocturnal Predators           

51 Southern Barking Owl Ninox connivens connivens   v  L e, TWBC r  nt  

 
* Note: Underlining denotes taxa adopted as ‘flagship’ species for the conservation target. Some conservation targets have more than one ‘flagship’ species, due to distinct 
habitat requirements and/or distinct threatening processes singular to that species.  

 
Key: 
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Action Plan 
2010 The Action Plan for Australian Birds (Garnett et al. 2010) 

  

CE, ce      Critically Endangered (EPBC Act 1999,)  

E, e Endangered 

Ep Endangered Population (NSW*) 

V, v Vulnerable 

NT, nt Near Threatened 

R Rare (SA) 

TWBC Listed as a core species in the ‘Victorian Temperate Woodland Bird Community' listed under the FFG Act 

De Declining (Robinson 1994) 

Da Declining in ACT region (ACT Government 2004) 
Ex 
L 

Extinct in ACT region (ACT Government 2004)  
Listed as ‘threatened’ on the FFG Act 1988 (Victorian legislation) 

*, # Atlas Declines with lower reporting rate in second atlas compared with first atlas (Blakers et al. 1984; Barrett et al. 2003) 
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2.3.1 Additional Species  
 
Following the catastrophic 2019-20 bushfires in New South Wales, Victoria, South Australia and south-
east Queensland, an impact assessment was conducted to identify priority bird species of concern, 
primarily due to loss of habitat. This involved mapping bushfire severity (low, moderate, high) and 
extent based on Landsat imagery, overlaid with historical species distributions to determine the 
proportion of a species’ total range impacted by the fires.  
 
A draft priority list was generated, which identified 17 bird species requiring immediate conservation 
action following the bushfires (Table 3) (note – this list may be revised). Of the nationally threatened 
species listed under the EPBC Act identified as priorities, at least 10% of species’ distributions were 
impacted by the 2019-20 fires. Of the non-EPBC-listed species, approximately 30% of species’ 
distributions were impacted.  
 
Of the following four temperate woodland bird species impacted by fires three* of these have been 
recently included (since the March 2020 workshop) to the original 51 taxa identified in this TWB CAP, 
(the Regent Honeyeater is already included). These species are7: 

• Bassian Thrush* (Ground Foragers); 

• Eastern Bristlebird* (Ground Foragers),  

• Gang-gang Cockatoo* (Seed-eating Parrots) 

• Regent Honeyeater (Nectar Sippers – already included) 
 
 
Table 3. Draft Priority list for birds generated from the impact assessment of 2019-20 bush fires (Glenn Ehmke 2020). 

 

 
7 The decision was made to include the south-eastern Glossy Black Cockatoo in the Urban Birds CAP. 
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2.4 Conservation Target Descriptions  
 
Conservation targets were selected based on the niche habitat requirements of a suite of bird species 
and subspecies. Each conservation target provided the basis for setting goals, implementing actions 
and mitigating threatening processes and are listed below (‘flagship’ species are in brackets): 
 

1. Ground Foragers (Bush-stone Curlew) 
2. Pouncing Robins (Eastern Scarlet Robin) 
3. Shrubby-understorey Specialists (Speckled Warbler) 
4. Bark and Foliage Gleaners (south-eastern Brown Treecreeper) 
5. Nectar-sippers (Regent Honeyeater) 
6. Hollow-dependent Parrots (Swift Parrot) 
7. Arboreal Insectivore Specialists (Forty-spotted Pardalote) 
8. Mistletoe Specialists (Painted Honeyeater) 
9. Seed-eating Parrots (south-eastern Red-tailed Black Cockatoo) 
10. Nocturnal Carnivores (Barking Owl) 

 
Initially, the decision was made to adopt a ‘flagship’ species approach to represent the general habitat 
and/or feeding requirements of a conservation target (or functional group). However, using one 
species population trajectory as a surrogate for the health of a suite of species is underpinned with 
assumptions. Instead, ‘flagship’ species here are adopted to represent each target group and to 
provide a focus for communication and management. Population viability or the health of target 
groups (e.g. Ground Foragers) will be based on monitoring species populations over time, in response 
to focussed management actions. 
 
Management recommendations are provided for each target group and address key threats to species 
within each group. Overall, the protection of remnant habitat is critical to prevent further declines. 
Revegetation and infill plantings, while an important piece of the puzzle, take years to provide benefits 
to birds (e.g. saplings can provide an understorey habitat) and 100s of years to provide mature habitat 
features such as nesting hollows. 
 

2.3.1.  Ground Foragers (GF) 
 

CAP ‘flagship’ species: Bush Stone-curlew  
Associated taxa: Australian Painted Button-quail 
 Diamond Firetail 
 South-eastern Southern Whiteface 
 Southern Apostlebird 

Eastern Bristlebird 
Bassian Thrush 

 
The GF target comprises five taxa including the Bush Stone-curlew. The group consists of species that 
are typically ground-foraging insectivores (Southern Apostlebird, Southern Whiteface) and granivores 
(Australian Painted Button-quail, Diamond Firetail) with a strong reliance on ground level substrates 
and habitat elements. While generally sedentary in habit, associated GF taxa will disperse moderate 
distances during periods of drought or other periods of food scarcity. 
 
Common threats include the loss of habitat connections that enable movement between remnants of 
suitable habitat, degradation of habitat quality (notably ground layers) by stock grazing, cropping 
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activities (including long-rotation cropping) and active management of coarse woody debris and leaf 
litter. Unsurprisingly, ground foraging behaviours place birds at greater risk of predation, so that 
depleted populations are further depleted by feral cats, and foxes. 
 
Management recommendations commonly promoted to directly respond to these threats include 
cessation of thinning, land clearing or regrowth removal, protecting and reconnecting high-quality 
remnants, managing stock grazing and fire regimes to retain lower storey layers, actively reintroducing 
coarse woody debris from appropriate sources, and controlling feral predators. 
 

2.3.2  Pouncing Robins (PR) 
 

CAP ‘flagship’ species: Eastern Scarlet Robin  
Associated taxa: Eastern Jacky Winter 
 Flame Robin 
 Red-capped Robin 
 South-eastern Hooded Robin 
 Dusky Robin 

 
The PR comprise a group of threatened and declining species that typically forage in the low- to mid-
levels of the vegetation structure. Each demonstrates a habit of perching on a low branch, tree stump 
or post to spot and pounce on prey. The target taxa are generally sedentary in northern parts of their 
range, but some (notably Flame Robin) undertake seasonal altitudinal movement to lower altitudes 
during winter in more southerly latitudes.  
 
Common threats include isolation of remnants by surrounding land use, reducing connectivity of 
remnant areas, with subsequent degradation of ground, lower and mid-storey habitat components by 
stock grazing and removal of coarse woody debris. Degradation and simplification of woodland 
remnants has flow-on implications for populations of aggressive native birds resulting in active 
exclusion of robins from modified areas, and both egg and nest predation by other abundant native 
species such as Currawongs and Australian Magpie. 
 
Recommended management activities include the cessation of thinning, land clearing and regrowth 
removal, protecting high quality remnant areas, particularly where known to be occupied (even 
periodically) by robins. Subsequent management of stock and fire to retain mature habitat structure 
and exclusion of Noisy Miners would also likely benefit this target group. Managing indirect threats 
such as pesticide use to enhance populations of insect prey is also important. The reduction of 
pesticide use in agricultural landscapes could be achieved over time with community engagement 
activities to increase landholder awareness of the impacts of prolonged pesticide use, and suggest 
alternatives or ways to reduce pesticide use. 
 

2.3.3  Shrubby understorey specialists (SU) 
 

CAP ‘flagship’ species:  Speckled Warbler 
Associated taxa: Black-eared Cuckoo 

Eastern Chestnut-rumped Heathwren 
 Eastern Spotted Quail-thrush 
 Eastern White-browed Babbler 
 Eastern Woodlands Western Gerygone 
 Flinders Ranges Chestnut-rumped Heathwren 
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 Gilbert's Whistler 
 Ground Cuckoo-shrike 
 Mount Lofty Ranges Chestnut-rumped Heathwren 
 Mount Lofty Ranges Spotted Quail-thrush 
 South-eastern White-bellied Cuckoo-shrike 
 Southern Crested Bellbird 
 Southern White-browed Babbler 
  
  

The largest target group, the SU is made up of a fairly diverse group of insectivorous birds each 
demonstrating a strong dependence on the presence of shrubs, coarse woody debris and leaf litter. 
The taxa concerned are largely sedentary, albeit with some local movements (particularly post-
breeding); one species (Black-eared Cuckoo) is, however, migratory. 
 
Unsurprisingly, SU are strongly susceptible to the loss of shrubs and/or shrubby habitat linkages. 
Drought impacts, particularly when occurring in conjunction with persistent grazing by stock and weed 
infestations that suppress shrub regeneration are thought to exacerbate past loss of shrub layers in 
remnant woodlands. Open areas with reduced cover place SU at greater risk of predation by feral 
animals.  
 
Recommended management interventions place a strong emphasis on management of shrub layers 
through active replanting, suppression of weeds, and careful grazing management to assist fuel 
management and natural regeneration. Management of feral predators is also recommended, along 
with encouraging reconnection of woodland remnants with varied densities of shrub cover. 
 

2.3.4  Bark & Foliage Gleaners (BG) 
 

CAP ‘flagship’ species: o South-eastern Brown Treecreeper  
Associated taxa: o Eastern Crested Shrike-tit 
 o Eastern Grey-crowned Babbler 
 o Southern Restless Flycatcher 
 o Varied Sittella 
  

 
The BG target is comprised of insectivores that typically forage at all levels within the tree and shrub 
layers, notably on tree trunks and canopy leaves. Bark and foliage gleaners are generally quite 
sedentary with some demonstrating relatively poor gap-crossing abilities. This unwillingness to cross 
extensive gaps makes the group particularly susceptible to woodland fragmentation and isolation. 
Removal of mature hollow-bearing trees, standing dead timber combined with removal of habitat 
connections have contributed substantially to the cumulative decline in populations across the 
temperate woodland zone. Habitat simplification through stock grazing, frequent fire and mechanical 
removal of coarse woody debris have contributed to both reduced abundance of prey and increasing 
populations of aggressive and competitive native species such as Noisy Miners. Weed infestation is 
also understood to impact the target group. 
Recommended management actions include protection and reconnection of high-quality remnants 
containing large, mature trees, combined with management to sustain standing dead timber and 
promote natural regeneration.  
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2.3.5  Nectar-sippers (NS) 
 

CAP ‘flagship’ species: o Regent Honeyeater 
 o Little Lorikeet 

 
Associated taxa: o Eastern Blue-faced Honeyeater 
 o Eastern Dusky Woodswallow 
 o Northern Brown-headed Honeyeater 
 o South-eastern Brown-headed Honeyeater 
 o Purple-crowned Lorikeet 
 o South-eastern Black-chinned Honeyeater 
 o Southern Fuscous Honeyeater 
 o Strong-billed Honeyeater 
 o Western Yellow-tufted Honeyeater 

 
The NS comprise the second largest, but perhaps most iconic, of the CAP target groups, being made 
up of 10 obligate nectivorous honeyeaters and lorikeets. Most are highly nomadic in response to the 
highly variable flowering patterns and the availability of lerps, honeydew and manna gum from native 
trees and shrubs across southeast Australia.  
 
Clearing and fragmentation of remnant woodlands across the temperate zone have impacted Nectar-
sippers by reducing the extent of ‘nectar habitat’ available, particularly during winter months. This is 
particularly problematic given the variability in reliability of flowering from year to year.  
 
Lorikeet species (i.e. Little Lorikeet and Purple-crowned Lorikeet) are dependent upon tree hollows 
for nesting. Habitat clearing, including selective logging for farm timber production, and loss of mature 
paddock trees bearing hollows, have impacted the availability of nesting sites. Nest availability has 
been further impacted by competition from aggressive native birds including Noisy Miner, as well as 
introduced honeybees. Predation of nests by native gliders and other birds, and adults by feral cats, 
continues to suppress natural recovery of already-depleted populations. 
 
Much still needs to be learned about the complex movement behaviours of Nectar-sippers across the 
temperate woodlands zone. Further mapping and monitoring of movement patterns relative to 
flowering events is commonly advocated, along with efforts to protect high quality remnants and large 
flowering trees, management to encourage feed species regeneration, and active infill planting with 
preferred feed species on highly productive soils.  
 

2.3.6  Hollow-dependent Parrots (HP) 
 

CAP ‘flagship’ species: Swift Parrot 
 
Associated taxa: 

Superb Parrot 
Turquoise Parrot 

 
The HP target group is made up of three species understood to be reliant on the presence of large, 
mature or senescent, hollow-bearing trees. Swift Parrot and Superb Parrot both undertake seasonal 
migrations in search of nectar from flowering eucalypts. The Swift Parrot migrates from its breeding 
habitat in Tasmania each Autumn to forage in Victoria and New South Wales over winter. The Superb 
Parrot is a partial migrant and occurs in eastern inland New South Wales and has two main breeding 
areas; the south-western slopes and the Riverina. The former is bounded by Cowra and Yass to the 
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east, with Cootamundra and Coolac to the west. During the winter this population migrates north to 
the upper Namoi and Gwydir Rivers. In the Riverina region, the species is present all year round where 
they breed in hollows of large trees along the corridors of the Murray, Edward and Murrumbidgee 
Rivers.  
 
The three HP species feed on nectar and lerp with the Superb Parrot and Turquoise Parrot also eating 
a varied diet of grass seeds, fruits, berries and some insects, while foraging on the ground in small 
groups. Swift Parrots have a strong reliance on nectar and lerp from high quality woodland and open 
forest, but also supplement their diet with seeds.   
 
Clearing of remnant habitat, particularly mature hollow-bearing trees or standing dead timber, has 
impacted HPs extensively across south-eastern Australia. In Tasmania, forestry operations have 
contributed to the loss of mature trees used by Swift Parrot for nesting. Competition for nest hollows, 
including the impact of non-native gliders upon Swift Parrots in their Tasmanian breeding habitat, has 
caused egg mortality and reduced breeding success. Forestry on the mainland is contributing to 
ongoing loss of habitat for the species. The increasing number of wind turbine farms in Victoria also 
poses a potential problem for nomadic species such as Swift Parrots, which are vulnerable to being 
struck by the rotor blades. 
 
Management issues that affect overall quality and resilience of foraging and nesting habitat include: 
overgrazing of remnants by stock, drought, inappropriate water management (impacting riparian 
trees), and inappropriate fire regimes. Perhaps unique to the Hollow-dependent Parrots is the illegal 
trade in capture and sale of birds for domestic and overseas pet markets.  
 
Recovery strategies for HPs include protecting existing remnant habitat with a high density of large 
trees and also continued monitoring of their distribution, habitat use, and opportunities for targeted 
habitat restoration. In regional landscapes, the protection of large, mature trees with fencing to allow 
natural regeneration is important. The installation of nest boxes can also provide artificial hollows in 
the short-medium term and correct pruning of tree limbs by an arborist can favour natural hollow 
nesting opportunities. 
 

2.3.7  Arboreal Insectivore Specialists (AI) 
 

CAP ‘flagship’ species Forty-spotted Pardalote 
 
The single species in the AI target group - the Forty-spotted Pardalote - occurs in only a few small 
areas of dry White Gum (Eucalyptus viminalis) forest in south-eastern Tasmania upon which it is 
entirely dependent.  Surveys in 2009 suggested a decline in population size to 1486 birds with a 
possible total population estimate being in the order of 1500 ±300 birds (Bryant 2010).    
 
Clearing for forestry combined with both urban and infrastructure development have vastly reduced 
the availability of habitat with remnants subject to degradation from ‘edge effects’ and weed 
encroachment. Suppression of White Gum regeneration by grazing and inappropriate fire regimes 
places further pressure on isolated populations of Forty-spotted Pardalotes (Webb et al. 2018). 
Predation by feral cats and over-abundant native Noisy Miners are a major barrier to population 
recovery, while infestation of nests by a parasitic fly species, the Parasitic Screw Worm Fly 
(Passeromyia longicornis), is now understood to cause high nesting mortality and a potential key 
threat to Forty-spotted Pardalote populations (Webb et al. 2018). 
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Substantial efforts are required to protect the species, including reservation and covenanting of 
habitat, improved community awareness of the issues, as well as regeneration of White Gum.  Loss 
even of single White Gum trees may significantly reduce a colony’s survival prospects. Addressing 
other threats to the Forty-spotted Pardalote, such as the Parasitic Screw Worm Fly issue and fire 
management to protect remnant vegetation in vulnerable areas (e.g. Flinders Island) are necessary 
for the persistence of wild populations. 
 

2.3.8  Mistletoe Specialists (MS) 
 

CAP ‘flagship’ species: Painted Honeyeater 
 
The second of the target groups to consist of only a single species, MS is comprised of just the Painted 
Honeyeater. The nomadic nature of the Painted Honeyeater is largely dependent on the availability 
of the fruit of mistletoe in host trees. The greatest concentrations of this species and almost all 
breeding occurs on the inland slopes of the Great Dividing Range in NSW, Victoria and southern 
Queensland. The species is generally found only north of 26oS during winter. 
 
As a mobile species using resources in different and widely distributed locations, the major causes of 
its decline are thought to be reduction in total area of habitat, selective loss of important habitats and 
isolation of fragmented remnant habitats and removal of mistletoes and mistletoe-bearing trees. The 
species is similarly impacted through exclusion by aggressive native birds (e.g. Noisy Miners) and nest 
predation in degraded remnants. 
 
Management and recovery of a species that occurs sparsely over a large area presents particular 
challenges that necessitate a clear understanding of the location of preferred habitat remnants. 
Coordinated effort will be required to protect all remnants used by Painted Honeyeater, manage 
mature remnants to retain key habitat features including mature trees and mistletoes, and control 
pressures that degrade the quality and health of remnants, such as total grazing pressure. Greater 
community awareness and the propagating of Mistletoe in areas affected by drought or severe fire 
events is important for its recovery as well as the species which depend on it. 
 

2.3.9  Seed-eating Parrots (SP) 
 

CAP ‘flagship’ species: South-eastern Red-tailed Black-Cockatoo  
Associated taxa: Gang-gang Cockatoo 

 
The south-eastern Red-tailed Black-cockatoo (RTBC) represents a functional guild of large, seed-eating 
parrots (SP) threatened in part by their dependence upon particular foraging trees (for the RTBC this 
is certain Stringybark species, and Buloke) that tend to have low rates of annual seed production. A 
Final Draft National Recovery Plan has been prepared for this species (Burnard and Pritchard 2013). 
 
SP, as a conservation target, have a relatively low reproductive rate relative to other parrot species. 
For example, the RTBC lays one or sometimes two eggs per year. Populations are under threat from 
the cumulative impacts of habitat loss and inappropriate fire regimes. 
The loss (i.e. attrition and removal) of large remnant trees (including paddock trees) with large nesting 
hollows, as well as the loss of foraging trees represent the greatest threats to SPs. For the RTBC, 
remaining habitat within the species’ range in southern Victoria and South Australia, is at risk of 
further losses through land clearing, extensive, intense bush fire, planned burns that result in crown 
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scorch as well as invasive woody weeds and pathogens and pests which compromise the seed 
production of food trees (namely Stringybark and Buloke) (Burnard and Pritchard 2013). 
 
Management and recovery efforts need to address the primary threats by identifying and protecting 
foraging habitat and managing controlled burns in and around these sites to limit canopy scorch to 
<15%. Targeted replanting of preferred foraging trees in the more productive riparian and fertile areas 
of its former range will assist in species population recovery in the long-term. However, the lag time 
of >100 years before planted trees mature means that remnant vegetation must be protected to 
conserve foraging habitat. Protecting mature remnant trees, such as River Red-gum, on private 
property is important to provide nesting hollows for breeding. This can be coupled with the installation 
of nest boxes to supplement breeding opportunities. 
 

2.3.10  Nocturnal Predators (NP) 
 

CAP ‘flagship’ species: Southern Barking Owl  
The ‘Nocturnal Predators’ target is comprised solely of the Southern Barking Owl, a nocturnal species 
understood to be susceptible to low prey abundance resulting from poor habitat quality and/or 
absence of hollow-bearing trees. The species is heavily reliant on large, hollow-bearing trees for 
nesting, and like many other taxa with low numbers and a dispersed population, is highly susceptible 
to the loss of even small numbers of individuals to pressures. 
 
While Barking Owls have a widespread distribution across Australia and New Guinea, the Southern 
subspecies has been severely impacted by forestry and the loss of old-growth trees. Firewood 
collection and removal of standing dead timber continue to impact availability of habitat for both the 
Owl and its prey species, as do overgrazing by stock and inappropriate fire regimes. With limited nest 
hollows available for breeding, competition with introduced honeybees for such hollows is 
problematic in some areas. Similarly, competition with feral cats, foxes and dogs for prey presents 
further challenges in areas where prey species are already depressed by habitat degradation and 
drought. 
 
Recommended management interventions place a strong emphasis on identifying and protecting 
large old-growth trees and roost sites – for both the target species and its prey. Similarly, habitat 
management involving management of grazing and fire is needed to promote habitat for prey species, 
while maintenance of wide corridor connections between remnants, particularly where they 
incorporate riparian areas.
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3. Status and Threats 
 

3.1 Viability of Conservation Targets 
 
Following the definition of the ten conservation targets, the CAP process completed an assessment of 
the ‘viability’ (or overall health) of each target. The purpose of the viability assessment is to determine 
how to measure the health of each target/target group over time. It does this by selecting measurable 
indicators for each Key Ecological Attribute (KEA) and determining an acceptable range of variation 
(goal) for each KEA. It involves a seven-step process (see Box 1).  
 
KEAs are aspects of a target/target groups biology or ecology that if present, defines a healthy target 
and if missing or altered, would lead to the outright loss or extreme degradation of that target over 
time. They can be grouped into three classes: 
 
Size - a measure of the area of extent or population size (individual abundance) of species occurrence, 
for each target group; 
 
Condition - a measure of species’ core habitat (e.g. habitat condition/complexity can be measured by 
proportion of course woody debris) 
 
Landscape context - a measure of habitat type and/or location of core habitat in relation to 
surrounding landscape (i.e. agricultural, urban, rural landscapes and whether there is any adjacent 
habitat). 
 
A small number of indicators were selected to define the current and preferred future status of each 
KEA. These were in turn used to evaluate relative change in health of a target/target group over time. 
Possible indicators, status measures and target viability conclusions are detailed Appendix A.1.  
 
 

Box 1. Assessing the viability of conservation targets8 
 
A key step in managing any system is to develop a good understanding of what one is trying to accomplish. 
In particular, there is a need to clearly define specific future goals, assess the current status of the system, 
and measure progress towards these goals.  
 
This process of setting measurable goals is particularly challenging for the conservation targets used by 
biodiversity projects. Most conservation targets are themselves very complex systems that vary naturally 
over time. It is thus not easy to define or measure the “health” of a bear or migratory fish population, a 
forest, or a coral reef in a systematic and repeatable fashion.  
 
Target Viability Assessment is a flexible and yet powerful methodology to help solve this problem, based 
on sound ecological principles. It provides a consistent framework for defining the current status, and 
desired future condition of ‘flagship’ conservation targets. 

 
8 Source: TNC 2007. Guidance for Step 3: Assess Viability of ‘flagship’ Conservation Targets in Conservation 
Action Planning Handbook: Developing Strategies, Taking Action and Measuring Success at Any Scale. The 
Nature Conservancy, Arlington, VA. 
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A complete viability assessment involves 7 steps: 
 

Step 1. Select a target and identify a limited set of key ecological attributes  
    Step 2. Select indicators for each key ecological attribute  
    Step 3. Determine acceptable range of variation and rating scale for each  

            attribute  
    Step 4. Determine current and desired future status of each attribute  
    Step 5. Record any assumptions  

Step 6. Repeat this process for all targets 
Step 7. Review viability assessments and adjust as necessary  

 
Assigning one rating to represent the overall status of most conservation targets is a difficult task that 
involves many assumptions. As a general rule, this rating process involves determining one or more 
attributes and/or indicators that represent the health of the target and then assessing the current status 
of these indicators against a predetermined rating scale: 
 
  Very good: Ecologically desirable status; requires little intervention for maintenance. 
          Good: Within acceptable range of variation; some intervention required for   
                    maintenance. 
            Fair: Outside acceptable range of variation; requires human intervention. 
           Poor: Restoration increasingly difficult; may result in extirpation of target. 
 

 
 

3.2 Setting goals, key ecological attributes and indicators for target groups 
 
The overarching vision of the CAP is to protect, recover and stabilise viable populations of temperate 
woodland birds in south-east Australia. Species richness, habitat occupancy and proportion of small 
birds are all possible metrics to measure the “health” of temperate woodland birds in the CAP at the 
community and target-group scale.  
 

Goals 
Setting measurable goals for target groups (e.g. Ground Foragers), rather than for individual species, 
is challenging especially at such a large geographic scale. One approach is to select a ‘flagship’ or 
surrogate species to represent the target group and assign key ecological attributes and indicators to 
that species. This makes the assumption that by benefitting the ‘flagship’ species, we are benefitting 
all species in that group; which depending on the ‘flagship’ species, is generally too simplistic. While 
species within a target group may share KEAs, different sets of strategies and actions are often 
required to stabilise multi-species populations.  
 
This version of the TWB CAP will not attempt to define specific goals (e.g. extent, scope, timeframe) 
for each target group. Rather, these target group goals will be defined in the separate Work Plans9. 
At this stage, it will be necessary to identify priority areas for delivering strategies and actions at the 
CMA/LLS scale, which will allow measurable and achievable goals to be defined based on selected 
key ecological attributes and indicators. 
 

 
9 These are short-term (e.g. 18 month) implementation plans, which detail the resourcing and timelines 
required to deliver a management intervention. 
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Key Ecological Attributes and Indicators 
KEAs and indicators are often used to quantify the “health” of a species’ population.  However, for 
target groups of species (e.g. Ground Foragers) KEAs are defined as metrics of habitat suitability10, 
which can be measured quantitatively.  
 
In Appendix A.2., the current status of the KEA is based on an acceptable range of variation rated as 
Poor, Fair, Good, Very Good (Box 1). For example, by 2025 course woody debris (KEA) can be measured 
against the original status, to determine whether management actions have increased course woody 
debris to a “Fair” or better rating.  
 

3.3 Threats to Conservation Targets 
 
Many remnant woodland areas supporting threatened birds continue to be degraded by current land 
management practices (Wilson and Bignall 2009). These threatening processes are further 
exacerbated by historical broadacre clearing practices and widespread habitat loss.  
 
A total of 28 identified threats emerged during the course of CAP preparation, with 18 having a 
‘medium’ summary threat rating or higher. A threat ranking was assigned to each target, according to 
its scope, severity and irreversibility (Box 2). 
 
This list of threats was further refined to 12 direct threats, by combining threats which required similar 
management interventions (Table 4). Separate strategies can be listed within a management 
intervention. Direct threats are defined as factors that immediately cause stress to conservation 
targets (according to Conventions for Defining, Naming, Measuring, Combining and Mapping Threats 
in Conservation – Draft Version: 1 December 2003) and are ongoing (present and future) threats. For 
example, habitat loss is a (generic) threat that includes broadacre clearing, degradation and habitat 
fragmentation. Since broadacre clearing is less common in recent decades, fragmentation and 
degradation are considered direct threats, while historical broadacre clearing further exacerbates the 
effects of ongoing habitat loss. Importantly, current and future direct threats (i.e. habitat degradation) 
can be addressed by managing the stressor (e.g. loss of course woody debris). A list of stressors were 
listed for each direct threat, relevant to each target group, in order to rank threats by scope, severity 
and irreversibility (Box 2). 
 
Activities resulting in the immediate loss of a critical area of habitat or habitat components and more 
frequent and extreme climatic events (e.g. region with below average rainfall) are ranked as the 
highest (i.e. pervasive and damaging) threats to the persistence of temperate woodland birds. 
Forestry activities, exclusion by aggressive native birds and firewood collection were assigned a lesser 
threat rating, however the cumulative effect of other threatening processes has the potential to 
compromise the long-term survival of woodland bird species (Saunders and Tzaros 2011). 
 
 

3.3.1 Assessing threats  
 
The CAP process identifies and ranks direct threats for each conservation target based on assessing 
the scope, severity and irreversibility of the threat (Box 2). The decision to combine threats or retain 
separate threats (Table 8), was based on whether a separate management intervention was required 

 
10 In contrast, when targets represent individual species, KEAs are generally measures of species population 
size, condition and landscape context.  
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to address a particular threat. For example, agricultural intensification, paddock tree removal and 
firewood collection and removal of CWD and SDT were combined into the one direct threat category: 
Fragmentation and degradation of habitat (Table 8), because restoration activities and community 
engagement are relevant to addressing these threats.  However, the Removal or Modification of 
Native Understorey in Woodland Remnants has remained a separate threat, because it relates to 
addressing the impacts of total grazing pressure and weed encroachment in remnant patches of 
woodland (which are the early stages of habitat degradation).  While there is scope to combine this 
latter threat into the broader category: Fragmentation and degradation of habitat, keeping this threat 
separate allows focus to be drawn to remnant woodland restoration, rather than the revegetation of 
previously cleared areas (i.e. from intensive agricultural practices like cropping, centre-pivot 
irrigation).  
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Box 2. Methodology for Assessing Threats (excerpt from ‘Open Standards Framework’) 
 
The CAP methodology assesses the impact of direct threats on targets. ‘Summary Threat Rating’s’ are 
derived using a rule-based system based on combining values for the ‘scope’, ‘severity’ and 
‘irreversibility’ of the threat upon each target.  
 
Scope – Defined spatially as the proportion of the target that can reasonably be expected to be 
affected by the threat within ten years given the continuation of current circumstances and trends. 
For species, measured as the proportion of the target’s population. 
 
    Very High:  The threat is likely to be pervasive in its scope, affecting the target 
                        across all or most (71-100%) of its occurrence/population. 
             High:  The threat is likely to be widespread in its scope, affecting the target  

             across much (31-70%) of its occurrence/population. 
        Medium:  The threat is likely to be restricted in its scope, affecting the target  

             across some (11-30%) of its occurrence/population. 
              Low:  The threat is likely to be very narrow in its scope, affecting the target  
                       across a small proportion (1-10%) of its occurrence/population.  
 
Severity – Within the scope, the level of damage to the target from the threat that can reasonably be 
expected if current circumstances and trends persist. For species, usually measured as the degree of 
reduction of the target population within the scope. 
 
    Very High:  The threat is likely to destroy or eliminate the target,  

             or reduce its population by 71-100% within 3 years or 3 generations. 
             High:  The threat is likely to seriously degrade/reduce the target, or reduce its  

        population by 31-70% within 10 years or 3 generations. 
        Medium:  The threat is likely to moderately degrade/reduce the target, or  

             reduce its population by 11-30% within ten years or three generations. 
              Low:  The threat is likely to only slightly degrade/reduce the target, or  

             reduce its population by 1-10% within ten years or three generations.  
 
Irreversibility – The degree to which the effects of a threat can be reversed and the target affected by 
the threat restored.  
 
    Very High:  The effects of the threat cannot be reversed and it is very unlikely the target  

             can be restored, and/or it would take more than 100 years to achieve this. 
             High:  The effects of the threat technically can be reversed and the target restored  

             but it is not affordable and/or it would take 21-100 years to achieve this.  
        Medium:  The effects of the threat can be reversed and the target restored with a  

             reasonable commitment of resources and/or within 6-20 years. 
              Low:  The effects of the threat are easily reversible and the target can be easily  

             restored at a relatively low cost and/or within 0-5 years. 
 

 
 
 



 

29 
 

Version: 1.0 
Date:23/12/2020 

 

Table 4. Direct threat rankings for each target group (as per Miradi software using the Open Standards for Conservation). Note: The intense wildfire rankings have been increased since the 2019/20 wildfires. 
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3.3.2 Threat summaries 

Once a threat ranking has been completed for each conservation target, the next step is to illustrate 
the relationships between threats and the contributing factors (indirect threats) acting on each threat. 
For example, the indirect threat of competition for nest hollows is habitat loss and the further decline 
of large, hollow-bearing trees. Key management interventions which address these threats form the 
basis of strategies, intermediate results and actions for each ‘results chains’ or ‘theory of change’ 
according to the Open Standards for Practice of Conservation (Version 4.0), which step-out how to 
address threats, in the short term, and benefit conservation targets, in the longer term (Section 4). 
The following section, provides detail for each of the 12 threats identified as Very High, High or 
Medium (Table 4), which impact directly on the conservation targets. 
 
First of all, it is important to define past and present habitat loss and how it is addressed in the TWB 
CAP. Since European settlement land clearing has resulted in significant environmental changes that 
are known to have negatively impacted woodland-dependent species (MacNally et al. 2009). The 
CAP process considered the direct and indirect effects of historical and present land clearing, as well 
as ongoing habitat loss.  Historical large-scale clearing since European settlement, in the form of 
broadacre clearing, is the key contributor to habitat loss and decline in biodiversity, including 
woodland birds (Olsen et al. 2005). This involved the clearing of formerly widespread open forest 
and woodland, particularly box woodlands, to develop land for agriculture (based on pre-European 
vegetation data and current vegetation extent data); 

 
While broadacre clearing is the indirect threat and the underlying cause for the decline of many native 
species, the TWB CAP aims to focus on current and future threats (or direct threats) which are 
negatively impacting the conservation targets. These direct threats to target groups are 
distinguishable in terms of scope, severity and magnitude and can be addressed by key management 
interventions and strategies, which aim to ameliorate the threatening process/es. Direct threats 
relevant to habitat loss, can be broadly grouped into three generic categories (Table 5):  

o Habitat fragmentation; 
o Habitat degradation, and; 
o Habitat loss - ongoing 

 
Table 5. Direct threats to targets, grouped as: “Habitat fragmentation and degradation” or “Ongoing habitat loss”. 

Direct threat Generic Name 

Agricultural intensification – the continued and 

intensified separation of remnant areas by 

intense land use (e.g. cropping) including use of 

pesticides 

Habitat fragmentation and degradation 

Paddock Tree Removal – loss of large, hollow 
bearing trees and lack of natural recruitment 

Habitat fragmentation and degradation 

Firewood collection and removal of course 
woody debris (CWD) and standing dead trees 
(SDT) – providing habitat structure, shelter and 
nesting opportunities for hollow-dependent 
species 

Habitat fragmentation and degradation 

Residential and industrial development – rapid 
spread of urban areas, particularly around major 

Habitat loss - ongoing 
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coastal cities in the south-east, historically 
occupied by woodlands; 
 

Forestry activities – clearing in the form of clear-
felling, selective harvesting of large, mature 
trees and modification of structure and/or 
floristic composition through silvicultural 
practices 
 

Habitat loss - ongoing 

 
 
Habitat loss is primarily caused by direct vegetation clearing and is recognised as a key cause of 
declining biodiversity (Olsen et al. 2005). It is well recognised as the most pervasive threat to the 
persistence of biodiversity, including TWBs listed under the CAP. Habitat fragmentation and 
degradation are compounding effects of habitat loss and there may be justification to address these 
as separate threats so as to delineate the (mostly) historical effects of broad-scale clearing from 
ongoing habitat degradation and fragmentation (e.g. grazing, tree thinning and ‘edge effects’ which 
continually eat-away and reduce the size of remnant patches).  
 
The clearing of native vegetation remains the most immediate and pervasive threat to native birds in 
the temperate woodlands zone. It is widely accepted that clearing results in both the immediate and 
long-term loss of species. For example, an estimated 1,000-2,000 birds are lost for every 100 hectares 
of woodland cleared (Bennett, 1993), a rate of loss that has resulted in the decline of many bird species 
of up to 80-90% since broadacre clearing began in the 1800s (Robinson, 1994). All woodland birds are 
impacted by habitat loss.  The impacts to seven of the conservation targets listed below:  
 

• Ground Foragers - The other major cause of decline of species such as the Bush Stone-curlew 
has been extensive clearing and modification of its preferred woodland habitat for agriculture 
and urban development (DEC 2006). 
 

• Pouncing Robins and Shrubby-understorey Specialists – the loss of understorey complexity 
caused mostly by native forestry activities (e.g. thinning) and grazing livestock in remnant 
patches has directly impacted species such as Eastern Scarlet Robin and Speckled Warbler. 
Taxa under these two conservation targets, rely on a dense understorey for camouflage, 
nesting and foraging. An open understorey also invites predators such as cats and foxes, which 
prey on small birds. Noisy Miners tend to prefer more open woodland and are known to out-
compete other native birds. 

 

• Nectar-sippers - Given that large old Eucalyptus trees on fertile soils produce more nectar, the 
extensive clearing of woodlands and intensification of agriculture, impacts the number of 
these old trees and   has significantly decreased food for lorikeets and honeyeaters (e.g. 
Regent Honeyeater), thus reducing survival and reproduction. Small scale clearing, such as 
during roadworks and fence construction, continues to remove and/or degrade habitat and it 
will be many decades before revegetated areas supply adequate forage sites (Office of 
Environment and Heritage 2019a). Larger scale clearing through allowable clearing and 
clearing permits is impacting the number and distribution of large paddock trees in some areas 
also, as is attrition from tree deaths, storm events and drought.   
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• Seed-eating Parrots - Dietary specialisation and food shortages have a profound effect on the 
annual distribution, movements and nesting success of seed-eating parrots such as Red-tailed 
Black Cockatoo. The impacts of natural shortages are exacerbated by the historical removal of 
feeding habitat and by current activities such as clearing of habitat and scattered tree removal, 
as well as tree decline and/or death due to damage from domestic animals or deliberately lit 
fires (Burnard and Hill 2002). Inappropriate fire regimes which are too frequent and do not 
provide time for the tree to recover, threaten foraging opportunities for seed-dependent 
species. 

 

• Arboreal Insectivore Specialists - Grassy white gum forest in the southeast bioregion (Figure 
2) has been reduced by over 50% since European settlement and major clearing of dry 
sclerophyll forests has taken place along the coastal plains. Clearing of forest/woodland 
supporting white gum on private land continues (Threatened Species Section 2006). 

 

• Nocturnal Predators - The primary threat to the Barking Owl in Victoria is loss of habitat, 
particularly the deterioration or loss of the large, hollow-bearing trees on which the species 
depends for nesting. Hollows suitable for nesting for owls do not form in eucalypts until they 
are at least 150-200 years old (Clemann and Loyn 2003). 

 

3.3.2.1 Habitat fragmentation and degradation  
 
Habitat fragmentation (i.e. one larger patch fragmented into many smaller patches which are more 
exposed to threatening processes) and the loss of structural complexity in temperate woodlands (e.g. 
course woody debris) is an ongoing threat, which has contributed to the reduction in suitable habitat 
for woodland bird taxa. In particular taxa associated with Pouncing Robins, Shrubby-understorey 
Specialists and Bark and Foliage Gleaners target groups have suffered from this. In Tasmania, for 
example, there has been a decline in reporting rates of Flame and Dusky Robins, likely as a result of 
habitat fragmentation (Olsen et al. 2005). Habitat fragmentation is a direct result of clearing native 
vegetation so that smaller, isolated patches remain. Habitat degradation is often a result of “thinning” 
the understorey (e.g. forestry activities) or a decline in structural complexity and diversity by livestock 
or weed encroachment. Once remnant vegetation has been fragmented, it becomes more exposed to 
threatening processes and is therefore more likely to degrade. Smaller, thinner remnant patches are 
most susceptible to ‘edge effects’ from grazing livestock or weed invasion, which further degrades 
patch quality. 
 
The conversion of native grasslands to exotic pastures, changes in land use (from pasture to cropping 
monocultures), pesticide use and increased stocking rates have all contributed to loss in biodiversity 
and a reduction in available habitat for woodland birds. Secondary effects of agricultural 
intensification are loss of connectivity in the landscape, limiting dispersal, and reduction in food and 
shelter opportunities (e.g. a decline in the availability of insects from prolonged pesticide use). In 
previously cleared districts the loss of small remnants, removal of large paddock trees and conversion 
of derived native grassland during the course of agricultural intensification continue to degrade 
remnant habitat. The cumulative loss of what little remains, amounts to a substantial reduction in 
resource availability, including food and shelter for populations that are already seriously threatened.  
 
The south-east Red-tailed Black Cockatoo and other hollow-dependent species (i.e. Seed-eating 
Parrots, Hollow-dependent Parrots, some species of Nectar-sippers, Nocturnal Predators) are 
vulnerable to the loss of mature paddock trees, required for tree nesting hollows. For the south-east 
Red-tailed Black Cockatoo, extensive clearing of preferred food trees (e.g. Stringybark and Buloke) has 
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occurred to make way for agriculture within this species’ range, limiting nesting and foraging 
opportunities (Burnard and Pritchard 2013). 
 

3.3.2.2 Removal and modification of native understorey in remnant woodlands  
 
Livestock grazing and weed encroachment, impacts the habitat structure and native understorey of 
those remnants and diminishes recruitment of native plants, including canopy trees. In many rural 
landscapes, mature paddock trees and large trees along roadsides are all that is left of some woodland 
habitats. Continued grazing in unfenced remnants or under the crown of paddock trees compromises 
the ability of native vegetation to regerminate from seed. Without adequate recruitment, birds are 
increasingly reliant on these fragmented remnants, but unfortunately trees perish with time and need 
replacement. By inhibiting natural regeneration these threats alter the age structure of native 
vegetation and reduce the long-term viability of foraging and nesting resources. Where natural 
regeneration is inhibited, the health of existing mature trees and the seed source are also reduced. 
This is of particular concern in nesting and foraging habitat in Tasmania, in regions of coastal New 
South Wales where key habitats remain predominantly as mature trees within the urban environment, 
and on agricultural land in central Victoria and on the western slopes and northern tablelands of New 
South Wales (Saunders and Tzaros 2011). 
 
Firewood collection and removal of course woody debris contributes to the loss of structural 
complexity in remnant habitat. Woodland understorey degradation translates to fewer shelter and 
foraging opportunities for native species, including birds. The loss of standing dead trees impacts 
hollow-dependent parrots and seed-eating parrots, as well as nocturnal predators and some nectar 
sippers. 
 

3.3.2.3 More frequent, extreme weather events 
 
Climate change brings with it a higher likelihood of more frequent, extreme weather events. Higher 
or lower than average rainfall and temperature is a pervasive threat, which impacts temperate 
woodland birds and their habitat. Whereas most other threats11  impact selectively on individual birds 
within a population or species depending on their ecology, prolonged periods with below average 
rainfall (i.e. drought) impacts upon all temperate woodland birds through reduced reproductive 
success, increased mortality and long-term deterioration of habitat. For example, the increased 
frequency and intensity of below average rainfall in recent decades and into the foreseeable future, 
means that drought will remain a very high threat to the persistence of woodland birds.  
 
Management interventions to ameliorate the effects of climate change are all-encompassing and 
should consider ecological restoration and revegetation actions to retain soil moisture and increase 
carbon sequestration storage capacity of native vegetation. Other examples are maintaining ground 
cover and protecting remnant habitat from further clearing to reduce erosion and loss of soil fertility. 
In addition, actions could be aimed at improving habitat resilience to increasing temperatures, by 
sourcing native seeds from warmer climates to ensure that re-vegetation is adapted to higher than 
average temperatures.  
 
Recent work by CSIRO has highlighted the impacts of previous ‘mega-drought’ events such as the 
Australian Federation Drought (1891-1903), which impacted more than 45 bird, mammal, fish, reptile, 

 
11 With the notable exceptions of land clearing and intense wildfire. 
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and plant families in arid, semi-arid, dry temperate and Mediterranean ecosystems over at least 2.8 
million square kilometres (36%) of the Australian continent (Godfree et al. 2019).  
 
It is evident that particular locations in the landscape are likely to act as important refugia from 
drought for a number of species. These areas may not have significant conservation value in their own 
right but are important areas at certain times. The indirect impacts of drought are an increased 
likelihood of intense, destructive wild fires, which render some woodland unhabitable for a period of 
time. Prolonged drought, may periodically alter grazing regimes in regional landscapes, where 
landholders are temporarily allowed to graze their livestock on crown land, previously set aside for 
conservation purposes (e.g. Queensland). Altered farming practices places further pressure on 
remaining habitat, such as remnant woodland, to support TWBs.  
 

3.3.2.4 Egg and nest predation, predation by introduced species and competition for prey 
 
Nest predation is now understood to comprise one of the most significant factors influencing breeding 
success in a wide variety of Australian native birds. Species implicated in taking eggs and nestlings are 
likewise varied, ranging from large omnivorous birds and cuckoos, to small mammals including gliders 
and rodents, and reptiles such as snakes and monitors (see Figure 9 below from Guppy et al. 2017). 
Egg and nest predation can take several forms, including: 

• Predation of incubating adults, nestlings or eggs; 

• Parasitism in the form of egg removal prior to depositing of an egg by a cuckoo species; 

• Removal of nestlings by native parasitic birds to initiate replacement breeding by the nest 
host (e.g. cuckoos). 

 
The Swift Parrot, which nests in hollow-bearing trees in Tasmania, is impacted by nest predation from 
introduced Sugar Gliders. Nesting boxes can provide an artificial substitute for hollows in areas where 
hollow bearing trees are scarce. However, without adequate protection from introduced predators 
such as the Sugar Glider, breeding success is limited. Predator exclusion devices have been found to 
significantly reduce mortality to tree martin eggs, nestlings and adults. There is potential for the device 
to also function well for breeding Swift Parrots (Stojonovic et al. 2018). The invasive Large Earth 
Bumblebee (Bombus terrestris) may also compete for foraging resources in Tasmania and the 
potential introduction of this species to mainland Australia could further reduce the availability of 
food resources in over-wintering habitat for hollow-dependent parrots there (Saunders and Tzaros 
2011). 
 
Regent Honeyeaters are also impacted by nest predation from common native species including Pied 
Currawong, Australian Raven, Laughing Kookaburra, Sugar Glider and Brush-tailed Possum (Crates et 
al. 2018). 
 

3.3.2.5 Intense Wildfire, inappropriate fire regimes and canopy scorch 
 
Whilst fire is a natural element of the Australian landscape, for species like Bush Stone-curlew, intense 
wildfire and inappropriate controlled burns applied over time, have the potential to kill large numbers 
of birds and/or reduce the suitability of habitat for the species. Wildfire is a natural and fundamental 
process within most Australian ecosystems, shaping vegetation structure and composition across the 
landscape. There are exceptions such as Box Ironbark forest, which is not heavily adapted to or 
dependent on fire (Tolsma et al. 2007). Too frequent and intense wildfires that burn across a large 
extent or a large proportion of a species’ habitat, have an immediate and marked impact on resident 
bird populations. Some bird taxa are more vulnerable to fire than others. The south-east Red-tailed 
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Black Cockatoo relies on Buloke and Stringybark trees to feed on seeds. Too frequent or intense 
wildfires (e.g. inappropriate fire management regimes), can result in canopy scorch, which depletes 
the seed availability and puts strain on RTBC populations already under pressure from habitat loss 
across its range (south-east South Australia and south-west Victoria).  
 
Food shortages are the main threat to the long-term survival of the South-eastern Red-tailed Black-
Cockatoo. Some food shortages are natural and due to the fruiting cycles of feeding trees (Baker-Gabb 
2007). Prescribed burns and wildfires resulting in canopy scorch, substantially reduce seed availability 
in stringybarks for at least nine years, with some effects persisting for more than 11 years (Koch 2003). 
Nearly 70% of all stringybark habitat occurs on public land in Victoria, which is where prescribed 
burning occurs almost entirely (Baker-Gabb 2007). 
Increases in fire frequency resulting from either hazard reduction burns or burns which become 
uncontrollable, pose a significant threat to bird communities. Where fire intervals are too regular, 
flowering events and the ability for nectar-rich plant species to reach maturity may be compromised, 
resulting in a reduction of foraging resources for nectivorous birds (Woinarski and Recher 1997). This 
is of particular concern in coastal New South Wales and in central Victoria where there is increasing 
residential and industrial development in close proximity to TWB habitat. In terms of direct impacts 
through mortality, losses likely vary between events and local circumstances. However, the loss of 
individual birds to fire can be significant when a small, isolated population is declining and breeding 
success is low. Forty-spotted Pardalote habitat refuges at Maria Island and North Bruny Island, support 
already fragmented populations and are at risk of being burnt by more frequent and intense wildfires.  
This could have devastating consequences for persisting populations of the species, which tend to 
occupy habitat which has not been burnt for >10 years (Webb et al. 2018). In New South Wales, in 
many areas that currently support Bush Stone-curlew, the likelihood of a population able to persist in 
a highly fragmented woodland habitat is low (DEC 2006). Stubble burning also contributes to paddock 
tree loss in agricultural landscapes, which has adverse effects for a range of woodland birds, 
particularly hollow-dependent species such as Superb Parrot and Barking Owl. 
 
The catastrophic 2019-2020 bushfire season resulted in the burning of 18,636,079 hectares across 
NSW, Victoria and South Australia, including half of Kangaroo Island. With the exception of Forty-
spotted Pardalote in Tasmania, all TWB CAP taxa were likely impacted directly or indirectly by these 
recent fires, with some species of Ground Foragers (e.g. Bassian Thrush, Eastern Bristlebird), Hollow-
dependent Parrots (e.g. Swift Parrot, Superb Parrot, Turquoise Parrot), Seed-eating Parrots (e.g. Gang-
gang Cockatoo) and Nocturnal Predators (Southern Barking Owl) particularly at risk due to the loss of 
hollow-bearing trees and/or limited habitat remaining. In addition, Nectar-sippers (e.g. Regent 
Honeyeater) and Mistletoe Specialists (e.g. Painted Honeyeater) were likely adversely impacted by 
the wildfires, as well as becoming more vulnerable to other threatening processes, due to the loss of 
important feeding and nesting habitat (e.g. Mistletoe) from canopy scorch. 
 

3.3.2.6 Exclusion by aggressive native birds 
 
A range of threatened woodland and forest bird species are adversely affected by aggressive exclusion 
by abundant native birds. Noisy Miners (Manorina melanocephala) are the most frequently noted 
problem species impacting markedly on most target groups addressed by this CAP, however other 
species with a competitive advantage of benefitting from habitat simplification can be problematic at 
local level, e.g. New Holland Honeyeater (Phylidonyris novaehollandiae) impacting Brown-headed 
Honeyeater (Cale 2005) and Black-headed Honeyeater (Melithreptus affinis). 
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Most target groups (except Arboreal Insectivore Specialists and Nocturnal Predators) are primarily 

impacted by the aggressive overabundant native birds actively excluding them from areas of 

otherwise suitable habitat (see Figure 8).  This limits feeding, breeding and dispersal opportunities and 

therefore ultimately population size and persistence of woodland birds (NSW Scientific Committee 

2013).  

 
Noisy Miners have a preference for smaller, modified, more open woodlands and the edges of 
patches. Since European settlement and as a result of broad scale clearing, the extent and 
availability of such areas has increased. Thus, the preferred habitats for Noisy Miners are now much 
more widespread in south-east Australia and this, coupled with their naturally aggressive 
tendencies, has allowed them to out-compete many other woodland taxa, including many species of 
Nectar-sippers, Pouncing Robins and Bark and Foliage Gleaners (Table 8) as per the draft decision 
review document prepared by the DAWEs’ Threatened Species Scientific Committee, to determine 
whether a Threat Abatement Plan is required for Noisy Miner control (DAWE 2020). Such sites, even 
small patches, may otherwise support high diversity and abundance of woodland birds, including 
threatened and declining species. Since fertile sites support nutritious foliage and higher densities of 
invertebrates, they also potentially support high breeding productivity of threatened and declining 
woodland birds in which food supply acts as one of the most significant factors affecting nest 
success (for references see NSW Scientific Committee 2013).  
 
 
Table 8. Temperate Woodland Birds adversely affected by aggressive exclusion by Noisy Miners. Note: While most small 
woodland birds are likely impacted by over-abundant Noisy Miners, not all species within each target group are considered 
adversely affected (DAWE 2020). 

Target Species Adversely Affected 

Ground Foragers Diamond Firetail, Southern Whiteface 

Pouncing Robins Hooded Robin, Scarlet Robin, Flame Robin 

Shrubby Understorey Specialists Speckled Warbler, Gilbert’s Whistler 

Bark and foliage gleaners Brown Treecreeper, Varied Sittella, Grey-crowned Babbler 

Nectar-sippers Regent Honeyeater, Little Lorikeet, Black-chinned Honeyeater, 
Brown-headed Honeyeater, Dusky Woodswallow, Fuscous 
Honeyeater 

Hollow-dependent Parrots Swift Parrot, Turquoise Parrot 

Arboreal Insectivore Specialists Forty-spotted Pardalote* 

Mistletoe Specialists Painted Honeyeater 

After: DAWE Threatened Species Scientific Committee draft decision review document (2020); NSW Scientific Committee 
(2013); *Threatened Species Scientific Committee (2016) 

 
 

3.3.2.7 Unmanaged total grazing pressure  
 
Unmanaged total grazing pressure by livestock, over-abundant kangaroos and introduced species (e.g. 
deer, rabbits) reduces the extent and diversity of native groundcover and degrades the understorey 
of woodland remnants. Indirect effects from hard-hooved livestock also include soil compaction 
and/or erosion, particularly along riparian areas. Ground Foragers and Shrubby-understorey 
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Specialists are most at risk from unmanaged grazing pressure, due to the loss of groundcover and 
understorey vegetation habitat. 
 

3.3.2.8 Competition for nest hollows 
 
All three taxa which comprise the Hollow-dependent Parrots target (Swift Parrot, Superb Parrot and 
Turquoise Parrot) are under significant pressure from competition for nest cavities. There is evidence 
that the Common Starling Sturnus vulgaris and European Honeybee Apis mellifera compete with Swift 
Parrot for nest hollows (Saunders and Tzaros 2011). For Superb Parrot and Turquoise Parrot, this is 
due to competition from both introduced and native birds (Olsen et al. 2005). Commonly reported 
problem species include Common Starling, Galah Eolophus roseicapilla, Long-billed Corella Cacatua 
tenuirostris and Little Corella C. sanguinea. The Galah and Corellas have increased in numbers in grain-
growing areas, and may be serious nest site competitors, especially as Superb Parrots often use 
hollows with entrances large enough to permit access by cockatoos (Baker-Gabb 2011).  
 
Resource competition with the introduced European Honeybee is likely to pose a threat to hollow-
dependent species, particularly in districts with a strong emphasis on honey production that coincide 
with foraging habitats in the Victorian box-ironbark woodlands (Environment Conservation Council 
2001). 
 

3.3.2.9 Dieback (including White Gum dieback) 
 
Tree dieback, particularly of Eucalyptus trees, has been attributed to intense grazing pressure, 
fertilisation and understorey clearing. Loss of soil moisture and prolonged periods with low average 
rainfall, exacerbates tree stress. The resulting defoliation of the tree canopy by over-abundant insects, 
has led to tree death. The loss of White Gum Eucalyptus viminalis in Tasmania, due to clearing and 
dieback, is a pervasive threat to the Forty-spotted Pardalote. Dieback can also be a result of disease 
(e.g. Phytophthora). 
 

3.3.2.10 Disease and Parasites 
 
Psittacine Beak and Feather Disease (PBFD) is a common and potentially deadly disease of parrots 
caused by a circovirus. The disease appears to have originated in Australia and is continuously present 
in wild populations of many Australian parrots. However, as populations become more stressed due 
to an increasing number of threats in their environment, including habitat loss and limited food and 
nesting resources, they are more susceptible to outbreaks of the disease.  The potential effects of the 
disease on parrot populations range from inconsequential to devastating, depending on 
environmental conditions and the general health of the parrots (Department of Environment and 
Heritage 2005). This disease could potentially have serious implications for populations in which the 
general health has been reduced from stress associated with competition for nesting and food 
resources (Saunders and Tzaros 2011). 
 
In Tasmania, the larvae of an endemic parasitic fly Passeromyia longicornis are understood be a highly 
prevalent ectoparasite in Forty‐spotted Pardalote nests, often proving lethal to nestlings and thus a 
potentially significant threat to that species. While the parasitic fly can cause nesting mortality, it is 
unknown what the degree of this threat is, relative to other threats (Webb et al. 2018). Although there 
is little information about effects of Passeromyia spp. or other ectoparasites in Australian nestling 
birds, a recent comparative study by Edworthy et al. (2018) found that P. longicornis larvae infestation 
killed 81% of all Forty‐spotted Pardalotes nestlings resulting in lower survival of nestlings compared 
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with another similarly affected species, the Striated Pardalote. Nest failure is particularly costly for 
Forty‐spotted Pardalotes given their heavy investment into individual nesting attempts. 
 

3.3.2.11 Ongoing habitat loss - Residential and industrial development  
 
Urban, rural residential and industrial developments similarly pose a significant threat to habitat 
across coastal southeast and east Australia, within important breeding areas in Tasmania (especially 
in greater Hobart) and key areas in Victoria, New South Wales and Queensland being of particular 
concern. Residential housing developments in the Victorian Volcanic Plain bioregion, have resulted in 
the removal of large, paddock trees (e.g. River Red Gum) which provide important foraging and 
nesting habitat for a range of species including owls. 
 

3.3.2.12 Ongoing habitat loss – Forestry 
 
Forestry activities, including firewood harvesting, result in the loss and alteration of nesting and 
foraging habitat in timber-production districts. For example, in Tasmania habitat loss from forestry 
activities occurs from either conversion to plantation or intensive native forest silviculture (Saunders 
and Tzaros 2011). The River Red Gum forests where many Superb Parrot nesting colonies occur are 
also important for timber production, which impacts on conservation of the species. Nest trees used 
by that species among others are typically large and old, with numerous hollows and therefore 
generally low commercial timber value (Weber & Ahern 1992). However, nearby trees may be 
merchantable and hence logged. 
 
Forestry operations which target large trees also have an impact on Nectar-sippers (e.g. Little 
Lorikeet), some hollow-dependent species such as Swift Parrot in Tasmania, and Nocturnal Predators 
like Barking Owl. As a result, BirdLife Australia is involved in lobbying in Tasmania and southern NSW 
forestry areas to halt the loss of Swift Parrot breeding and foraging habitat (which is likely also used 
for foraging by other TWB species). In November 2019, the Victorian government announced native 
forest logging will cease by 2030. Initially, the phase-out of native forest logging may place increased 
pressure on remaining coupes and monitoring surveys to detect impacts to native species during this 
time (as well as post-2030) should be undertaken. 
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4.0 Management Interventions, Strategies and Actions 
 
The CAP identifies ten management interventions to meet the TWB conservation targets. These range 
from prioritising areas to protect for TWB, minimising the loss of remnant habitat values and active 
restoration of degraded areas.  
 
Each intervention involves between one and five strategies comprised of activities that have been 
identified through the CAP process – for simplicity the following lists only the interventions and key 
strategies described so far. The intention is to now work with a diverse range of stakeholders and 
practitioners in working groups to develop finalised work plans for how these might be put into effect. 
 
Results chains or the Theory of Change, provide step-by-step strategies and actions for each 
management intervention. They are derived from the Open Planning Framework and are designed to 
sequentially list the actions and intermediate results which must occur to address key threats and 
achieve the target goal/s (i.e. benefit to target group/s) (Appendix B). Current BirdLife projects which 
tend to align with the CAP are included beneath many of the results chains as examples. This process 
also identifies management interventions which will require external support and implementation 
from members of the community, government and non-government organisations. Section 5 will 
address each management intervention in more detail and provide specific strategies and actions to 
be implemented. 
 

 

4.1 Protect Priority Areas 
 

4.1.1 Identify areas important for refuge, seasonal feeding, movement and breeding 
o Collate & analyse existing data (incl tenure) 
o Prioritise habitat for conservation based on intact and degraded vegetation based on where 

the TWB CAP taxa are known to occur (Fraser et al. 2018) 
o Stakeholder workshops 
o Identify protected and unprotected remnants 
o Prioritise Travelling Stock Reserves (TSRs) for management based on habitat values & 

landscape context 
o Undertake local bird, habitat & site management surveys 
o Review literature on habitat use & movement of ‘flagship’ species 

 

4.1.2 Identify suitable conservation instrument(s) to protect priority areas 
o Overlay priority habitat (where TWB CAP taxa are known to or likely to occur) with land tenure 

layer to identify potential areas for active management 
o Promote the full suite of conservation options available to landholders 
o Develop monitoring methodology appropriate to measuring effectiveness of management 

activities 
 

4.1.3 Apply conservation covenants & incentives to protect & manage priority areas 
o Incorporate suitable management provisions in lease agreements 

 

4.1.4 Actively manage priority areas to maintain TWB conservation values 
o Prepare costed site management plans 
o Explore funding opportunities & prepare funding proposals for site works 
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4.2 Engage the wider community 
 

4.2.1 Promote awareness of the importance of TWB habitat and management issues 
o Develop partnerships with other NGOs and increase awareness of conservation issues 

impacting TWBs 
o Implement a campaign to raise community awareness of TWB conservation needs 
o Actively engage land managers (e.g. ‘Birds on Farms’ program)  
o Involve public land managers in education & capacity building activities 
o Provide incentives for private landholders to manage land for conservation that may also 

improve agricultural productivityPromote well-being of people engaged in nature / bird 
watching 
 

4.2.2 Develop community engagement networks 
o Help coordinate and establish active community groups which are self-sustaining 

 

4.2.3 Strengthen landholder & community capacity to act for woodland birds 
o Develop community education / extension material to increase awareness of TWB 

conservation needs 
o Review management intercention results chains for best practice management guidelines 
o Engage with best practice science platforms 
o Explore opportunities to resource on-ground action 
o Implement a campaign to raise political awareness of TWB conservation needs 
o Develop partnership with landholder groups, NGOs, public land managers, traditional owners 
o Support community champions and promote best practice 
o Establish landscape forum with key stakeholders 
o Prepare best practice guidelines for priority management interventions 
o Implement a ‘Birds On Farms’ model for landholder & community engagement 
o Mobilise a single easy-to-use data consolidation platform 

 
 

4.3 Regulate loss of habitat 
 

4.3.1 Promote community awareness of the need for clearing controls 
o Collate standard information on woodland bird conservation & land clearing 
o Identify & engage key stakeholders 
o Implement a campaign to highlight impacts of clearing vs conservation on woodland birds 

 

4.3.2 Pursue government support for practical clearing controls 
o Develop partnerships with other NGOs 
o Prepare articles for use in pre-election media coverage 
o Build public pressure on politicians to amend national (e.g. EPBC Act 1999) and state 

legislation (e.g. Forestry Agreement) 
o Formulate practical policy proposals 
o Maintain pressure on policy makers to amend policy and legislation in favour of stronger 

clearing controls and threatened species protectionDeliver consistent ongoing messaging 
with the wider community 

o Advocate for greater protection of Key Biodiversity Areas (KBAs)/Areas of Outstanding 
Biodiversity Values (AOBVs) 
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4.4 Fire Management 
 

4.4.1 Advocate for change in burn regime in hazard reduction 
o Implement a campaign to highlight the need for modified hazard reduction burns including 

no hazard reduction burns 
o Identify & engage key stakeholders in woodland conservation 
o Build public pressure on politicians 
o Explain asset protection regime to wider community 

 

4.4.2 Apply best available information to inform use of controlled burns, including stubble burning 
o Identify appropriate fuel management regimes 
o Identify alternative management practices / disturbance regimes 
o Assess risk under different scenarios 
o Implement cultural burning practices 
o Firestick Project 
o Identify HCV locations 
o Prepare practical ecological & cultural burn resources 

 

4.4.3 Minimise canopy scorch in Red-tailed Black-cockatoo feed trees 
o Review fire history & local management priorities 
o Communicate RTBC status/recovery 
o Prepare burn guidance with input from key stakeholders 
o Prepare guidance for use in training & for hazard reduction burns 
o Positive reinforcement of good practice 
o Implement the 'Safer Together' fire program (Victoria) 

 

4.4.4 Monitor the scale & impacts of controlled burns & wildfire 
o Monitor burn frequencies & use of appropriate techniques 

 
 

4.5 Manage Total Grazing Pressure 
 

4.5.1 Promote guidelines to improve management of total grazing pressure 
o Prepare & disseminate guidance for managers, including private landholders and public 

reserve managers 
o Prepare & disseminate guidelines for feral animal control such as deer and rabbits 
o Prepare case studies acknowledging landholder efforts 
o Promote voluntary uptake of grazing management guidelines 
o Establish demonstration sites in suitable locations (e.g. examples of maintaining native 

groundcover by fencing remnants) 
 
 

4.6 Noisy Miner Control 
 

4.6.1 Raise awareness of Noisy Miner impacts on TWB 
o Community education to raise awareness about threatened species conservation needs 
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o Lobby for classification of native biodiversity 
 

4.6.2 Cull Noisy Miner at Regent Honeyeater breeding sites 
o Review research and mapping of key sites 
o Promote the use of humane culling for control 

4.6.3 Cull Noisy Miner at priority TWB locations 
o Work with landholders to prepare local controls (e.g. localised culling program) 
o Undertake understorey restoration – addition of course woody debris (i.e. dense understorey 

inhibits Noisy Miners) 
o Prepare case study examples of successful treatment areas 
o Conduct culling at priority sites 
o Assess Noisy Miner densities at priority sites / landscapes 

 

4.6.4 Create non-favourable habitat for aggressive native birds 
 
 

4.7 Manage for Extreme Weather Events and a Drying and Warming Climate 
 
4.7.1 Protect / enhance drought and climate refuge areas 

o Identify drought refuge sites in urban and regional areas 
o Undertake revegetation with seeds sourced from warmer climates  
o Supplement habitat resources in drought refuge areas 

 

4.7.2 Retain or restore vegetation cover 
o Implement climate-resilient restoration plantings 

Encourage and support farming practices that maintain good all year-round ground cover, 
promote the health and regeneration of remnant woodlands and maintain and improve native 
vegetation extent 
 

4.7.3 Advocate for climate and water policy and action 
o Collaborate with other advocacy organisations 
o Support preparation of submissions 

 
 

4.8 Expand Nectar Feeding Areas 
 

4.8.1 Support a coordinated approach to protect & manage nectar-sipper habitat 
o Implement a campaign to promote nectar-sippers 
o Prepare species information profiles to communicate nectar-sipper habitat needs 

 

4.8.2 Support coordinated replanting of priority areas across tenures, regions & seasonal conditions 
o Seek partnerships with private donors 
o Develop partnerships with landholder groups, NGOs, public land managers 
o Prepare advisory materials 
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4.9 Restore Degraded Remnants and Revegetate Cleared Areas 
 

4.9.1 Work with landholders & land managers to retain mature habitat features 
o Develop simple toolkit / checklist to encourage best practice 
o Promote the importance of mature habitat for TWBs 
o Engagement activities with targeted land managers / landholders 
o Promote alternatives for management of feral harbour 

 

4.9.2 Coordinate a program of works to re-age degraded remnants 
o Identify sources & methods for importing CWD 
o Manually create new tree hollows 
o Supplement hollows with nest boxes 
o Undertake in-fill planting with understorey shrubs 
o Actively encourage retention & propagation of mistletoes 
o Manage stock grazing to reduce total grazing pressure 
o Actively manage remnants areas to retain CWD, SDT & leaf litter 

 

4.9.3 'Make Shrubs Sexy': Promote the importance of shrubs for woodland birds 
o Awareness campaign promoting shrubs 
o Establish a social media/online presence 
o Ensure landholder & stakeholder engagement 
o Promote the importance of shrubs with the community, funding bodies & policy makers 
o Promote need for guidelines to assist restoration 
o Develop partnerships with NGOs to lobby for $ 

 

4.9.4 Promote best practice restoration & management guidelines 
o Engage NRM bodies, scientists & landholders 
o Prepare & disseminate guidelines for shrub restoration 
o Establish demonstration sites in suitable locations 

 

4.9.5 Coordinate a large-scale program of shrubby understorey restoration 
o Partner with conservation networks 
o Prepare funding proposals for multi-site restoration & management efforts 
o Engage Landcare in multi-property restoration planning 
o Undertake local bird, habitat & site management surveys 
o Prepare site & risk management plans 
o Establish or protect local seed banks sources 
o Collect, store & propagate priority restoration species 
o Establish new remnant rehabilitation sites involving shrub enhancement 
o Supplement existing revegetation sites 
o Implement complementary fire & grazing management strategies 

 

4.9.6 Revegetate cleared areas 

o Prioritise revegetation to expand and connect existing remnants  
o Prioritise revegetation of higher fertility soils, eg. riparian areas, valley flats 
o Partner with government, NGOS, landholder networks 
o Prepare funding proposals  
o Support seed collection and propagation of desirable species 
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4.10 Undertake Targeted Research 
 

4.10.1 Support research to address targeted knowledge gaps 
o Collate information on best practice management 
o Review & improve best practice management guidelines for TWB conservation 
o Prepare management guidelines for inclusion in future grazing lease provisions 
o Develop a TWB research plan 
o Coordinate or assist relevant funding applications for targeted research 
o Theme 1: Effectiveness of Noisy Miner culling for recovering TWB populations 
o Theme 2: Appropriate fire regimes for enhancing TWB populations 
o Theme 3: Integrating grazing with TWB habitat management 
o White Gum Dieback, Diseases and Parasites;  
o Addressing nest predation for TWBs 

 

4.10.2 Monitor the status and distribution of Temperate Woodland Birds 
o Create & maintain a database of significant TWB research & data collection projects 
o Audit the location, coverage & scope of previous survey/monitoring sites 
o Confirm the suite of tools/techniques to be used in survey 
o Develop collaborative survey arrangements between conservation organisations 
o Recommend appropriate survey methodologies
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5. Implementation and Evaluation  
 

5.1 CAP Management Program 
 

The large geographic scope of the TWB CAP means it is necessary to focus on a few management 
interventions and strategies at a time, in order to set and deliver on achievable goals. The CAP will be 
reviewed every three to four years and Work Plans will be prepared for 18-month delivery timeframes 
to manage resources, budgets and track progress of strategies and actions. The two Delivery Periods 
from 2021 – 2024 are: 

• Period One: January 2021 – June 2022, followed by a 6-month review and; 

• Period Two: January 2023 – June 2024, followed by a 6-month review 
 

5.1.1 Selecting management interventions 
 
To prioritise 1-3 management interventions for Period One, the ten management interventions were 
ranked by the Steering Committee according to the following criteria: 

• Potential Impact 

• Feasibility (resources, ethical) 

• Cost 

• Technical 

• Gap/Niche 

• Risk 
 
Each member of the Steering Committee individually ranked the management interventions (from 1-
10, where 10 = high potential impact, high feasibility, low cost, high technical “know-how”, high gap 
in strategy delivery based on current projects and high risk of not delivering on this intervention in the 
next 18-months). The combined rankings for each management intervention gave a total score. These 
total scores were added together with rankings from all members of the Steering Committee to give 
a final total score. The higher the score, the more likely the management intervention may be 
considered for implementation in the next 18-month Work Plan/s.  
 
Following the November 2020 Steering Committee meeting, the highest-ranking management 
interventions were: 

• Protect Priority Areas; 

• Regulate Habitat Loss, and; 

• Restore Degraded remnants and Re-vegetate Cleared Areas 
 
These interventions and associated strategies and actions, were agreed as the focus for the Period 
One. Work Plans will be developed for each delivery period, to allocate resources, manage budgets 
and measure progress against deliverables. 
 
 

5.2 Capacity and Resources Objectives (January 2021 – June 2024)  
 

The following are key objectives of the CAP, relating to capacity and resources: 

1.1 By February 2021, select 1-3 management interventions to focus on for Period One; 
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1.2 By June 2021, identify relevant strategies (outlined in results chains) for the focal management 

interventions and undertake stocktake of current projects across organisations; 

1.3 By December of 2021 gain sufficient funding opportunities for the successful implementation of key 

strategies highlighted within the CAP and use Work Plans to measure progress of projects, and; 

1.4 By December 2022, complete a review of the progress on agreed short-term deliverables, strategies & 

priorities for Period One and identify strategies to implement for Period Two, and; 

1.5 By June 2024, complete a 3-year review of the CAP document, including a review of the progress on 

Period Two deliverables and any necessary revisions and/or additions. 
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5.3 CAP Coordination 
 
CAP implementation involves a combination of expanding on existing projects across multiple 
organisations and undertaking new projects to deliver on strategies and actions for each management 
intervention.  
 
A TWB CAP Steering Committee was formally established in October 2020 and includes government 
entities, NRM groups and research institutions, to promote and coordinate actions to stabilise and 
enhance temperate woodland bird populations (identified in the CAP) in the project area across south-
east Australia. The TWB CAP Steering Committee will provide advice and guidance on implementation 
of the TWB CAP within an adaptive management framework to ensure the CAP remains current, 
appropriate, efficient and effective, (see Steering Committee Terms of Reference for more detail on 
management structure).  
 
The TWB CAP Steering Committee will assist BirdLife with coordination and ongoing update and 
review of the TWB CAP. It will provide advice and recommendations to stakeholders who are involved 
in implementing strategies and actions outlined in the CAP. Its members will: 
1. Work together to coordinate the implementation of the TWB CAP.  
2. Provide input to the yearly operational plans and budget for the implementation of the TWB CAP. 
3. Provide constructive comments to, and work with proponents on, programs that will contribute 

to the objectives of the TWB CAP.  
4. Provide advice on the design and development of monitoring, conservation management and 

communication activities undertaken under the TWB CAP. 
5. Support participating partners to attract sufficient funding to implement the TWB CAP; and 
6. Review the currency and effectiveness of the TWB CAP and the Steering Committee’s terms of 

reference on a regular basis including five-year review of the TWB CAP and regular review of the 
Steering Committee. 

 
 

5.4 Relationship to Threatened Species Recovery Teams 
 
The TWB CAP recognises that there are active National Recovery Teams for several of the target 
species. Where possible, the TWB CAP Steering Committee will engage with these Recovery Teams via 
means agreed by both, provide them with copies of minutes, and aims to work with and not duplicate 
or conflict with the activities of these Teams.  
 
 

5.5 Work plans  
 
Work Plans will assist in managing resources, budgets and tracking the progress of strategies and 
actions. These Work Plans are intended as implementation plans for the next 18-months and will be 
prepared to detail project scope, monitoring tools, project resourcing, duration, timeframes and costs 
in order to implement a CAP management intervention(s). The Work Plans strategies and actions will 
be consistent with the results chain in the CAP prepared for each management intervention.  
 
The intent of the next three to four years is not to implement all of the management interventions in 
the CAP, as this would not be realistic. Rather, a short-list of management interventions was selected 
by the Steering Committee and Work Plans will be developed (with assistance from Working Groups) 
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(Section 5.1 and 5.2). The projected timeframe for a Delivery Period and Work Plan(s) is 18 months, 
however in some cases it may be more appropriate to shorten or lengthen delivery (12 – 24 months), 
depending on the management intervention and associated strategies. 
 
The Open Standards / CAP model is an adaptive management framework and these Work Plans will 
be reviewed by a CAP Steering Committee on a regular basis to determine priority actions to be 
undertaken. The Steering Committee will also assist in identifying and consulting with appropriate 
delivery partners and securing funding to implement high priority actions.  
 
 

5.6 Working groups 
 
Working Groups will be established on an “as-needs” basis to discuss strategies, actions or processes 
in detail and to provide advice to the Steering Committee. Members of the Working Group are 
generally separate to the Steering Committee members (see ToR for further details). For example, if 
“Regulate Habitat Loss” is identified as a key intervention for the next 18-months, then a Working 
Group may be established to help deliver on relevant strategies and actions and discuss in more detail. 
 
At each regular review (e.g. quarterly), the Steering Committee will assess the progress of the Working 
Group and suggest changes if required; ensuring it aligns with the CAP results chains and is adhering 
to Work Plan timelines. The results chains are not designed to remain un-changed across the life of 
the CAP. Rather, the strategies and intermediate results to address threats and benefit targets, can be 
adjusted in accordance with changes in environmental factors, species status, policy and/or funding 
availability. Any changes to results chains must be agreed on by the Steering Committee, justified and 
properly documented. 
 
 

5.7 Clarkesdale Sanctuary – a case study 

 
Of the 49 woodland species and sub-species listed in the CAP, 25 are verifiably recorded at 

Clarkesdale Sanctuary. Clarkesdale presents a unique opportunity to deliver on elements of the CAP, 

but also utilise existing datasets to monitor the health of woodland bird populations over time and 

in response to conservation management. Since 1975, Clarkesdales’ vision has been to manage and 

create habitat to increase the diversity and population of native birds. Management activities have 

included habitat protection, revegetation, rabbit control and community engagement. However, 

conservation management has been largely opportunistic and reliant on community support. There 

is an opportunity to develop a Land Management Plan which sets strategic, long-term goals for 

Clarkesdale. 

 

The preparation of a Land Management Plan for Clarkesdale would provide the means to focuss 

management priorities within a set timeframe, justify existing on-ground actions and recommend 

future actions, as well as monitor success in terms of benefits to woodland birds over time. 
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How Clarkesdale aligns with the Temperate Woodland Bird CAP Vision – 
by Emily Noble Coordinator of Clarkesdale Bird Sanctuary 

 
o The original vision articulated by the Sanctuary’s founder Gordon Clarke when it was 

established in 1975 (N.B. not 1957 as it currently says in the CAP) was “to optimise, manage 
and create habitat at Linton to increase the diversity and population of native birds in 
perpetuity”. This vision is just as relevant today, aligning beautifully with the TWB CAP 
objectives. 
 

o Having been managed in accordance with this vision for 45 years, Clarkesdale Bird Sanctuary 
is an exemplification of the outcomes that the Temperate Woodland Bird Conservation 
Action Plan seeks to achieve through its ten management interventions and associated 
results chains.  
 

o Showcasing high conservation value woodland bird habitat that has long been managed to 
optimise those values, the Sanctuary provides the ideal location for illustrating the positive 
impacts of proactive conservation actions, demonstrating how best to achieve them and 
continuing to research, monitor and adapt management interventions to maximise 
conservation outcomes, inform future management and respond to changes in the climate 
and other variables. 
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To summarise this, the CAP can feature Clarkesdale as an exemplar of the outcomes that its management 
interventions are seeking to achieve, listed in order below:  

 
1. It has been mapped and designated as a priority high conservation value woodland, maintaining 

connectivity of priority woodland areas, increasing the area of HCV woodland managed for 
conservation and TWB habitat protected under a conservation instrument. 

 
2. It engages the wider community, promoting awareness of the importance of TWB habitat and 

management issues to visitors, friends group members, workshop attendees, campers, students, 
BirdLife and Trust for Nature members, field naturalist clubs, photographic groups, landcare 
groups, etc., and is collaborating with existing networks (Ballarat Environment Network, 
Bunanyung Landscape Alliance, Corangamite CMA’s Connected Landscapes Project, Woady 
Yaloak Catchment Group, DELWP’s biodiversity response planning team for Wadawurrung 
Country, Parks Victoria, Gardens for Wildlife, etc) to develop coordinated engagement 
approaches. There are plans to install interpretative signage at key locations in the Sanctuary to 
raise awareness of the key habitat values, management interventions, ‘flagship’ bird species and 
potential threats.  

 
3. It has reversed the loss of habitat within its boundaries, with tens of 1000s of plants planted over 

45 years in areas that were once paddocks. Plans have been prepared to continue enriching the 
habitat values, with restoration of an ex-pine plantation harvested four years ago in the 
Sanctuary proposed.  

 
4. We are investigating the implementation of appropriate fire regimes (if any) for the five different 

ecological classes present across the Sanctuary and working with the local CFA to ensure that 
inappropriate fire regimes are not applied.   

 
5. Rabbit control is undertaken to manage total grazing pressure. 

 
6. There are no Noisy Miners to control at Clarkesdale. 

 
7. Clarkesdale is a protected and enhanced drought refuge area, with moisture-protecting 

vegetation cover retained and restored. Significant works have been undertaken over the last 
year and a half to maximise the water holding capacity and water retention of waterbodies 
throughout the Sanctuary, and distribute water across the many dams, lagoons and lakes at 
Clarkesdale. This has vastly improving the water security in the Sanctuary and improving bird 
habitat at the same time. Further plans have been drawn up to build on these improvements and 
extend them to additional areas of the Sanctuary. I have attached a summary of works 
undertaken so far and works proposed. 

 
8. Plantings and direct-seeding projects have vastly expanded nectar feed areas across the 

Sanctuary, and active control of transformer weeds contributes to the productivity and habitat 
values of the Reserve. Ongoing vegetation restoration programs are being developed to ensure 
appropriate, climate-resilient replacement of naturally senescing species planted 30-45 years ago. 
Friends group and BirdLife Ballarat branch members participate in bi-annual surveys of Swift 
Parrots coordinated by BirdLife Australia to improve information about their habitat use and 
movement patterns. 

 
9. Degraded remnants are being restored using a variety of techniques, building on the excellent 

stands of mature trees, good cover of coarse woody debris and leaf litter, shrubby and 
structurally complex understoreys, and flourishing Mistletoe populations already retained across 
the majority of the Sanctuary. 

 
10. Plans for targeted research into numerous aspects of temperate woodland bird habitat 
conservation and restoration are being developed. 
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Appendix A - Goals, indicators and target viability of conservation 
targets  

 

A.1 – Example KEAs and Indicators for each target group 
 
Table A.1.1. Selection of KEAs and indicators developed during a Workshop at the University of Queensland (March 2019).  

Target / KEA / Indicator Type  Original 
Measure 

Current 
Status 

 Ground Foragers    ? 

 Complex ground structure layer Condition   ? 

 Extent of habitat with suitable structure   Not Specified  

 Extent of useable habitat Size   ? 

 Number of hectares with suitable ground 
layer structure 

  Not Specified  

 Large mature trees Landscape 
Context 

 Not Specified ? 

 Hectares containing large mature trees   Not Specified  

 Noisy Miner competition Condition   ? 

 Extent of habitat free of Noisy Miners   Not Specified  

 Recruitment of trees Landscape 
Context 

 Not Specified ? 

 Young stems per hectare   Not Specified  

 Pouncing Robins    Poor 

 Extent of useable habitat Landscape 
Context 

  Poor 

 Number of hectares of habitat   Poor  

 Noisy Miner competition Condition   Poor 

 Extent of habitat free of Noisy Miners   Poor  

 Shrubby-understorey Specialists    Poor 

 Extent of usable habitat Landscape 
Context 

  Poor 

 Number of hectares of habitat   Poor  

 Noisy Miner competition Condition   Poor 

 Extent of potential habitat free of Noisy 
Miners 

  Poor  

 Bark & Foliage Gleaners    Poor 
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Target / KEA / Indicator Type  Original 
Measure 

Current 
Status 

 Complex ground layer structure Landscape 
Context 

  Poor 

 Extent of habitat with suitable structure   Poor &   

 Extent of useable habitat Landscape 
Context 

  Poor 

 Number of hectares with suitable ground 
layer structure 

  Poor &   

 Large mature trees Landscape 
Context 

  Fair 

 Hectares containing large mature trees   Fair &   

 Noisy Miner competition Landscape 
Context 

  Poor 

 Extent habitat free of Noisy Miners   Poor &   

 Recruitment of trees Landscape 
Context 

  Fair 

 Young stems per hectare (% of 
benchmark) 

  Fair &  Fair 

 Nectar-sippers    Poor 

 Access to flowering trees Landscape 
Context 

  Poor 

 Presence/density of Noisy Miners   Poor  

 Availability of flowering trees Landscape 
Context 

  Poor 

 Distribution of preferred* habitat   Poor  

 Extent of preferred* habitat   Poor  

 Regent Honeyeater population size Size   Poor 

 Number of individuals   Poor  

 Successful recruitment of Regent 
Honeyeaters into wild population 

Condition   Poor 

 Number of breeding pairs   Not Specified  

 Number of breeding sites   Poor  

 Number of fledglings produced (breeding 
success) 

  Poor  

 Hollow- dependent Parrots    Fair 

 Future cohorts present in landscape Landscape 
Context 

 Fair Fair 
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Target / KEA / Indicator Type  Original 
Measure 

Current 
Status 

 Density of trees/age classes   Fair  

 Proportion of landscape (sq km) with 
different tree age cohorts 

  Not Specified  

 Habitat connectivity Landscape 
Context 

  Poor 

 Vegetated links between breeding and 
foraging habitat 

  Poor  

 Population size Size   Fair 

 Total size   Fair  

 Successful recruitment/female Swift Parrot 
survival 

Condition   ? 

 Fledgling survival   Not Specified  

 Reduced predation by Sugar Gliders   Not Specified  

 Sufficient density of hollow-bearing trees Landscape 
Context 

  Fair 

 Density of trees >80 - 100cm DBH   Fair  

 Proportion of landscape (sq km) with 
hollow-bearing trees 

  Not Specified  

 Sufficient food availability Landscape 
Context 

  ? 

 Area (ha) in species range   Not Specified  

 Area of food habitat within radius of 
potential nest sites 

  Not Specified  

 Swift Parrot population size Size   ? 

 Number of birds in population   Not Specified  

 Arboreal Seed-eaters    Fair 

 Future cohorts present in landscape Landscape 
Context 

  Fair 

 Density of trees/age classes   Fair  

 Proportion of landscape (sq km) with 
different tree age cohorts 

  Not Specified  

 Population size Size   Poor 

 Proportion of juveniles   Poor  

 Total size   Poor  

 Sufficient density of hollow-bearing trees Landscape 
Context 

  Fair 
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Target / KEA / Indicator Type  Original 
Measure 

Current 
Status 

 Density of trees >80 - 100cm DBH   Fair  

 Proportion of landscape (sq km) with 
hollow-bearing trees 

  Not Specified  

 Sufficient food availability Landscape 
Context 

  ? 

 Area (ha) in species range   Not Specified  

 Area of food habitat within radius of 
potential nest sites 

  Not Specified  

 Quantity of food (seed) within foraging 
habitat 

  Not Specified  

 Mistletoe Specialists    ? 

 Density of mistletoe in mature tree canopy Size   ? 

 Proportion of trees mature and mistletoe-
bearing 

  Not Specified  

 Nocturnal Predators    Poor 

 Availability of hollows Condition   Fair 

 Hollow bearing trees per ha   Fair  

 Availability of prey Condition   Fair 

 Gliders per ha   Fair  

 Habitat patch size Size   Poor 

 Number of remnants of suitable habitat 
and size (225 - 6000 ha) 

  Poor  

 Arboreal Insectivore Specialists    Poor 

 Availability of preferred habitat Landscape 
Context 

  ? 

 Amount of quality (preferred) habitat   Not Specified  

 Increase the occupied range of the species Size   ? 

 Population size Size   Poor 

 Number of individuals   Poor  

 Recruitment of young into the population Condition   ? 

 Number of viable nest sites   Not Specified  

 Success of fledged young per nest   Not Specified  
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A.2 – Example target viability assessment by target group, using ‘flagship’ species  
 
Table A.2.1. A summary target viability assessment of the ten TWB conservation targets, Key Ecological Indicators (KEA) and 
Indicators. Note: the goals and indicators for each target group will be defined/refined in the Work Plans (which provide 
implementation strategies for each management intervention). 

Target / KEA  
Indicator 

Current 
Status 

Projected 
Status by 
2025 

Ground Foragers  Fair  

 Bush Stone-curlew population size  Size Fair  

 Complex ground structure layer  Condition Fair  

 Surrounding land-use Landscape Context Poor  

 Pouncing Robins  Fair  

 Scarlet Robin population size Size Fair  

 Extent of suitable habitat Landscape Context Fair  

 Noisy Miner competition Condition Poor  

 Recruitment of trees Landscape Context Fair  

 Shrub-lovers  Poor  

 Speckled Warbler population size Size Fair  

 Extent of suitable habitat Landscape Context Poor  

 Noisy Miner competition Condition Poor  

 Bark & Foliage Gleaners  Fair  

 Brown Tree-creeper population size Size Fair  

 Complex ground layer structure Landscape Context Poor  

 Extent of suitable habitat Landscape Context Poor  

 Presence of large mature trees Landscape Context Fair  

 Noisy Miner competition Landscape Context Fair  

 Recruitment of trees Landscape Context Fair  

 Nectar-sippers  Poor  

 Regent Honeyeater population size Size Poor  

 Successful recruitment of Regent Honeyeaters        
into wild population 

Condition Poor 
 

 Access to flowering trees Landscape Context Poor  

 Availability of flowering trees Landscape Context Poor  

 Hollow-dependent Parrots  Fair  

 Future cohorts present in landscape Landscape Context Fair  
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Target / KEA  
Indicator 

Current 
Status 

Projected 
Status by 
2025 

 Habitat connectivity Landscape Context Poor  

 Swift Parrot population size Size Fair  

 Successful recruitment/female Swift Parrot 
survival 

Condition ? 
 

 Sufficient density of hollow-bearing trees Landscape Context Fair  

 Sufficient food availability Landscape Context ?  

 Swift Parrot population size Size ?  

 Arboreal Insectivore Specialist  Poor  

 Forty-spotted Pardalote population size Size Poor  

 Availability of preferred habitat Landscape Context Poor  

 Occupied range of the species Size Poor  

 Recruitment of young into the population Condition Poor  

 Mistletoe Specialists  Fair  

 Painted Honeyeater population size Size Poor  

 Density of mistletoe in mature tree canopy Size Fair  

 Seed-eating Parrots  Poor  

 south-eastern Red-tailed Black Cockatoo       

Population size 
Size Poor 

 

 Future cohorts present in landscape Landscape Context Poor  

 Sufficient density of hollow-bearing trees Landscape Context Poor  

 Sufficient food availability Landscape Context Fair  

 Nocturnal Predators  Fair  

 Barking Owl Population size Size Poor  

 Availability of hollows Condition Fair  

 Availability of prey Condition Fair  

 Habitat patch size Size Poor  
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Appendix B – Results Chains for Key Management Interventions 
 
Miradi (The Nature Conservancy 2018) is a tool designed to assist practitioners with managing, monitoring and learning in order to meet their conservation 
goals. The program supports the CAP process adapted from the Nature Conservancy’s Open Standards for the Practice of Conservation. It helps to define the 
scope of the project, including conservation target viability analysis and threat assessment for each target using a conceptual model.  
 
Results chains (A2.1 – A2.10) are prepared for each management intervention and used to clarify and test assumptions about strategies, to determine whether 
the strategies are feasible and effective at minimising key threats to conservation targets. The strategy or strategies (yellow hexagon) is broken down into 
intermediate results (blue rectangle) in order to reduce threats (purple) and benefit the conservation targets (green). The arrows represent linkages between 
these stages. 
 
Once a results chain is finalised, a Work Plan can be produced which steps out the actions, people responsible, budgets and timeframe for each strategy. 



 

62 
 

Version: 1.0 
Date:23/12/2020 

 

A2.1 Protect Priority Areas 
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Identifying gaps in implementation 
 
BirdLife has undertaken a range of projects that align directly with the CAP’s ten management interventions, summaries of which are provided in the tables 
below of each results chain. While work by BirdLife and external stakeholders has been done in these areas, there are many strategies listed under each 
management intervention which still require implementation. In particular, there are three management interventions which will require more focus in 
future, which opens up more opportunities for external stakeholder involvement. These management interventions are: 

1. Regulate the loss of habitat; 
2. Apply appropriate fire regimes, and; 
3. Manage for drought 

 

Regulate the loss of habitat  

Programs such as BirdLife’s Birds on Farms have contributed to restoring and protecting remnant woodland on private property in Victoria and New South 
Wales, and have begun to implement the first strategy: promoting community awareness of the need for clearing controls. However, more needs to be done 
to pursue government support for practical clearing controls. 
 
Apply appropriate fire regimes  

The 2019/20 bushfires prompted immediate action following catastrophic loss of habitat across parts of NSW, VIC and SA (including Kangaroo Island). Bushfire 
response post-fire has focussed on population monitoring and species focussed recovery programs. A key role of the CAP in terms of bushfire management 
and recovery post-fire will be to target management actions (and source funding opportunities) that have benefits to a suite of species (e.g. protection of 
remnant unburnt heathland at KI aims to benefit heathland dependent species including Shy Heathwren and Southern Emu-wren). 
 
Ongoing projects such as the south-eastern Red-tailed Black Cockatoo Recovery Plan have advocated for changes in fire frequency to increase the time 
between fires and minimise the impact on seed-dependent species. High intensity bush fires, are likely to become more frequent with the cumulative effects 
of drought, loss of native vegetation and climate change. The 2019-20 bushfires in New South Wales and Victoria, which burnt thousands of hectares of 
woodland habitat, illustrate the huge toll fires of this magnitude can have on native wildlife. Clearly, such a complex and large-scale problem must be 
addressed with the cooperation of multiple stakeholders including government, local community groups and non-government organisations. 
 
Manage for extreme weather events  
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BirdLife has managed programs such as Birds on Farms or the Lurg Hills restoration project which aim to protect remnant vegetation, restore degraded 
remnants and revegetate areas mostly on private property. Such measures are likely to indirectly manage for drought. Studies have shown that retaining at 
least 30% native vegetation on farms will improve the sustainability of bird populations and farm productivity (Walpole 1999). This illustrates that improving 
the biodiversity outcomes for birds often has far-reaching effects. Properties which contain a greater extent of native vegetation cover are likely to be more 
resilient to threatening processes such as drought.  
 
 

Table 3. An example of a current BirdLife program which aligns with the “Map and designate priority areas” management intervention 

CAP Program Program Location ‘flagship’ species Conservation Target Project one 

Protect priority areas  National 
Recovery Plan 
for the Swift 
Parrot and 
Regent 
Honeyeater 

Victoria and New 
South Wales (could 
also include 
Tasmania for Swift 
Parrot) 

Regent Honeyeater and 
Swift Parrot 

Nectar sippers and Hollow-
dependent Parrots 

Priority breeding and feeding sites 
for these species have been located 
and mapped, based on previous 
records (bird data resource, Bird 
Atlases, expert knowledge including 
academic research). Management 
actions target these priority sites. 
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A2.2 Engage the wider community 
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Table 4. Examples of two current BirdLife programs which align with the “Engage wider community” management intervention 

CAP Program Program Location ‘flagship’ species Conservation Target Project one Project two 

Engage wider 
community  

National 
Recovery Plan 
for the Swift 
Parrot 

Victoria and 
New South 
Wales 

Swift Parrot Hollow-dependent 
Parrot 

Annual surveys in May and 
August for over-wintering 
Swift Parrot undertaken by 
volunteers 

  

Engage wider 
community 

Birds on Farms  Victoria and 
New South 
Wales 

All woodland birds 
‘flagship’ species are 
Hooded Robin, 
Turquoise Parrot and 
south-eastern Brown 
Treecreeper 

All - in particular 
Pouncing Robins, 
Hollow-dependent 
Parrots, Bark and 
Foliage Gleaners 

Victorian project: Bird and 
habitat surveys on private 
property to determine 
benefits of voluntary 
restoration activities for birds 

NSW project: Re-ageing 
temperate woodlands of 
central-west NSW. 
Voluntary registration of 
remnant vegetation on 
private property to set 
land aside for restoration. 
Management actions are 
varied and include nest 
box installation, 
revegetation and 
restoring woody debris to 
remnant woodland. 
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A2.3 Regulate loss of habitat 
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A2.4.1 Fire Management  
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A2.4.2 Fire Management - canopy scorch 
 

 
 
 
 
Table 5. An example of a current BirdLife program which aligns with the “Apply appropriate fire regimes” management intervention 

CAP Program Program Location ‘flagship’ species Conservation Target Project one 

Apply appropriate fire 
regimes 

Red-tailed Black 
Cockatoo 
Recovery Plan 

Victoria (south-
west), South 
Australia (south-
east) 

Red-tailed Black 
Cockatoo (south-eastern 
subspecies) 

Seed-eating Parrot Coordinate the south-eastern Red-
tailed Black Cockatoo Recovery 
Team, to monitor woodland 
remnants (burnt and unburnt) on 
private land which may be priority 
feeding areas for the species (i.e. 
Stringybark and Buloke habitat)  
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A2.5 Manage Total Grazing Pressure 
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Table 6. Examples of two current BirdLife programs which align with the “Manage total grazing pressure” management intervention 

CAP Program Program Location ‘flagship’ species Conservation Target Project one Project two 

Manage total grazing 
pressure 

Birds on 
Farms 

Victoria and 
New South 
Wales 

All woodland birds 
‘flagship’ species are 
the Hooded Robin, 
Turquoise Parrot and 
south-eastern Brown 
Treecreeper 

All - in particular 
Pouncing Robins, 
Hollow-dependent 
Parrots. Bark and 
Foliage Gleaners 

Victorian project: Bird and 
habitat surveys on private 
property to determine 
benefits of voluntary 
restoration activities for birds 

NSW project: Re-ageing 
temperate woodlands of 
the central-west of NSW. 
Voluntary registration of 
remnant vegetation on 
private property to set 
land aside for restoration. 
Management actions are 
varied and include nest 
box installation, 
revegetation, restoring 
woody debris to remnant 
woodland. 

Manage total grazing 
pressure 

Lurg Hills 
Restoration  

Lurg Hills, 
Victoria 

All woodland birds  
‘flagship’ species is 
the Regent 
Honeyeater 

All - targeting Nectar 
sippers 

Long-term bird monitoring 
following active habitat 
restoration. May involve 
fencing remnants from 
grazing livestock on active 
farms, which allows for 
natural regeneration where 
grazing pressure is reduced. 

n/a 
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A2.6 Noisy Miner Control 
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Table 7. An example of a current BirdLife program which aligns with the “Control Noisy Miner numbers” management intervention 

CAP Program Program Location ‘flagship’ species Conservation Target Project one 

Control Noisy Miner 
numbers 

National 
Recovery Plan for 
the Regent 
Honeyeater  

Victoria (north) 
and New south 
Wales 

Regent Honeyeater Nectar sippers Noisy Miner culling program to 
reduce competition from Noisy 
Miners, known to negatively impact 
Regent Honeyeater breeding 
success and population persistence 
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A2.7 Manage for Extreme Weather Events and a Drying and Warming Climate 
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A2.8 Expand Nectar Feeding Areas 
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Table 8. Examples of two current BirdLife programs which align with the “Expand nectar feed areas” management intervention 

CAP Program Program Location ‘flagship’ species Conservation Target Project one 

Expand nectar feed areas National 
Recovery Plan 
for the Regent 
Honeyeater  

VIC, NSW Regent Honeyeater Nectar sippers Monitoring of known and potential 
feeding areas: BirdLife in partnership 
with ANU 

Expand nectar feed areas Annual 
monitoring for 
Swift Parrot and 
Regent 
Honeyeater 

VIC, NSW Swift Parrot, Regent 
Honeyeater 

Hollow-dependent Parrot, 
Nectar sippers 

Annual monitoring May – August 
(volunteers) to understand trends in 
population. This data can be used to 
prioritise the protection of nectar 
feeding areas. 
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A2.9.1 Restore Degraded Remnants and Revegetate Cleared Areas 
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A2.9.2 Restore Degraded Remnants  
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CAP Program Program Location ‘flagship’ species Conservation Target Project one 

Restore degraded remnants Lurg Hills Lurg Hills, Victoria All woodland birds but 
the ‘flagship’ species is 
Regent Honeyeater 

All - targeting Nectar sippers Restoration of remnant woodland on 
mostly private property 

Restore degraded remnants Nest Box 
project  

East Gippsland, 
Victoria 

All woodland birds All Installation of nest boxes, 
monitoring of nest box utilisation 
and breeding success 

Restore degraded remnants Red-tailed Black 
Cockatoo 
Recovery Plan 
(south-eastern) 
Recovery Team 

Victoria (south-
west), South 
Australia (south-
east) 

Red-tailed Black 
Cockatoo (south-eastern 
subspecies) 

Seed-eating Parrot Monitor effectiveness of restoration 
activities on RTBC population.   

Restore degraded remnants Birds on Farms: 
Re-ageing 
temperate 
woodlands  

Central-west of 
New South Wales 

All woodland birds 
‘flagship’ species are 
Hooded Robin, Turquoise 
Parrot and south-eastern 
Brown Treecreeper 

All - in particular Pouncing 
Robins, Hollow-dependent 
Parrots and Bark and Foliage 
Gleaners 

Re-ageing of temperate woodlands 
in the central-west of NSW. 
Voluntary registration of remnant 
vegetation on private property to set 
land aside for restoration. 
Management actions are varied and 
include nest box installation, 
revegetation and restoring woody 
debris to remnant woodland. 
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A2.10 Undertake Targeted Research 
 

 
 
 
 
Table 9. An example of a current BirdLife program which aligns with the “Targeted Research” management intervention 

CAP Program Program Location ‘flagship’ species Conservation Target Project one Project two 

Targeted Research National 
Recovery 
Plan for the 
Swift Parrot 
and Regent 
Honeyeater 

Victoria, New 
South Wales 

Swift Parrot and 
Regent Honeyeater 

Hollow-dependent 
Parrot and Nectar 
sippers 

Swift Parrot project: Site 
confirmation visits are 
ongoing. Launch data 
collection app for targeted 
Swift Parrot surveys which 
enable volunteers to enter all 
woodland bird records, plus 
Swift Parrot absence data. 

The Regent Honeyeater 
project: ANU (and 
BirdLife) data analysis to 
determine population 
trends and measure 
effects of management 
actions (e.g. Noisy Miner 
control) on populations 
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