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TasGRN Mt King William
Natural Values Assessment

Summary

The Tasmanian State Government have engaged Telstra to deliver upgrades to thestates radio network.
Acquirecomm has engaged North Barker Ecosystem Services (NBES) to complete a natural values
assessment of the Mt King William summit area for assisting wih precise infrastructure location, limiting
impacts to natural values and demonstrating compliance with environmental legislation.

The proposed works at Mt King William include:

1 Installation of a TasGRN 7 m high climbable mast total tower height of 12.9 m (to be installed
on existing bitumen pad);

Ten lightweight aluminium solar frames, installed via rock anchors (~11 m? per frame);

A new TasGRN shelter, installed on rock anchors<{7.5 m?);

Installation of 11 battery cubes, to be installed on steel platform (20 m?);

Two gensetsto be installed on a steel platform (~15 m?).

Landing area for spare generator or refuelling cells (~7.5 m?);

Power cabling to be installed within 150 mm conduit, above ground (~28 m);

Relocation of an existing mounting post with repeater dish (setback 10 m) to allow for safer
helicopter access(0.4 n?).

1 Onsite staging area
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Vegetation

None of the units recorded in our investigation accord to communities listed as threatened under the
Tasmanian Nature Conservation Act 2002 (NCA) or the Commonwealth Environment Protection and
Biodiversity Conservation Act 2000(EPBCA).

Threatened Flora

No threatened flora species were observednor are considered to be at risk.
Weeds and Plant Pathogens

No declared weeds were observed.

Appropriate construction hygiene should be applied to avoid the spread /introduction of weeds or
introduction of pathogens. These should be included in any Construction Environment Management
Plan.

Threatened Fauna

No threatened fauna or potential threatened fauna habitat was observed within the direct works impact
area.

There is however the potential for disturbance of eagle nesting activities should viable habitat within
500 m and 1 km line of sight support a currently undocumented nest . recommendations are thus
provided to limit this likelihood.
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World Heritage Values

Our assessment concluded that the proposed works will not have significant impacts to any outstanding
universal values pertaining to the natural environment, as defined in the Tasmanian Wilderness World
Heritage Management Plan 2016.

Conclusion and Recommendations

Our field investigation has established that the potential impact to natural values associated with the
proposed TasGRN installationwill be relatively minor regardless of the precise siting of infrastructure,
which will provide the proponent with a degree of flexibility should factors such as micro-topography,
geomorphology, and access influence the final design within the general area. Some mitigation is
however recommended in relation to avoiding potential disturbance of eagle nesting activities.

With our recommendations followed, t he proposal is not considered likely to result in significant impacts
to any Matter of National Environmental Significance listed under the EPBCAIt is also expected that
the requirements of relevant natural values legislation under the State and local schedules @n be met.

Vegetation

1 Anytemporary lay down areas must be carefully selected to avoid permanent impacts to native
vegetation. This may include utilising sites that will be permanently cleared for temporary lay
downs, setting platforms in rocky areas largely free of vegetation, or cutting back shrubs and
laying materials on top. The latter method is the least desirable and efforts should be made to
adopt the former vegetation impact mitigation methods. Area s containing herbfields and
cushion plants must be avoided.

9 Construction workers must utilise existing tracks as much as is practical, and in cases where this
"1 1 zK bz "1 CG+x0Ox|"” %z1F+£V1d dodA ~i"1 zoK"
the delicate herbfield and cushion plant vegetation must be avoided. Conforming to tracked
areas also applies to any routine maintenance that is proposed in the future.

1 Any temporary clearance areas within or on the edge of native vegetation should be targeted
for revegetation post works, using propagules sourced from the local area and comprised of
native species (with the corresponding species list in Appendix B to be used as guidance).

Weeds

1 Consider a project specific Weed and Hygiene Management Planto detail weed and hygiene
prescriptions for contractors and outline their requirements.

1 The following should be followed for best practice prescriptions:

0 Weed and Disease Planning and Hygiene Guidelines Preventing the spread of weeds
and diseases in Tamania(DPIPWE, Stewart and Askeyporan, 2015)

1 A follow-up weed inspection of the project area is recommended to establish if treatment is
warranted for the proliferation of weeds due to the project disturbance , this should be
undertaken in spring or summer and at least6 months after works are completed (but no longer
than 2 years)

Geomorphology

1 Glacial and Periglacial landforms are present on Mt King William I, however; neither suite of
landforms are likely to be significantly impacted by the infrastruc ture works at the
communications tower site.
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Threatened Fauna

1 A pre-clearance survey of the project area (including a 50 m buffer) consistent with the
Tasmanian Devil Survey Guidelines and Management Advice for Development Proposafsmust
be conducted, adhering to the protocol provided.

1 As no viable nests are present within an area potentially subject to disturbance (500 m or 1 km
line of sight), the breeding season constraints do not apply for the 2022/23 season.

1 Ongoing helicopter use for maintenance and other needs will also require the same
consideration of potential eagle nest locations and seasonal activity. Given it can be expected
that this type of helicopter use will be required going forward within the eagle breeding season,
it is advisable prior to such activities commencing to undertake a search for eagle nests within
1 km. Should nests be found, annual activity assessments (or a frequency proportional to the
requirement to fly through the area in breeding season) are likely to be required, unless
viewshed analyses indicate nests are not at risk of disturbance and can be avoided with flight
paths. With respect to nest searches, it is noted that survey results are typically treated as valid
for two years only; repeat surveys would thus be required even in the absence of nests in the
first survey.

0 Nest activity assessments are undertaken annually from the air in October/November.
Thus, constraints invariably apply each season from 1 July up until a point where a
nest is concluded to be inactive for that season. If a nest is deemed inactive, the
constraints will be lifted for the remainder of the breeding season (only to commence
again 1% July the following year). If a nest is found to be active, constraints will continue
until the end of the season (either January or February depending on the season).

! Available at https://nre.tas.gov.au/Documents/Devil%20Survey%20Guidelines%20and%20Advice. pdf
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TasGRN Mt King William
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1. Background

The Tasmanian State Government have engaged Telstra to deliver upgrades to theState™s radio network.
The Tasmanian Government Radio Network (TasGRN) project aims to transition eight core user
organisations, which currently operate over five separate radio networks, into one unified digital and
interoperable radio network. The project will see upgrades to infrastructure on 6 mountains, and one
greenfield site. All sites are located within reserved areas, two of which are within the Tasmanian
Wilderness World Heritage Area (TWWHA).

Acquirecomm has engaged North Barker Ecosystem Services (NBESp complete a natural values
assessmentof the Mt King William summit area for assisting with precise infrastructure location, limiting
impacts to natural values and demonstrating compliance with environmental legislation.

The proposed works at Mt King William include:

1 Installation of a TasGRN 7 m high climbable mast  total tower height of 12.9 m (to be installed
on existing bitumen pad);

Ten lightweight aluminium solar frames, installed via rock anchors (~11 m? per frame);

A new TasGRN shelter, installed on rock anchors (~7.5 rf);

Installation of 11 battery cubes, to be installed on steel platfor m (20 m?);

Two gensets to be installed on a steel platform (~15 m?).

Landing area for spare generator or refuelling cells (~7.5 n?);

Power cabling to be installed within 150 mm conduit, above ground (~28 m);

Relocation of an existing mounting post with rep eater dish (setback 10 m) to allow for safer
helicopter access (0.4 n?).

1 Onsite staging area

=A =4 =4 4 -4 -4 4

On off-site staging area for this site is proposed to be near Lake St Clair as well as anon-site staging area.
Design drawings are shown in Appendix A.

1.1 Methods

The site was accessed via helicopter, piloted by Andrew Harrison of Helicopter Resources Pty LtdThree
engineers from Downer Group, and a drone pilot were present to define the proposed location of the
infrastructure. Draft plans were supplied to NBESfor use as general reference The survey area(Figure 1)
was defined by the 1300 m contour, targeted surveys around the proposed impact areas was prioritised.

Mt King William is located within the Franklin | Gordon Wild Rivers National Park.The survey area is a
cleared area atop Mt King William 1, with alpine heath and rocky outcrops surrounding it on all sides. A
rough foot track enters the site from the north. Several existing structures are spread across the summit
area (Plate 1-2). Elevation in the survey area is between 1300 m and 1324 m above sea level. The geology
is comprised of Jurassic dolerite. Mean annual rainfall at the nearby Derwent Bridge is 1301 mm

1.2 Biological Values
The following sources were used for biological records for the region:

1 TASVEG version 4.0 digital layer

2 Station details: Derwent Bridge, 42.13°S, 146.22°E, 727 m asl, commenced 1942
8 Kitchener and Harris (2013)
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1 Natural Values Atlas (NVA)- all threatened species records within 500m and 5 km of the survey
area and threatened fauna considered possible to occur in suitable habitat
1 Various thematic layers from LISTmap

The survey of plant species composition consisted of a meandering area search, with the level of survey
effort proportional to the local values and the likelihood of the habitat supporting conservation significant
species.Vegetation was classified according to TASVEG 4.0 unifs

Plant species lists were taken in representative sections of each TASVEG unit mapped, with species
classified according to the latest census of Tasmanian plants. Species withthreatened or declared status

under the Tasmanian 7hreatened Species Protection Act 1995TSPA)the Commonwealth Environment

Protection Biodiversity Conservation Act 2000(EPBCA)or the Tasmanian Weed Management Act 1999

(WMA) were noted, and GPS located as encountered.

The aurvey area was searched for the potential presence, habitat, and signs (ey. scats, tracks, nests) of
threatened fauna concurrently with the botanical survey.

0 50 100 m
.
D Survey Area
H Helipad n@rfh bOrker
@ Proposed Mast . :
2 4 km A e

Figure 1: Location of the survey area, existing helipad, and proposed mast location

4 DPIPWE (2024) nvr_2_06-Juk2021
5 Goff et al, (1982)

5 DPIPWE (2020)

" de Salas andBaker (2(21)
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1.3 Limitations
Data points were recorded on a handheld GPSwith an average accuracy < 10 m.

The field survey was undertaken inwinter. The summit of Mt King William was subject to snow and ice

cover on the day of the survey, and thus some small plants were not detectable at this particular time.

Values that are seasonal or require particular germination triggers may have been absentor undetectable.

Fauna habitat, including the presence of hollows and nests, was assessed from ground level only. We
compensate for survey limitations in part by considering all listed threatened species from data from the

Tasmanian Natural Values Atlas(NVA). These data include records of all threatened species known to
occur, or with the potential to occur, up to 5 km from the study area.

2. Site Values

2.1 Vegetation Communities

In terms of existing mapping within the TASVEG 4.0 (and Live) database hte survey areais indicated as
containing alpine coniferous heath (HCH). Our field assessment found thatconiferous plants were present,
but not in a high enough concentration to justify a coniferous heath community. The vegetation in the
survey area is best represented by the eastern alpine heathland (HHE) communityPlate 1) A full species
list is in Appendix B.

The community is dominated by low shrubs such as Richea sprengelioides Leptospermum rupestre,
Ozothamnus rodwayi, Orites revolutus, Persoonia gunnii and Microcachrys tetragona. Prostrate shrubs
and small herbs such asPentachondra pumila, Euphrasia colling Scapisenecio pectinatusvar. pectinatus,
and Rubus gunnianusalso occurred frequently. Sedges and grasses such asCarex breviculmisand Poa
gunnii were present, but not abundant due to the rocky landscape.

The HHE communityis not listed as threatened under the TasmanianNature Conservation Act 2002(NCA)
nor the EPBCA

2.2 Threatened Flora
The survey identified 36 vascular plant taxa within the potential impact area of the infrastructure
(Appendix B), with 22 of these being endemic to Tasmania.No species being listed as rare or threatened

under the TSPA and/or EPBCAvere observed.

Records of two threatened flora are listed within 5 kilometres of the survey area from the Natural Values
Atlas search(Appendix C). Neither species is considered to be likely to occur within the survey area due
to being outside of their altitudin al range.

2.3 Weeds and Plant Pathogens

No speciesWG g A+ | "d " "~ | =1 W' = | ~ WepdMapagemierit Act 1998 O\NMA)apiere, d "

observed during the survey.

No cinnamon root rot fungus, Phytophthora cinnamomi (PC), was recorded in thenatural values search
and no symptomatic evidence was observed. The sirvey area isoutside the altitudinal range for PC8.

8 Schahinger, Rudman & Wardlaw (2003)
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2.4 Threatened Fauna and Threatened Fauna Habitat

No threatened fauna species were observed during the survey, and potential habitat for threatened fauna
is very limited due to the high altitude of the survey area.

Devils and quolls are recorded from within 5 km according to the Natural Values Atlas (Appendix C);
however, these records occur mostly along the Lyell Highway which is approximately 5@ m lower in
elevation. It is not uncommon to observe devils and quolls in alpine environments, however it is extremely
unlikely that they would den and forage to any meaningful degree within the habitat on site .

Raptors such as the Tasmanian wedgetailed eagle and the grey goshawk have been observed within 5
km of the survey area (Appendix C). These birds may visit the area on occasion, but there are no trees in
the survey area that are capable of supporting nests, and foraging suitability is very limited.

In the broader area, Wedge-tailed eagle nesting habitat suitability mapping modelling (Appendix D)
suggests nesting habitat is limited but s hows an area of moderate to high nesting habitat suitability in a
gully to the south -east (the potential suitability of nesting habitat elsewhere within 1 km is lower or nil.)

Aerial searches for eagle nests were conducted onthe 11" of March 2022. No nests were recorded within
1 km of the project area. Full eagle nest seard results in relation to Mt King William are in Appendix D.

Plate 1: Summit area, existing infrastructure, and general vegetation on Mt King William
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Plate 2: Existing infrastructure and helipad on Mt King William

3. Impact Assessment, Scope for Mitigation, and Recommendations

Overall, our field investigation has established that the potential direct impact to natural values associated
with the proposed infrastructure upgrades will be relatively minor regardless of the precise locations,
which will provide the proponent with a degree of flexibility should factors such as micro-topography,
geomorphology, and accessinfluence the final designs. Nonetheless, ecific recommendations are
provided below for components of the assessment that may benefit from mitigation or require some
action.

3.1 Vegetation Communities

The proposed works are not expected to have meaningful impacts on native vegetation due to much of
the proposed infrastructure aiming to utilise existing modified areas (Figure 2), in addition to the
community that may require some clearance not being threatened.

Alpine and sub-alpine areas are recognised as particularly vulnerable to the impacts of climate change
due to the effects of climate warming and increased bushfire risk®. Some alpine environments are more
susceptible than others to these risks. The eastern alpine heath is particularly susceptible to the increased
risk of bushfire, as many of the species are fire sensitive ad do not resprout after fire 1°. With appropriate
bushfire hazard management strategies in place, the current proposal does not present a significant risk
to this vegetation community.

° DPIPWE (202h). Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area Natural Values Climate Change Adaptation Strategy 2022031.
Department of Primary Industries, Parks, Water and Environment, Hobart
10 Kirkpatrick and Bridle (2013)
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This community is well reserved both at all levels, and is not consideed to be at risk in terms of vegetation
clearance in the broader region (Table 1).

Table 1: Extent and reservation status of eastern alpine heath (HHE) in the context of the proposal

Total Within Total Within Total Reserved
Total Reserved o oy Total
Central o Central Within Central Total Within . 11
. Within Central . . . Reserved in Status
Highlands . . Highlands Highlands Tasmania .
. Highlands Council . . . . Tasmania
Council Bioregion Bioregion
38,200 ha 54,800 ha 66,800 ha
(89 %) (92 %) (93 %) Not
43,000h 59,400h 71,900 h
a Adequately a Adequately a Adequately Threatened
Reserved Reserved Reserved

The proposed mast location intends to utilise an existing bitumen pad, which is located upon the rocky
summit block. Vegetation here is sparse. Installation of two gensets will impact upon 15 m?, and the
landing area for spare generator and refuelling cells will impact ~ 7.5 m? in total. Installation of ten solar
arrays may impact up to 110 m? of vegetation, but it is anticipated that some vegetation will be retained
here by installing using rock anchors rather than concrete pads. Battery cubes will be installed on a steel
platform, impacting ~20 m?2 A new Tas GRN sheltemwill impact on ~ 7.5 m?. Relocation of a mounting
pole with a repeater dish for safer helicopter access will have negligible impacts to vegetation. In total, it
is anticipated that up to 160 m? of HHE will require removal.

Alpine vegetation is generally very slow growing, and any recovery post disturbance could take several
years/decades.Any temporary lay down areas must be carefully selected to avoid permanent impacts to
native vegetation. This may include utilising sites that will be permanently cleared for temporary lay
downs, setting platforms in rocky areas largely free of vegetation, or cutting back shrubs (i.e.
Leptospermum rupestre, Orites milliganii, Orites revolutus) and laying materials on top. These shrubs are
known to recover from minor disturbance. The latter method is the least desirable and efforts should be
made to adopt the former vegetation impact mitigation methods. Areas containing herbfields and
cushion plants must be avoided.

Construction workers must utilise existing tracks as much as is practical, and in cases where this cannot

bt "1 CG+x0Ox|” 3zl ¥+£i1q dogi&k ~i"lI zo K~ Kz T zx| ol AKACx TG
herbfield and cushion plant vegetation must be avoided. Conforming to tracke d areas also applies to any

routine maintenance that is proposed in the future.

Should any temporary clearance be unavoidable, impactedareasshould be targeted for revegetation post
works using propagules sourced from the local area and comprised of native species (with the
corresponding species lists in Appendix B to be used as guidance).

3.2 Threatened Flora

The proposed works are not expected to impact on any threatened species and thus no specific mitigation
is required.

3.3 Weeds and Plant Pathogens

Appropriate construction weed and hygiene management plan should be applied to avoid the
spread/introduction of weeds, or introduction of pathogens (Appendix E). These should be included in

Pag@

1 Tasmanian Nature Conservation Act 2002 Commonwealth Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999
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any Construction Environmental Management Plan. These standards must also be applied to any routine
maintenance visits.

The principles of the Tasmanian Weed Management Act 1999 should be met with best practice
construction hygiene that prevents the introduction of contaminated material from beyond th e survey
area, such as tool and machinery/equipment wash-down before entry, and sourcing materials, if required,
from verified weed and PC free locations. The following should be consulted for guidance:

1 Weed and Disease Planning and Hygiene Guidelines- Preventing the spread of weeds and
diseases in TasmanigdDPIPWE, Stewart and Askeyporan, 2015)

A follow-up weed inspection of the project area is recommended to establish if treatment is warranted
for the proliferation of weeds due to the project disturbanc e. This should be undertaken in spring or
summer and at least 6 months after works are completed (but no longer than 2 years).

3.4 Threatened Fauna Habitat and Trees

Surveys and desktop assessments have identified that there is a lowmoderate potential for Tasmanian
devils and quolls, and wedge-tailed eagle nests to occur in the vicinity of the project area. Specific
mitigation recommendations for these species are described below.

No specific mitigation is warranted for other threatened fauna.
3.4.1 Tasmanian wedgetailed eagle

Wedge-tailed eagles (Aguila audax subsp. fleayi) are highly sensitive to nesting disturbance. To protect
from nest desertions and/or brood failure, seasonal constraints are typically applied within radii of 500 m
direct distance and/or 1 km line of sight around active nests (noting this is only enforced through

legislation under the Forest Practices Act 198%r when specified in permit conditions, project guidelines,
etc.). Key factors for avoiding nest disturbance are thus the identification of nest locations and
determining annual activity within a nest.

Although viable habitat for wedge -tailed eagle nesting is limited within 500 m and/or potential 1 km line
of sight, no nests were recorded within 1 km of the project area. Due to this result, recommended
mitigation measures (/. seasonal constraints on works) do not require application to this site.

Ongoing helicopter use for maintenance and other needs will also require consideration of potential eagle
nest locations and seasonal activity. Given it can be expected that this type of helicopter use will be
required going forward within the eagle breeding season, it is advisable prior to such activities
commencing to undertake a search for eagle nests within 1 km. Should nests be found, annual activity
assessments (or a frequency proportional to the requirement to fly through the area in breeding season)
are likely to be required, unless viewshed analyses indicate nests are not at risk of disturbance and can be
avoided with flight paths. With respect to nest searches, it is noted that survey results are typically treated
as valid for two years only; repeat surveys would thus be required even in the absence of nests in the first
survey.

During construction and main tenance activities, fight paths must also consider the proximity to recorded
nest locations. Efforts should be made to avoid these locations during the breeding season, and low-level
flying must be avoided in these areas.

North Barker Ecosystem Services
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3.4.2 Tasmanian deviland quolls

Although it is unlikely that project area supports dens for T asmanian devils, a preclearance surveyof the
project area (including a 50 m buffer) consistent with the Tasmanian Devil Survey Guidelines and
Management Advice for Development Proposals'?> must be conducted, adhering to the following

protocol.

Pre-Clearance Survey and Den Discovery Protocol

Application of this protocol (sections A through D) will require approval to decommission dens under a
permit to take products of wildlife, issued under the Tasmanian Nature Conservation Act 2002(NCA) by
the Department of Natural Resources and Environment Tasmania.

The protocol can largely be undertaken by the civil contractors, with input on specific aspects of the den
assessment and management by suitably qualified ecologists (the Ecologist). Some oversight and contol
of hold -points will be required by either regulators or the proponent and in that case linked to contract
requirements for the contractor.

A- Pre-clearance check for potential dens

(i) Approximately two weeks prior to any vegetation clearance and/or groun d-breaking works, the
contractor must undertake a walkover of the impact area (including a 50 m buffer) and
systematically search for potential dens.

(i) Any potential den sites'® will be investigated and recorded for consulting with the Ecologist.
Potential dens are mostly soil burrows/holes in the substrate with an appropriate entrance hole,
but also include clusters of boulders with cavities, dense clumps of vegetation with visible animal
use, rock outcrops, and dry hollow logs.

(iii) To assist the Ecologist inassessing likelihood of use, the general quality of each potential den will
be inspected in relation to factors such as soil warmth (sunlight), proneness to inundation,
landscape position, etc. Factors including spider webs, delicate fungi, wear marks, has, scats, and
footprints at potential den entrances will be noted as potential indicators of activity (or non -
activity). On receipt of this information and photographs, the Ecologist may advise if the burrow
is not being used (i.e. definitively inactive and vacant), in which case it can be decommissioned
under a permit to destroy a product of wildlife under the NCA. (Note, if the potential den is not
within the necessary clearance area, i.e. is within the survey buffer, it should not be
decommissioned.)

(iv) If no potential dens are found that require application of Section B, the application of the protocol
can proceed to Section C.

(vy Nzl AGzl a” KCx "~ | 1 dzl GAKz17 Gl 6 "dd+xdggd+xl A~ 3G
concludes has evidence of useby a devil or quoll, or evidence of use by a species that cannot be
determined, and any den that is considered to be highly suitable for devil or quoll occupation but
does not have definitive evidence of being vacant at the time of assessment. An exclusia zone
of a 50 m radius will be established around any potential den that warrants application of Section
B and will remain in place until the requirements of Section B are completed. Note, if the potential

12 Available at https://nre.tas.gov.au/Documents/Devil%20Survey%20Guidelines%20and%20Advice.pdf
13 As devils and quolls are known to opportunistically occupy burrows dug by other species (principally wombats), the protocol
manages any burrow as potential habitat for a listed threatened species.
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den is not within the necessary clearance area, .e. is within the survey buffer, it will simply be
treated as an exclusion zone for the duration of works.

(vi) Clearance will not commence (or any other soil disturbance) in the exclusion zone until that den
or burrow is confirmed vacant and the exclusion zone can be lifted as per Section C.

B. Den monitoring assessment
The den monitoring assessment involves the following:

(i) At least two infra-red motion sensor cameras will be installed at each entrance of each burrow.
Camera settings will be- sensitivity: high; capture method: video; capture length > 20 sec; capture
delay interval: 0 seconds.

(i) Cameras will remain in place far at least 7 nights.

(iii) After this time, footage will be inspected to identify captures 4, with the following possible
outcomes (with input from the Ecologist if devils or quolls are captured).

a. Ifapouch-laden devil or quoll, an imp (young devil) or a kitt en (young quoll) are recorded
using a den, or if an individual devil or quoll is recorded using a den for two or more
nights and displaying natal characteristics, then the den will be treated as a likely maternal
den.

For a likely maternal den, cameras aml the 50 m exclusion zone will remain in place until:

1 the den is no longer necessary for the rearing of young and it is confirmed that the mother
and young have discontinued use of the den;

1 or continued monitoring definitively establishes that the den is in fact not a maternal den
(e.g. pouch-laden females may visit multiple dens before dropping their young in one
location, and some females may be observed showing natal characteristics [such as lactating
and scent marking] around dens in which they have not dropped their young).

Following either of these scenarios the den can be decommissioned while vacant.

b. éi " 11 | +OGW z1 @0zWW Gd 2dGl 6 " |1 T +£609V
If a den is found to be in regular use to this degree by a species other than a devil or
quoll, a one-way gate will be installed, and monitoring will continue until a time when
the den is definitively vacant and can be decommissioned.

c. If a den is found to be in opportunistic use only by any species (i.e. not occupied for
several consecutive nights; in which scenario there are usually several different animals
and species frequenting the burrow), the footage from the night and morning
immediately prior to the inspection will be used to determine occupancy at that time. If
the burrow is conclusively vacant at the time of inspection, it will be decommissioned at

VA

that time. If an animal is within the burrow at that time, either a one -way gate will be

4 If this is done in the field, outcomes a, b, ¢ or d may apply immediately. If memory cards are collected for desktop analysis cards
(and batteries if necessary) will be replaced, and camera(s) will remain in place for continuednonitoring until action can be informed
by the footage. In other words, monitoring will always continue up until the point of decommissioning, which will only be und ertaken
when an assessment of all footage up until that time has established the den is va@nt at the time. A one-way gate may be used in
any of the different outcomes to facilitate vacancy (only if the 7 nights of footage has sufficiently informed the action).
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installed to aid eviction, or the burrow will be revisited the following day and occupancy
re-determined based on the footage from the previous night and morning. Monitoring
of the burrow (with or without a gate) will continue until a time when it is conclusively
vacant at the time of inspection and can be decommissioned.

d. Ifadenisfound to be inactive (no evidence of use), it can be decommissioned.
Following either of these scenarios the den can be decommissioned while vacant.
C- Reporting and regulation

(i) If Section B does not apply, the contractor can advise the proponent (or regulator) of the area
searched and seek approved clearance (release of hold point) within the designated area.

(i) If Section B applies, the area approved for clearance may be conditional upon the maintenance
of exclusion zones around active dens or dens still under assessment. Once the monitoring
requirements of Section B are completed and dens have been decommissional, the contractor
can request exclusion zones are lifted and unconditional clearance granted for the designated
area.

(iiiy Approval to clear in a designated area should only be valid for up to 8 weeks, after which time a
new den check and assessment will be equired unless an extension to this window is approved
by the proponent/regulator (noting an extension may be considered sufficiently low risk in some
scenarios, as informed by Section A and B results).

(iv) If the works area is divided into coupes, the process must be repeated until surveying of the entire
footprint is complete.

D- Unanticipated discoveries

(i) Notwithstanding Section C (i) and (ii), should a previously unidentified or unanticipated discovery
of a potential den be found by the contractor (or other parties) during works, an assessment as per
Section A (iii) and (v) is to be undertaken, and, if ne@ssary, the den monitoring assessment as per
Section B adopted.

3.5 Geomorphology

Geoconservation values were assessed by an independent consultant. The findings of this assessment are
in Appendix F. In summary, the geomorphology report identifies:

1 Glacial andPeriglacial landforms are present on Mt King William I, however; neither suite of
landforms are likely to be significantly impacted by the infrastructure works at the
communications tower site.

3.6 Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area

Mount King William is located within the Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area (TWWHA), the values
of which are globally significant. These values are described as Outstanding Universal Values (UOV)hese
are defined in the TWWHA management plan as:

“According to the Operational Guidelines for the Implementation of the World Heritage
kzl O+ AGzl " ZoAdA" Il | Gl 6 bl GO+T7 d"W ¢c"Woa+ ~d+'1/q
exceptional as to transcend national boundaries and to be of common importance for present and
foAoT = 6%1 +17 "AGzl ¢ =zi "WW Cod" |l GA/ =, @C+ °nak!/
C+T GA" 6+ kzl| O+ AGz/ . @C+ 1| A Arz0G/ +q i z] AC+
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the nomination dossier for those properties where there is not yet a statement of OUV. World
Heritage values of the TWWHA can change over time as new information comes to light.”

The TWWHA Management Plan2016C G6 CWG6 CAd d+O0+7 "W F+i | 4Gl x| zo KAl zd
objectives for cultural and natural values. Section 5 of the management plan details the management
zbS+l AGO+xqd iz1 | "Ko1T "W O"Wozxq” 06GOGI 6 1 +ianttnthk+ Kz Zb

proposal are:

KDO 5.5 - A comprehensive suite of strategies is in place that minimises biosecurity risks to the natural
values of the TWWHA.

This KDO can be satisfied by adhering to theconstruction weed and hygiene management plan
that is provided in Appendix E.

KDO 5.8 - The aesthetic qualities of the TWWHA are maintained or improved.

Although beyond our scope as ecologists, it is our understanding that new facilities will be painted
using colours that will blend into the natural environment to minimise the visual impact of
proposed infrastructure. Several existing infrastructure elements, including solar panels and
shelters, are already present at the site (Plates 1 and 2)The installation of 10 solar arrays will have
some impact to the aesthetic qualities of the site, however this decision has been made to reduce
the far greater environmental risk that is presented by requiring on -site fuel storage for
generators. The installation of solar arrays reduces the sites reliance on disel fuels, and as a result,
eliminates a substantial fire risk to the site.

KDO 5.9 - Threatened species and ecosystems remain at least stable or increase in population or extent.

No threatened flora species, or threatened vegetation communities are present on the site.

KDO 5.10 - Priority areas that require restoration of their natural biological and geological processes are
identified and monitored, and rehabilitation plans are developed and implemented.

Measures to minimise impacts and to restore areasof temporary impacts are addressed in Section
3.1 Theproposal is to utilise some areas of existing disturbance as much as is practical.

KDO 8.5 - Wilderness is managed for the protection of the integrity and the natural and cultural values
of the TWWHA and the quality of the recreational experience it provides .

Measures to minimise impacts and to restore areas of temporary impacts are addressed in Section
3.1. The proposal is to utilise some areas of existing disturbance as much as is practical.

3.6.1 Wilderness quality

The wilderness quality layer is a coverage that represents the level of naturalness and remoteness based
on the proximity of physical intrusions and infrastructure. In the TWWHA Management Plan 2016 the

quality of wilderness was determined to range between0. . ., . @C* ~ ¢Go6C Eoa" WGKI |j
area larger than 8,000 hectares having National Wilderness Inventory (NWI) ratings 12 or larger, estimated

o>
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by the method used in the NWI*°. The wilderness valueswithin the management plan are calculated using
a modified version of the NWI model, taking into consideration the remoteness from settlement, apparent
naturalness, biophysical naturalness, and time remoteness.

The survey area has awilderness valuerating between 10 and 12 (Figure 3), placing it at the lower end of
the index. This can be largely attributed to the proximity of the study area to the boundary of the TWWHA,
as well as the existence of manmade structures in the vicinity (i.e. Lyell Highway, Burns Dam, Lake King
William), as well asthe short access time, and proximity to Derwent Bridge.
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4. Legislative Implications

4.1 Commonwealth Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act
1999

The EPBCA is structured for selassessment, with guiddines and criteria available to assist any person
who proposes to take an action to decide whether they should submit a referral to the national
Department of the Environment for a decision by the Environment Minister (the minister) on whether
assessment and approval is required under the Act.

Under the Act, an action will require approval from the minister if the action has, will have, or is likely to
have, a significant impact on a matter of national environmental significance (MNES), which includesall
species and communities listed as threatened and/or migratory under the Act, as well as world heritage
values

The proposal is not expected to have the potential for a significant impact to flora and fauna MNES if our
recommendations are followed (particularly with respect to wedge-tailed eagles, which are listed as
MNES) and thus will not warrant referral in relation to such values.

The proposed works are within the Remote Area Management Zone in the current management plan for
the TWWHA. Under the Act, anaction is likely to have a significant impact on the World Heritage values

if there is a real chance or possibility that it will cause:

1 One or more of the World Heritage values to be lost;

1 One or more of the World Heritage values to be degraded or damaged;

1 One or more of the World Heritage values to be notably altered, modified, obscured, or
diminished.

Given the modified landscape for which the proposed works are to be undertaken, the potential impact
to natural World Heritage values is considered to be negligible.

The proposal is thus not considered likely to result in significant impacts to any Matter of National

Environmental Significance pertaining to natural or World Heritage valueslisted under this Act and does
not warrant referral at this time .

4.2 Tasmanian Threatened Species Protection Act 1995

No permit required based on current expected impacts.

4.3 Tasmanian Nature Conservation Act 2002

No threatened vegetation communities are present.

4.4 Tasmanian Weed Management Act 1999

No action is currently required to eradicate or control species under this Act (as no applicable species

were recorded on site). Appropriate visitor and contractor hygiene should be applied during works to
maintain compliance.
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4.5 Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area Management Plan 2016

At the State level, the Management Plan functions as a statutory plan for the various reserves within the
TWWHA. In this regard, the management by PWS of areas that are subject to this planis required to be
in accordance with its broad intent and its specific prescriptions.

The summit area of Mt King William is zoned as a Remote Area Management Zone under the current
management plan, which allows for:

routine maintenance, use and access.

vegetation clearance limited to that required for safe use and fire protection.
replacement of existing infrastructure with similar structures.

minor modifications to existing infrastructure to occur through an authority or lease.

=A =4 =4 =4

It is anticipated that the proposed works will comply with the provisions of this zoning.

For the proposal to satisfy the assessment and approval process of the Management Plan, it must comply
with the Reserve Activity Assessment (RAAprocess administered under the Tasmanian National Parks
and Reserves Management Act 2002, theLand Use Planning and Approvals Act 1993the Commonwealth

Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 and other approval processes detailed in
this report.

4.6 Tasmanian National Par ks and Reserves Management Act 2002

The Tasmanian Parks and Wildlife Service (PWS) are responsible for maintaining the significant values
protected within lands reserved under this Act, including values of biological diversity, geological diversity,
water quality, sites/areas of cultural significance, and areas of high wilderness quality. PWS are also
charged with encouraging certain forms of use of reserves and assessing proposed uses. The Reserve
Activity Assessment (RAA) process is the Environmental Imact Assessment system PWS uses to assess
whether activities proposed on PWS managed land are environmentally, socially and economically
acceptable, and to ensure that proposals are consistent with any approved management plan that applies
to the land. Activities that require an RAA are new or recurrent works/activities that over a period of time
have the potential for adverse environmental, social or economic impacts. Activities that do not require
an RAA are usually routine or general maintenance activities that are often done on a day-to-day basis.
They have low potential environmental, social or economic impacts even if they are conducted over a
Wzl 6 A+1Gz| =zi AKGdx., wCx 111 Avzl+dd "AAWGxzd A=z
managed land. The RAA process complements other external planning assessment processes covered
under each of the Acts discussed in this section.

4.7 Central Highlands Interim Planning Scheme 201 5

4.7.1 Zoning

The survey areais located within the Environmental Management (D29) zone. The proposal will meet the
Al Acceptable Solution for the use standard 29.3.1 (Reserved Land) througtthe adherence to assessment
and approval process of the Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area Management Plan 2016

The proposal must also meet the requirements of the Development Standards for Buildings and Works -
Design 29.4.3

The proposal does not meet the Acceptable Solutions Al due to the site requiring the removal of native
vegetation and being located on a skyline. The performance criteria musttherefore be addressed.
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Performance Criteria P1

The location of buildings and works must satisfy all of the following:

(a) be located in an area requiring the clearing of native vegetation only if:
) there are no sites clear ofnative vegetation and clear of other significant site constraints
such as access difficulties or excessive slope;,

Existing areas of cleared land will be utilised where practical. Topography limits the potential location of
structures.

(i) the extent of clearing is the minimum necessary to provide for buildings, associated
works and associated bushfire protection measures,

Not applicable.
(i) the location of clearing has the least environmental impact;

As the proposed siting of structures utilises existing modified areas, the remaining structures will only
require a small amount of native vegetation to be removed where it is not possible to fix structures to
rock. It is anticipated that approximately 120 m? will require removal.

(b) be located on a skyline or ridgeline only if:
) there are no sites clear of native vegetation and clear of other significant site constraints
such as access difficulties or excessive slope;

The proposal requires a high elevation site to be feasible. The proposal plans to utilise existng areas of
cleared vegetation where possible.

(i) there is no significant impact on the rural landscape;
Not applicable.
(i) building height is minimised;

Building height is minimised where it is practical. The tower stands at 129 m, which is required as a key
element of the proposed network upgrades.

v) any screening vegetation is maintained.
Not applicable.

(c) be consistent with any Desired Future Character Statements provided for the area or, if no such
statements are provided, have regard to the landscape.

There are noDesired Future Character Statements provided for this area. In regard to the landscape, the
proposal will not denigrate that immediate area as it is a partially modified landscape with several
structures scattered across the summitarea.

4.7.2 Overlays

The survey area is not subject to any planning overlays pertaining to natural values.
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5. Conclusion and Recommendations

Our field investigation has established that the potential impact to natural values associated with the
proposed TasGRN ingllation at Mt King William will be relatively minor regardless of the precise siting
of infrastructure, which will provide the proponent with a degree of flexibility should factors such as micro -
topography, geomorphology, and access influence the final design within the general area. There is
however the potential for disturbance of eagle nesting activities should viable habitat within 500 m and 1

km line of sight support a currently undocumented nest . recommendations are thus provided to limit

this likelihood.

With our recommendations followed, t he proposal is not considered likely to result in significant impacts
to any Matter of National Environmental Significance pertaining to natural values listed under the EPBCA.

Adhering to the various requisite Acts discussed in section 4will satisfy the planning and approval process
of the Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Management Plan 2016

The following are recommended based on our results and scope of works:

Vegetation

1 Any temporary lay down areas must be carefully selected to avoid permanent impacts to native
vegetation. This may include utilising sites that will be permanently cleared for temporary lay
downs, setting platforms in rocky areas largely free of vegetation, or cutting back shrubs and
laying materials on top. The latter method is the least desirable and efforts should be made to
adopt the former vegetation impact mitigation methods. Area s containing herbfields and cushion
plants must be avoided.

1 Construction workers must utilise existing tracks as much as is practical, and in cases where this
"1 1 zK bt "1 CGx0O+|" Nzl F+idq dodgik "~ i"1 zoK~
the delicate herbfield and cushion plant vegetation must be avoided. Conforming to tracked areas
also applies to any routine maintenance that is proposed in the future.

1 Any temporary clearance areas within or on the edge of native vegetation should be targeted for
revegetation post works, using propagules sourced from the local area and comprised of native
species (with the corresponding species lists in AppendixB to be used as guidance).

Weeds

1 Consider a project specific Weed and Hygiene Management Planto detail weed and hygiene
prescriptions for contractors and outline their requirements.

1 The following should be followed for best practice prescriptions:

0 Weed and DiseasePlanning and Hygiene Guidelines - Preventing the spread of weeds
and diseases in TasmanigdDPIPWE, Stewart and Askeyporan, 2015)

1 A follow-up weed inspection of the project area is recommended to establish if treatment is
warranted for the proliferation of weeds due to the project disturbance , this should be
undertaken in spring or summer and at least 6 months after works are completed (but not longer
than 2 years)

Threatened Fauna
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1 Apre-clearance surveyof the project area (including a 50 m buffer) consistent with the Tasmanian
Devil Survey Guidelines and Management Advice for Development Proposald® must be
conducted, adhering to the protocol provided.

1 As no viable nests are present within an area potentially subject to disturbance (500 m or 1 km
line of sight), the breeding season constraintsdo not apply for the 2022/23 season.

1 Ongoing helicopter use for maintenance and other needs will also require the same consideration
of potential eagle nest locations and seasonal activity. Given it can be expected that this type of
helicopter use will be required going forward within the eagle breeding season, it is advisable
prior to such activities commencing to undertake a search for eagle nests within 1 km. Should
nests be found, annual activity assessments (or a frequency proportional to the requirement to
fly through the area in breeding season) are likely to be required, unless viewshed analyses
indicate nests are not at risk of disturbance and can be avoided with flight paths. With respect to
nest searches, it is noted that survey results are typically treated as valid for two years only; repeat
surveys would thus be required even in the absence of nests in the first survey.

0 Nest activity assessments are undertak@ annually from the air in October/November.
Thus, constraints invariably apply each season from 1 July up until a point where a nest
is concluded to be inactive for that season. If a nest is deemed inactive, the constraints
will be lifted for the remain der of the breeding season (only to commence again 1% July
the following year). If a nest is found to be active, constraints will continue until the end
of the season (either January or February depending on the season).
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Appendix A : Site Plan
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Appendix B: Vascular Plant Species List

Status codes:
ORIGIN
i - introduced
d - declared weed WM Act
en - endemic to Tasmania

t - within Australia, occurs only in Tas.

Name

DICOTYLEDONAE

ASTERACEAE

Abrotanella scapigera

Celmisia asteliifolia

Olearia ledifolia

Ozothamnus rodwayi

Scapisenecio pectinatus var. pectinatus

Senecio sp.

CUNONIACEAE

Bauera rubioides

DONATIACEAE

Donatia novae-zelandiae

ERICACEAE
Acrothamnus montanus
Pentachondra pumila
Planocarpa petiolaris
Richea sprengelioides
GENTIANACEAE
Gentianella diemensis
LOGANIACEAE
Schizacme archeri
MYRTACEAE
Leptospermum rupestre
OROBANCHACEAE
Euphrasia collina
PLANTAGINACEAE

Plantago tasmanica

NATIONAL SCHEDULE
EPBC Act 1999
CR- critically endangered

EN- endangered

STATE SCHEDULE
TSP Act 1995
e - endangered

v - vulnerable

VU - vulnerable r-rare
Common name Status
funnel snow-wort en
silver snowdaisy en
rock daisybush en
common alpine everlastingbush en
yellow alpine groundsel en
groundsel
wiry bauera
snow cushionplant t
snow beardheath
carpet frillyheath
alpine cheeseberry en
rigid candleheath en
tasmanian snowgentian en
cushion mitrewort
mountain teatree en
purple eyebright
tasman plantain en
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PROTEACEAE
Bellendena montana
Orites acicularis
Orites revolutus

Persoonia gunnii

ROSACEAE

Rubus gunnianus

RUTACEAE

Boronia citriodora

SANTALACEAE

Exocarpos humifusus
WINTERACEAE
Tasmannia lanceolata
GYMNOSPERMAE

PODOCARPACEAE

Microcachrys tetragona

MONOCOTYLEDONAE

ASTELIACEAE
Astelia alpina var. alpina
Milligania densiflora
CYPERACEAE
Carex breviculmis
Carpha alpina
Oreobolus acutifolius
JUNCACEAE
Juncusastreptus
Luzula sp.

POACEAE

Poa gunnii
RESTIONACEAE

Empodisma minus

PTERIDOPHYTA

LYCOPODIACEAE

Lycopodium fastigiatum

mountain rocket
yellow orites
revolute orites

mountain geebung

alpine raspberry

lemon boronia

mountain native-cherry

mountain pepper

creeping pine

pineapple grass

silky milligania

shortstem sedge
alpine strawsedge

bloodstain cushionsedge

rigid rush

luzula

gunns snowgrass

spreading roperush

mountain clubmoss

en

en

en

en

en

en

en

en

en

en

en

en
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Appendix C: Natural Values Atlas Report Components

Threatened flora within 5000 metres

Verified Records

[Species [Commen Mame [s5 M5 [Bic |Observation Count |Last Recorded |
Howea montzna mountzin purplepea r n | 01-Mow-1938
Rhytidosporum inconspecuum alpine appleberry [ n 2 04-Feb- 2006

Threatened flora within 5000 metres
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Threatened fauna within 500 metres
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Werified Records

Threatened fauna within 500 metres

Accipiter novaehollandiae

Unverified Records
Mo unverified records were found?

[Commen Mame [s5 [M5 [Bic [Observation Count [Last Recorded |
grey poshawk - n | 2)-Feb-2003

Threatened fauna within 500 metres
{based on Range Boundaries)

Crasyurws maculatus subsp. maculatus
Tyto novashollandiae subsp. cstanops
Halizeeties beucogaster

Sarcophilus harrisii

Accipiter novaehollandiae

Adquila audax subsp. fleayi

Verified Records

[Common Mame [s5 NS [BO |[Potential [Known [Core
spotted-mil quoll r WU n | o 0
masked owl [Tasmanian) e WU - | o 0
white-bellied sea-sagle W n | 1] [1]
tsmanian devil e EM - | o 0
Erey goshawk e n | o 0
tasmanian wedge-tiled sagle & =] [ 1 ] 0

Threatened fauna within 5000 metres

[Species [Commen Mame [s55 [M5 [Bic |[Observation Count [Last Recorded |
Accipiter novaehollandne grey goshaw - n | 2)-Feb-2003

Aquila audax subsp. fleayi msmanan wedge-iled eagle e EM e 2 3l-Jan-19%6

Crasyurus maculatus spotted-til quoll r Wi n | 07 -Drec-2001
Crasyurus maculatus subsp. maculatus spotted-til quoll r Wi n 3 28-Jul-197¢

Crasyurus viverrinus eastern quoll EM n 2 1l -Jun- 1956
Sarcophilus harrisii tasmanian devi e EM e 5 I2-Jan-2020

Unwverified Records
Mo unverified records were found?

Threatened fauna within 5000 metres
{based on Range Boundaries)

[Species [Common Mame [s35 NS [BO [Potential  [Known [Core
Crasyurus maculatus subsp. maculatus spotted-mil quoll r Wi n | o 0
Pseudeminia papenstecheri tussock skink W n | o [1]
Tyto novashollandae subsp. castanops masked owl (Tasmanian) e Wi - | o |
Haliae=twes lescogaster white-belied sea-eagle W n | o 0
Sarcophilus harrisii msmanian devil e EM - | o 0
Accipiter novaehollandne grey goshawk e n | o L1
Aquila audax subsp. fleayi msmanian wedge-tiled eagle e EM - | o 0
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Threatened fauna within 5000 metres
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Appendix D: Eagle Nest Search Results

nerthbarker

ECOSYSTEM SERVMIGES

Tasmanian Government Radio Network (TasGRN)
Various Sites

Aerial Eagle Nest Search Report

15t April 2022

For Telstra (TELO30)

163 Campbell Street, Hobart Tasmania, 7000
03 62319788

admin@northbarker.com.au www.northbarker.com.au
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TasGRN - Various Sites
Eagle Nest Search

1 Introduction and Background

The Tasmanian State Government have engaged Telstra to deliver upgrades to the State’s radio network.
The Tasmanian Government Radio Network (TasGRN) project aims to transition eight core user
organisations, which currently operate over five separate radio networks, into one unified digital and
interoperable radio network. The project will see upgrades to infrastructure on several mountains, and
one greenfield site. All sites are located within reserved areas, two of which are within the Tasmanian
Wilderness World Heritage Area (TWWHA). Natural values assessments have shown several sites are
embedded within viable eagle nesting habitat’, with the general lack of reported nests (particularly
recently) from the sites suggesting a lack of recent survey effort. Acknowledging the potential for
disturbance of unknown eagle nest sites within 500 m direct distance and/or 1 km line of sight of the
proposed infrastructure upgrades (and needing to meet the requirements of Parks and Wildlife
Tasmania as regulators for some of the sites), Acquirecomm engaged North Barker Ecosystem Services
(NBES) to complete an aerial eagle nest search within a 1 km buffer of these project areas:

e Grasstree Hill

e Snow Hill
o South Sister
e Mt Black
e Redan Hill
e Mt King William
¢ Mt Wedge
e Mt Lloyd
2 Methods

2.1 Survey area

The proposed impact footprints for each transmission upgrade site were buffered by 50 m to represent
individual project areas. Each project area was then buffered by 1 km to define the eagle nest search
survey area of approximately 350 ha (for a total search area of 2,800 ha).

2.2 Background planning

As an exploratory desktop process, habitat within the survey areas were considered according to the
suitability index of the Forest Practices Authority’s (FPA) eagle habitat model? Whilst this model allows
guidance for areas of eagle nesting potential it is best practice to consider all habitat within a survey
area when conducting the aerial search, to ensure the model has not misrepresented habitat patches
and to establish if nests are present outside of areas mapped as highly suitable. It was thus proposed
to survey the entire area of habitat to the degree necessary to determine habitat suitability®, and to
prioritise searching for nests where habitat was suitable.

! Forest Practices Authority (2014a) Fauna Technical Note No. 6: Wedge-tailed eagle nesting habitat model, Forest Practices
Authority, Hobart.

2 Forest Practices Authority (2014a)

? Consistent with the survey effort guide for the Tasmanian wedge-tailed eagle within Commonwealth of Australia 2010, Survey
guidelines for Australia’s threatened birds - Guidelines for detecting birds listed as threatened under the Environment
Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999.

1 — North Barker Ecosystem Services
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TasGRN - Various Sites
Eagle Nest Search

2.3  Aerial nest search survey*

The aerial search was undertaken by helicopter® on the 11 of March 2022. The survey was undertaken
by a team of NBES ecologists, Grant Daniels, Tim Leaman, and Cameron Geeves. The team of ecologists
contained two ecologists highly experienced in aerial and ground-based eagle nest surveying and the
identification of suitable habitats, and a third ecologist in training (respectively, Grant has a PhD on the
impacts of development to wildlife and 15 years of experience as an ecologist, Tim has over 15 years of
experience as an ecologist and an extensive background in eagle nest management within the forest
practices system, and Cameron has a Bachelor of Science and Honours in physical geography. Flights
were conducted using Helicopter Resources, with chief pilot Hoey Stobart. Hoey has many years of
experience undertaking eagle nest surveys.

Approximately 6.5 hours were spent searching or commuting between sites. The weather was mostly
optimal for the duration of the survey, with winds trending from light to moderate. Showers were
present during the survey at Mount Wedge, but not the degree that nest detection was impacted.

The survey involved slow flying (5-10 knots) above the tree canopy or where possible, below the
adjacent canopy level, such as through gullies and valleys. In large areas of suitable nesting habitat,
transects were flown to ensure complete coverage of the area. Marginal potential habitat was also
checked. All known nests (with locations extracted from the Natural Values Atlas [NVA] database) within
the survey area (or within the bounds of the spatial accuracy of the record) were visited to verify
presence and condition (if present). Any previously reported nest(s) that could not be found were
searched for using both their reported position and spatial accuracy as a guide, in addition to
surrounding suitable trees and habitat. Further suitable habitat and trees in the broader vicinity of the
reported nest position were also checked until it was considered that continued searching was futile.

Once a nest was located, its condition and features were described /n-situ, including with the assistance
of 10 x 50 mm binoculars where this enabled the observers to remain distant from the nest. Due to the
nature of the task sometimes involving hovering near the canopy, which presents risks to local birds
and the observers, nest checks were limited to the time necessary to verify presence and condition
(typically less than 1-2 minutes in an area).

To support the /n-situ observations, images of each nest (taken with a telephoto lens) were later
examined to further inform the condition assessment of each nest. Characteristics of the nest to
determine its condition included®: fresh green leaves, stick tone (brown or grey), white-wash, algal
smears, nest shape (flat-topped or bowl), down/feathers, and prey remains. The integrity of the nest
was then given a classification based on it being: prime, viable, derelict or remnant’. These factors
essentially represent the viability of the nest for breeding.

“# Considered to be more effective and efficient in large survey areas and tall forests.

5 The recommended method for aerial nest searches within Forest Practices Authority 2014b, Eagle nest searching, activity
checking and nest management, Fauna Technical Note No. 1, Forest Practices Authority, Hobart. This satisfies schedule 2,
section 6.1.2 of the MIDAA criteria.

© Characteristics taken from the Forest Practices Authority’s nest activity assessment forms

7 Which effectively correspond to the spectrum of poor/average/good/excellent used in the Forest Practices Authority's nest
activity assessment forms, but relate more to time since use (and likelihood of use in the near future), with prime being used
to describe nests considered likely to be active in recent years, and remnant being those the least likely to be active —
consistent with the definitions applied in assessments of these species elsewhere:

2 — North Barker Ecosystem Services
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TasGRN - Various Sites
Eagle Nest Search

3 Survey Results

3.1 Newly located nests

One new nest (Ze. previously unrecorded) was found during the survey, at the Mt Lloyd site, with a
raptor nest location form and nest photos provided below. The nest was rated as prime/viable and had
evidence of being visited by birds (lining and whitewash) in the 21/22 season but did not appear to
have been used for breeding. The nest is located around 800-900 m direct distance from proposed work
areas on the summit and around 550 m from the nearest point of the access track. The nest is in a deeply
incised area which limits potential viewshed as shown in the topographic map in Appendix A. It is
considered highly unlikely to have viewshed to the summit works area or the access track at ground
level as the nest is below a deeply incised side of the mountain, with between 150-225 m of sheer
topographic relief between the height of the nest (approximately 35 m up a tree located at around 670
m asl) and the summit works area (approximately 930 m asl) or the access track (approximately 855 m
asl at the nearest point). With the highest structural element of the proposed infrastructure only 8 m
high (an 18 m tower is already present), it is unlikely any of the new components will be visible from the
nest when constructed, as the 200 m of mountainside between them and nest will act a screen. Similarly,
the height of construction vehicles on the nearest part of the track at around 855 m asl would be
insignificant with the 150 m of screening provided by the mountains topography.

3.2 Previously reported nests not located

Two previously reported nests (338 at Mt Wedge, and 220 at Snow Hill) were not relocated during the
aerial survey. Both records are extremely old.

Nest 338 reported from Mt Wedge is based on a single observation in 1985, but a 2017 survey indicated
that no nest was present, consistent with our findings, which also noted that habitat at the reported
location was highly unsuitable for a nest. It can thus definitively be considered to be free of a nest at
this time.

Nest 220 reported from Snow Hill has been observed several times since it's discovery in 1985, with the
most recent being in 2020. The location was marginal to our search area, being slightly beyond the
buffer for the Snow Hill project area. It is thus likely the nest could still be present but further down the
gully than our survey extended and beyond the potential area of disturbance from the current proposal.

4 Discussion and Conclusion

The absence of nests recorded within the search areas for Grasstree Hill, Snow Hill, South Sister, Mt
Black, Redan Hill, Mt King William and Mt Wedge mean that the recommended mitigation measures
(.e. seasonal constraints on works) outlined within the respective natural values assessments do not
need to apply to these projects. Noting however that nest search survey results are typically considered

- Wiersma, J, Koch, AJ, Livingston, D, Brown, B, Spencer, C, Mooney, N, Munks, S (2009). Eagle Nest Monitoring Project — Year
12007-08, Establishing monitoring sites and investigating the relationship between nesting success of the Tasmanian wedge-
tailed eagle and environmental variables, report to Roaring 40s and the Forest Practices Authority, Forest Practices Authority
Scientific Report 8.

- Dennis, T.E, Detmar, S.A., Brooks, A.V. and Dennis, H.M. (2011). Distribution and status of White-bellied Sea-Eagle, Haliaeetus
leucogaster, and Eastern Osprey, Pandion cristatus, populations in South Australia. South Australian Omithologist, 37 (1).

- Cherriman, S.C,, Foster, A, Debus, S.J.S. (2009). Supplementary Notes on the Breeding Behaviour of Wedge-tailed Eagles
Aquila audax. Australian Field Omithology, 26, pp. 142-147.
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to remain valid for two years only (Ze. an additional survey could be required in two years if works have
not been completed and are required within the eagle breeding season). In addition, helicopter use
throughout the lifespan of the project infrastructure must continue to consider eagle interactions and
potential nest disturbance.

Given that best practice mitigation around wedge-tailed eagle nests applies to buffers of 500 m direct
distance and 1 km line of sight, the nest at Mt Lloyd is sufficiently distant (> 800 m) and screened (by
topography) that works could be undertaken at this site within the eagle breeding season without undue
risk of disturbing the nest. The only exception to this is if helicopter use is required for works. Should
that be the case, it would be inadvisable to undertake the works within the breeding season unless a
flight plan can be devised (with the assistance of an ecologist/raptor expert) that would definitively not
disrupt the nest or put birds at risk. If that was not possible, and helicopter works could not be
completed before the commencement of the next breeding season (July 1% 2022), activity constraints
(#.e. no works) should apply from the beginning of the season (at least) until a nest activity assessment
could be undertaken in October/November 2022 - if a nest activity assessment concluded the nest was
inactive for the 22/23 season, works could recommence on site (until July 1 the following year) — if the
nest was found to be active for the 22/23 season, constraints should continue until the conclusion of
the season in January/February 2023 (with the end date determined by the Forest Practices Authority in
November). As with the other sites, helicopter use throughout the lifespan of the project infrastructure
must continue to consider eagle interactions and potential nest disturbance.
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Appendix E Weed and Hygiene Management Plan
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ECOSYSTEM SERVIGES

Tasmania Government Radio Network (TasGRN)
Mt King William

Weed and Hygiene Management Plan

Version 1.1
2" August 2022
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TasGRN — Mt King William
Weed & Hygiene Management Plan

1. Introduction
1.1 Background

This document provides a site-specific Weed & Hygiene Management Plan for the Mt King William
Government Radio Network tower and shelter project, located at the summit of Mt King William (Figure

1).

This plan establishes management measures to minimise the introduction of new weed species in
accordance with recommendations of the Natural Values Report (NVA), 2" August 2022 by North Barker
Ecosystem Services. The NVA states the following in regard to the management of weeds:

e Consider a project specific Weed and Hygiene Management Plan to detail weed and hygiene
prescriptions for contractors and outline their requirements.

¢ The following should be followed for best practice prescriptions:

o Weed and Disease Planning and Hygiene Guidelines - Preventing the spread of weed's
and diseases in Tasmania (DPIPWE, Stewart and Askey-Doran, 2015)

o A follow-up weed inspection of the project area is recommended to establish if treatment is
warranted for the proliferation of weeds due to the project disturbance. This should be
undertaken in spring or summer and at least 6 months after works are completed (but no longer

than 2 years).

0 50 100 m
-

D Survey Area

H Helipad

. Proposed Mast

nérth po_rker

ata and imagery fom thelIST

Figure 1: Location of the survey area,
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Weed & Hygiene Management Plan

1.2  Objective

The objective of the Weed and Hygiene Management Plan is to guide the management of weeds
throughout the project by:

e preventing the introduction of new weed species across the project;

¢ controlling or eradicating emerging weeds (where appropriate); and

¢ enhancing rehabilitation and landscaping success through weed management.
1.3  Site Description

The site is located on the summit of Mt King William (Figure 1) and is vegetated with eastern alpine
heath (HHE).

2. Weed Management
2.1 Weed control objectives

The primary objective of weed management on site will aim to minimise the risk of introduction of new
weeds and prevent a breach of the containment principles of the Tasmanian Weed Management Act
7999 (WMA). Weed monitoring and treatments will be focussed on germinants establishing in areas of
disturbance and along access tracks.

2.2 Weed control

No weeds requiring treatment have been identified in the construction area and therefor there is no
requirement for pre-construction weed control activities.

Construction activities have the potential to introduce weeds to the project area and tracks leading to
the site. The footprint of the proposed tower, the areas around the tower site and access roads should
be monitored for occurrences of weeds during and following works. If weeds are identified the following
should occur:

e Treat weeds as per Tasmanian guidelines provided through the Department of Natural
Resources and Environment Tasmania (NRET) weed website, or by a qualified contractor or
weed control operator; and;

o If herbicide is to be used, only registered herbicides and those listed under an off-label permit
issued by the Australian Pesticide and Veterinary Medicines Authority (APVMA) are legally
allowed to be used in the control of weeds.

In general, control of weeds during and following works will minimise the risk of their spread and the
establishment of new weed species.

Planned weed control activities should consider the following:

e Soil containing weed seed must not be removed from site unless approval is obtained from
State government under the Tasmanian Weed Management Act 71999.

e Weeds rooted in soil that will remain on site will require direct treatment on site.
e The timing of the work needs to be considered.
2.3 Hygiene Measures

In conjunction with direct weed control, various site hygiene measures must be put in place as
complementary methods of weed containment. The following prescriptions should be followed by all
contractors on site during construction and within the follow-up treatments.

Pagez
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Throughout the construction site and access tracks contractors should be required to adhere to best
practice guidelines:

¢ Keeping it clean - A Tasmanian field hygiene manual to prevent the spread of freshwater pests
and pathogens'

e Weed and Disease Planning and Hygiene Guidelines - Preventing the spread of weeds and
diseases in Tasmania?

Works associated with clearance of vegetation and soil disturbance present a risk of introducing and
spreading weeds.

2.3.1  Clean machinery

Any machinery and vehicles entering the site have the potential to introduce new weeds and pathogens
to the area. Consequently, a further critical measure to prevent weed spread is that of vehicle and
machinery hygiene.

e Allvehicles and earthmoving machinery entering the works area must be clean and in particular
free from clods of dirt and loose soil.

e The preference is that all machinery and vehicles are cleaned prior to traveling to site. This
would be at a depot or before leaving another job site. If this is not practical and machinery or
vehicles are coming to site with potential contamination, then they should be washed on the
way to site before entering the works area - Given that this site is not accessible by road, any
machinery to be airdropped on site must be washed down prior to helicopter transport. A
washdown station must be set up at the offsite staging area, and this site must be free of weeds.
An ecologist should therefore be present for the selection of an offsite staging area to ensure
its suitability.

e All earthmoving plant (e.g. drills, excavators, loaders, etc.) must also be cleaned (washed down)
before traveling to site or entering the site, and a wash-down checklists must be completed for
each wash-down (checklists for various machinery are provided in Appendix A).

e Following wash-down and dry washdown completion, the site supervisor/manager (or
equivalent personnel) should inspect vehicles and machinery for cleanliness prior to traveling
to site. If the subject meets the standards of cleanliness outlined in the guidelines, the supervisor
can authorise its exit and record the wash-down in a ledger (Appendix B). Washdown records
are only required for earthmoving plant including excavators, loaders, trucks, drills, etc.

¢ Wash-downs must follow the procedures detailed in the Tasmanian Weed and Disease Planning
and Hygiene Guidelines.

e The minimum standard is that no clods of dirt or loose soil should be present after wash-down.
If the vehicle or machinery does not meet the minimum standard of cleanliness, the supervisor
must direct that it be further cleaned before entry.

2.3.2 Imported materials

Any fill materials to be imported to the site are only to be sourced from suppliers able to provide
documentation as to the weeds present at the source. This documentation must be inspected by the
party responsible for importing material. If material is found to be from a location containing weeds
other than those species listed in Section 2, the material must be sourced from elsewhere or an ecologist
consulted on the potential implications of new weed introductions.
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3. Reporting and auditing

The implementation of the works is to be audited by an independent ecologist. Project supervisor and
contractors to advise ecologist on completion of tasks.

e An independent ecologist to inspect the works area, access tracks and dry washdown area in
spring/summer 6 months (no longer than 12 months) post completion of civil works.

e Contractor to brief ecologist on programme including wash down (provide copy of completed
wash down ledger) and control works undertaken (provide copy of completed weed
management records).
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