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1. 0BPurpose of this paper 

The Minister for the Environment has commissioned the Independent Biodiversity Legislation 

Review Panel to undertake a review of the native vegetation, threatened species and related 

biodiversity legislation in New South Wales.  

As part of this process, the Office of Environment and Heritage (OEH) is preparing a series 

of six background papers. These are OEH papers, rather than a product of the panel. The 

panel will set out its views in its final advice to government. 

The purpose of this paper is to consider the provisions in the legislation under review that 

cause or require information to be generated. This paper: 

 explains the way threatened species, biodiversity and ecosystem services are defined and 

categorised by the laws under review 

 explains the way by which conservation priorities are defined by these laws 

 characterises the way information is used in decision-making. 

The type of information being considered falls into two distinct categories: 

 information that is generated as a direct result of the operation of the legislation (e.g. 

threatened species lists) 

 information that is gathered by government agencies to support decision-making. 
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2. 1BHow are biodiversity, ecosystem services and 
threatened species defined? 

2.1 5BBiodiversity 

Biodiversity is defined in the Threatened Species Conservation Act 1995 (TSC Act) as the 

diversity of life and is made up of the following three components: 

(a) genetic diversity – the variety of genes (or units of heredity) in any population 

(b) species diversity – the variety of species 

(c) ecosystem diversity – the variety of communities or ecosystems. 

To manage this complexity, three elements are considered under current legislation. These 

are: species most at risk of extinction (threatened species), threats to biodiversity and 

ecological communities. The concept of ecological communities may partially act as a 

surrogate for biodiversity in the Threatened Species Conservation Act 1995, while vegetation 

types are used by the Native Vegetation Act 2003. 

Ecological communities are defined by the Threatened Species Conservation Act 1995 as an 

assemblage of species occupying a particular area. Ecological communities can be defined 

by reference to assemblages of any species of native animal, plant, invertebrate or fungi; but 

in practice have mostly been defined by reference to an assemblage of vascular plants 

(Table 1). The provisions have rarely been used to list non-vascular plant or animal 

communities. 

Table 1: Number of ecological communities listed on the Threatened Species 

Conservation Act 1995 (as at 30 May 2014) (NSW Scientific Committee 2014) 

Listing status Species assemblage defined by Number 

Critically endangered Vascular plant species 11 

Endangered 

Vascular plant species 85 

Fungi 1 

Lichens 1 

Shorebirds 1 

Snails and slugs 1 

Vulnerable Vascular plant species 4 

Total 
 

104 

2.2 6BEcosystem services 

There are no formal processes in any Act under review for identifying and describing 

ecosystem services, and there is much debate in the scientific literature about defining 

ecosystem services, with no consensus having been reached. Even the most basic definition 

of ecosystem services has not been agreed upon (Australia21 2012). 
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One of the earliest definitions, however, is still in wide use and its simplicity makes complex 

issues associated with ecology and economics, and their interactions, more easily 

understood by the general public (Australia21 2012). Under this definition, ecosystem 

services are the benefits that people receive from ecosystems (MA 2003).  

Ecosystem services have been variously classified and the most common categories are:  

 provisioning services: the provision of food, fibre, water, natural medicine and genetic 

resources 

 regulating services: the regulation of climate, water flows, erosion, moderation of extreme 

events and pollination  

 cultural services: recreation, ecotourism, aesthetic and heritage values. 

For examples see MA (2003), Maynard et al. (2010), TEEB (2010), Australia21 (2012) and 

Haines-Young and Potschin (2013). 

While available classification systems are conceptual and have not been comprehensively 

interpreted in a NSW context, Australia21 (2012) recently developed a national Ecosystem 

Services Strategy, and Maynard et al. (2010) developed an ecosystem services framework 

for south-east Queensland. The most comprehensive international scheme is arguably the 

Common International Classification of Ecosystem Services (CICES), which can be reviewed 

at http://cices.eu/. 

Although the Native Vegetation Act 2003 does not define ecosystem services, it does 

recognise provisioning and regulating services that stem from native vegetation in terms of 

water quality, salinity management and land (soil) capability (in the objects of the Native 

Vegetation Act 2003). 

2.3 7BDefinition of species and populations 

The definition of species accords with long-standing scientific practice and is not widely 

contested. 

The Threatened Species Conservation Act 1995 defines a species of animal or plant as 

including any defined subspecies and taxon below a subspecies and any recognisable 

variant of a subspecies or taxon. This is consistent with both national and international 

practice. Allowing subspecies and finer taxonomic distinctions to be listed reflects the 

approach taken by the International Union for Conservation of Nature (IUCN) in the Red List 

of Threatened Species. This allows the identification of extinction risk of distinct species 

variants. 

The Threatened Species Conservation Act 1995 defines animal as being any animal-life that 

is indigenous to New South Wales or is known to periodically or occasionally migrate to New 

South Wales. Plants are defined as any plant-life that is indigenous to New South Wales 

(including fungi and lichens). A reference to animal-life or plant-life that is indigenous to New 

South Wales means a species that was established in New South Wales before European 

settlement. 

The Threatened Species Conservation Act 1995 defines a population as a group of 

organisms, belonging to the same species, occupying a particular area. Listing a genetically 

or morphologically distinct population, or a population at the limit of the species’ geographic 

range, is one way to address the Act’s objective of conserving biological diversity at the level 

of genes (or units of heredity).  

http://cices.eu/
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2.4 8BDefinition of vegetation 

Native vegetation is defined in the Native Vegetation Act 2003 to mean any of the following 

types of indigenous vegetation: 

 trees 

 understorey plants 

 groundcover 

 plants occurring in a wetland. 

It does not explicitly include fungi or lichen. 

Vegetation is defined by the Act as indigenous if it is of a species of vegetation, or if it 

comprises species of vegetation, that existed in New South Wales before European 

settlement.  

2.5 9BProcesses that assign priorities within the current laws 

The Acts under review assign conservation priorities to ecological communities, species and, 

to the extent that they are relevant to native vegetation, ecological processes.  

The Acts under review provide for three major ways of determining the conservation priority 

of a species or entity. They can be defined by: 

 the legislation itself: the schedules of threatened species contained within the Threatened 

Species Conservation Act 1995 and the schedules of protected native plants and 

unprotected fauna in the National Parks and Wildlife Act 1974  

 an independent process prescribed by regulation: the NSW Scientific Committee listing 

process for threatened species, populations and ecological communities and key 

threatening processes (see Box 1) 

 an internal/government process provided for by regulation: the Vegetation Type Database 

that supports the Native Vegetation Act 2003 Property Vegetation Plan (PVP) process. 

 

Box 1 

The NSW Scientific Committee’s functions and roles 

The NSW Scientific Committee consists of 11 members appointed by the Minister. Different 

organisations are required to nominate a scientist for membership of the Committee (e.g. 

CSIRO, Australian Museum Trust and Ecological Society of Australia). The statutory 

functions of the NSW Scientific Committee (s.128A of the Threatened Species Conservation 

Act 1995) are: 

 to determine which species, populations and ecological communities are to be listed 

under the Act 

 to determine which threatening processes are to be listed under the Act 

 to review draft joint management agreements and the performance of parties under 

executed joint management agreements 

 to advise the Chief Executive of the Office of Environment and Heritage on the exercise of 

his/her functions under the Act 
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 to advise the Minister and the Natural Resources Commission on any matter relating to 

the conservation of threatened species, populations or ecological communities that is 

referred to the Committee by the Minister or that the Committee considers appropriate. 

There are also statutory provisions to consult with the NSW Scientific Committee including: 

 the Chief Executive must consult with the Committee before preparing a recommendation 

for the identification of an area or areas of land comprising critical habitat for the purposes 

of the Act and have regard to its advice when preparing any recommendation 

 the Chief Executive may amend a draft recovery plan or draft threat abatement plan to 

take into account any advice given by the Committee 

 in preparing or reviewing a Threatened Species Priorities Action Statement, the Chief 

Executive is to seek advice from the NSW Scientific Committee. 

17BPriority setting under the Threatened Species Conservation Act 1995 

The Threatened Species Conservation Act 1995 provides for a species or ecological 

community to be listed as: 

 vulnerable (if it is facing a high risk of extinction in New South Wales in the medium-term 

future) 

 endangered (if it is facing a very high risk of extinction in New South Wales in the near 

future) 

 critically endangered (if it is facing an extremely high risk of extinction in New South Wales 

in the immediate future). 

A species can be listed as ‘presumed to be extinct’ (if it has not been recorded in its known 

or expected habitat in New South Wales). A population can be listed as endangered (if it is 

facing a very high risk of extinction in New South Wales in the near future). 

Priority-setting processes are important to all the laws under review because decisions about 

conservation priorities trigger both non-regulatory and regulatory responses. The current 

statutory mechanisms triggered are considered across the other Biodiversity Legislation 

Review OEH papers (particularly papers 3, 4 and 5).  

The Threatened Species Conservation Act 1995 required a Biological Diversity Strategy to 

be prepared within nine months after the commencement of that part of the Act (Part 9 of the 

Threatened Species Conservation Act 1995). The first strategy to be adopted by the Chief 

Executive was the NSW Biodiversity Strategy 1999–2003. OEH believes the strategy was a 

successful mechanism for informing the public about biodiversity issues but it proved to be a 

poor tool for coordinating programs across government and the community. 

A second strategy was drafted in 2010 and publicly exhibited. However, it was never adopted 

largely because its contribution to achieving the objects of the Act could not be clearly 

established. Feedback on the draft strategy suggests its value may be in providing an 

overarching statewide perspective on where biodiversity priorities exist in the landscape 

rather than a mechanism to reconcile the many and diverse programs and activities relevant 

to biodiversity conservation on a statewide basis. 

The Threatened Species Conservation Act 1995 also provides a mechanism for prioritising 

recovery and threat abatement actions. The NSW Threatened Species Priorities Action 

Statement provisions required OEH to identify priority actions for each listed species, 
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population and ecological community. A review of the Priorities Action Statement process 

between 2010 and 2013 led to the development of the Saving our Species program. This 

program assigns species to one of six management streams. Species in one of the 

management streams (site-managed species) were subject to a cost–benefit analysis to 

determine the most cost-effective allocation of resources to recovery strategies (Biodiversity 

Legislation Review OEH Paper 3: Conservation Action contains more detail on the Priorities 

Action Statement provisions). 

18BComparing NSW priority setting with other jurisdictions 

The Commonwealth Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (EPBC 

Act) has provisions for listing threatened species and ecological communities. The 

similarities and differences between the Commonwealth and NSW systems are described in 

Table 2. 

Table 2: Comparison between Commonwealth and NSW priority setting 

Features Commonwealth EPBC Act NSW TSC Act 

Scope Risk of extinction in Australia Risk of extinction in NSW only 

Entities Species including subspecies 0F

1
 

Ecological communities (above a 

condition threshold) 

Species including subspecies 

Ecological communities (in any condition) 

Populations 

Categories Vulnerable 

Endangered 

Critically endangered 

Extinct/extinct in the wild 

Conservation dependent 

Vulnerable 

Endangered 

Critically endangered 

Presumed extinct 

Eligibility 

criteria 

Threatened Species Scientific Committee 

guided by IUCN Red List thresholds 

NSW Scientific Committee guided by 

IUCN Red List thresholds 

Initiating 

action 

Any person can nominate an entity for 

listing 

Members of the Threatened Species 

Scientific Committee are not specifically 

included or excluded from making 

nominations 

Any person can nominate an entity for 

listing 

The NSW Scientific Committee can make 

a determination on its own initiative, 

following a request by the Minister or 

Natural Resources Commission 

Provision to 

set a 

strategic 

approach to 

listing  

The Minister may determine a 

conservation theme and invite 

nominations that reflect this theme 

The Threatened Species Scientific 

Committee prepares a priority 

assessment list 

The NSW Scientific Committee is to 

determine priorities for its consideration of 

nominations every 12 months 

Public 

consultation 

Yes – comments invited on draft 

conservation advice 

Yes – preliminary determinations placed 

on public exhibition 

Final 

decision 

Minister for the Environment NSW Scientific Committee 

                                                
1
 Note that selected koala populations have been listed as a species. 
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The suite of species listed under the Threatened Species Conservation Act 1995 is different 

from those listed under the Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 

(although there is much overlap). This is partly because the NSW Scientific Committee can 

only consider the status of a species within the State; whereas the Commonwealth 

Threatened Species Scientific Committee can consider species’ status in Australia (or an 

external territory). 

The inability of the NSW Scientific Committee to consider the status of a species (that is not 

endemic to the State) throughout its natural range means that a species can be listed under 

the Threatened Species Conservation Act 1995 despite it being common in other states. The 

Saving our Species program has identified approximately 150 listed species (16 per cent of 

all species listed) that have less than 10 per cent of their distribution in New South Wales 

and are either common in other states or are predominantly managed by other jurisdictions. 

The role of such listings is to protect populations at the edges of their natural ranges. 

Another key difference is that that the Commonwealth Threatened Species Scientific 

Committee applies a condition threshold to the description of ecological communities. This 

means that small or heavily degraded patches of an ecological community do not form part of 

the listed community and are therefore not protected under the Environment Protection and 

Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999. In New South Wales all occurrences of the ecological 

community (independent of condition) are listed as threatened and condition is considered in 

any subsequent development or management assessments. 

Appendix A compares conservation status categories across a number of jurisdictions. New 

South Wales uses the three principle threat categories (vulnerable, endangered and critically 

endangered) but the Threatened Species Conservation Act 1995 does not have provisions 

for listing in other categories (e.g. near threatened and least concern). The categories used 

are broadly consistent with other Australian jurisdictions. 

Appendix B provides an inter-jurisdictional comparison of listing processes. All Australian 

jurisdictions base listing proposals on scientific criteria alone and have an independent 

committee overseeing the process. However, New South Wales is the only jurisdiction in 

which the final decision rests with the NSW Scientific Committee. Other jurisdictions give the 

relevant Minister or the Governor the authority to list entities. 

Public nomination for listing is a feature of all Australian jurisdictions; however, public 

consultation on listing proposals is not universal (e.g. Queensland and Western Australia do 

not have public consultation). 

19BPriority setting under the National Parks and Wildlife Act 1974 

The National Parks and Wildlife Act 1974 provides for animal species to be listed in a 

schedule of unprotected fauna by a Governor’s order. All species that are not listed in this 

schedule are protected fauna under the National Parks and Wildlife Act 1974. Protected 

fauna are native mammals (including marine mammals but excluding dingos), native birds 

and native amphibians and both native and exotic reptiles. The National Parks and Wildlife 

Act 1974 also provides for protected fauna to be declared as locally unprotected fauna within 

a specific locality by a Governor’s order. 

The National Parks and Wildlife Act 1974 provides for native plant species to be listed in a 

schedule of protected native plants by a Governor’s order. The schedule consists of two 

parts (whole plants and cut-flower) each of which is divided into five groups. Species are 

placed in different groups based on the risks posed by unsustainable harvesting, trade or 
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other commercial activities. The activities permitted and licence conditions are tailored to 

each group (Biodiversity Legislation Review OEH Paper 6: Wildlife Management deals with 

regulatory processes). Over 600 plant species are listed, including all threatened species, 

under the Threatened Species Conservation Act 1995. 

Commercial native plant harvest and trade is regulated under two statutory flora plans of 

management: 

 The commercial harvest, salvage and propagation of protected whole plants – Sustainable 

management plan 2013–20171F

2 

 Protected and threatened plants in the cut-flower industry – Sustainable management 

plan 2013–20172F

3. 

These plans are approved wildlife trade management plans under the Commonwealth 

Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999. 

The National Parks and Wildlife Act 1974 requires that draft flora management plans be 

publicly exhibited and for representations on the draft plan to be considered. The schedules 

of protected flora that form part of the plans are therefore exposed to public scrutiny during 

this process. 

2.6 10BConservation priorities other than extinction risk 

Other jurisdictions have objectives beyond preventing species’ extinctions and consider other 

factors when developing priorities for biodiversity conservation. These additional factors 

include biological characteristics, societal values and economic factors (Table 3). 

Table 3: Linking conservation objectives, factors and priority setting 

Objective of 

conservation 
Factors to be considered Conservation priority 

Maintain phylogenetic 

diversity 

Phylogenetic relationships Most taxonomically distinct species 

Maintain ecosystem 

structure and function 

Ecosystem/community 

processes and interactions 

Keystone species and habitats 

Maintain ecosystem health Sensitivity to ecological 

disturbance 

Environmental indicator species 

Maintain ecosystem 

diversity 

Risk of ecosystem collapse Ecosystems at high risk of collapse 

and key biodiversity areas (as defined 

by IUCN) 

Maintain culturally 

important / highly valued 

species 

Role in culture or societal 

values 

Iconic and flagship species 

Maintain economically 

valuable species 

Direct and indirect revenue 

from species 

Most valuable species 

                                                
2
 http://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/resources/wildlifelicences/20130001plantsmp.pdf 

3
 http://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/resources/wildlifelicences/20130310flowersmp.pdf 
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Some researchers have argued that maintaining phylogenetic diversity should be an 

objective of species conservation. Achieving this would require a method of identifying 

phylogenetic distinctiveness. There are a number of approaches available which vary greatly 

in their complexity. In New South Wales, this approach would likely single out species such 

as the platypus, which is the sole representative of its family, and the short-beaked echidna, 

which is one of four extant species within the echidna family. 

Others have argued that maintaining the functioning of ecosystems and the integrity of their 

constituent species should be a conservation goal. One suggested way of achieving this is to 

focus conservation efforts on species that have disproportionately large effects on 

community structure such as keystone species. In New South Wales this approach would 

likely single out species such as flying-foxes and emus that have an important role in 

ecosystem function as pollinators and/or seed dispersers. Again, achieving this would require 

a method of identifying keystone species that is scientifically rigorous. Table 4 considers the 

dimensions of considering phylogenetic and keystone species.  

Table 4: Phylogenetic distinctiveness and keystone species 

 Phylogenetic distinctiveness Keystone species 

What is 

measured? 

The amount of unique evolutionary history 

a species represents 

The impact of one species’ 

abundance on the abundance of 

other species in the community 

How can it be 

measured? 

Surrogate measures such as a taxonomic 

distinctiveness score 

Qualitative assessment based on 

knowledge of trophic interactions 

Where is it used?  To prioritise species for listing or 

reclassification (US Endangered 

Species Act) 

 To determine priorities for considering 

nominations (NSW TSC Act) 

 To allocate resources for species 

recovery (NZ Dept. of Conservation) 

 To prioritise conservation projects for 

evolutionarily distinct and globally 

endangered species (Zoological 

Society of London) 

 To allocate resources for species 

recovery (QLD ‘Back on Track’ 

program) 



10 Biodiversity Legislation Review – OEH Paper 2: Information Provisions 

3. 2BEvaluation of supporting information 

3.1 11BEvaluation of information supporting ecological communities 

20BVulnerable, endangered and critically endangered ecological communities  

The listings of threatened ecological communities under the Threatened Species 

Conservation Act 1995 has important implications for regulatory, impact assessment and 

recovery activities. 

Ecological communities listed under the Threatened Species Conservation Act 1995 have 

the benefit of being subject to a transparent process that involves public input and scrutiny 

and independent assessment by an expert committee. Ecological communities may be 

nominated by anyone, although in practice most nominations are drawn from, or assessed 

against, formal classifications published in the scientific literature. 

The NSW Scientific Committee has been active in the context of a statutory system based on 

case-by-case nominations. However, the list of threatened ecological communities is likely 

an incomplete inventory of ecological communities at risk of extinction because ecological 

communities across many regions of New South Wales have yet to be assessed. 

There has been some criticism of threatened ecological communities’ listings. Criticism has 

occurred due to the high level of uncertainty associated with identifying ecological 

communities in the field. This uncertainty results from the varying amounts of data 

underpinning the classification and spatial variation in the ecological communities and their 

attributes as described in the final determinations. 

The practice of the NSW Scientific Committee has been to describe the ecological 

community in the final determination by listing the characteristic species (these may be 

widespread species that commonly occur in the community or more diagnostic species that 

help differentiate the community from similar communities). The Committee provides a 

description of the community’s structure, dominant species and location in the landscape. 

The determination also lists the bioregion and local government area(s) in which the 

community is found. More recently, final determinations have referenced statewide 

vegetation type systems where published. 

21BBiometric Vegetation Types 

The assessment method for approving Property Vegetation Plans under the Native 

Vegetation Act 2003 relies on a vegetation classification unit known as Biometric Vegetation 

Types. There are currently 2035 Biometric Vegetation Types listed by Catchment 

Management Authority (now Local Land Services) areas3F

4 in the Over-cleared Vegetation 

Type Database. Identifying Biometric Vegetation Types in the field from the Over-cleared 

Vegetation Type Database is the first step in the preparation of a Property Vegetation Plan 

(see Biodiversity Legislation Review OEH Paper 5: Conservation in Development Approval 

Processes). 

                                                
4
 Biometric Vegetation Types are based on the previous Catchment Management Authority 

boundaries and have not been revised to reflect the new Local Land Services boundaries. 
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The Over-cleared Vegetation Type Database covers the whole State; however, there are 

significant internal inconsistencies and ambiguities because it is a compilation of local and 

regional classifications derived at a range of thematic and spatial scales. Many Biometric 

Vegetation Types have insufficient detail and reference sites and do not consistently align 

with vegetation classes. These problems are a consequence of collating different vegetation 

classifications and represent a major impediment to using Biometric Vegetation Types in site-

based decision-making. 

OEH has recognised the policy risks posed by the current state of Biometric Vegetation 

Types and has prioritised investment in developing a replacement scheme. The new scheme 

uses Plant Community Types. Plant Community Types halve the number of vegetation types 

statewide to 1088 Plant Community Types by grouping identical Biometric Vegetation Types 

between Catchment Management Authority areas. 

Work to improve and update the list of Plant Community Types for New South Wales has 
already commenced. This involves: 

 the review of quantitative classifications recently prepared for some regions of New South 

Wales and incorporation into the Plant Community Types Classification Database  

 collection of new field data to support numerically based classification techniques; this is 

targeted towards areas in New South Wales that have not been adequately sampled, and 

ideally includes private lands 

 strategic statewide review of Plant Community Types to remove duplication and render a 

consistent demarcation of community types based on measurable changes to the floristic 

composition of assemblages across environmental gradients – overcoming the historical 

legacy of regionally based classification systems  

 development of reporting protocols, data standards, systems and information to allow 

users of assessment tools to reliably and repeatably identify and provide data about what 

Plant Community Types are present on the ground. 

The process for determining which vegetation communities are a high conservation priority is 

also problematic. It is based on a single criterion (more than 70 per cent cleared within a 

Catchment Management Authority area), and estimates of clearing percentage vary in 

accuracy. This approach does not conform to international best practice (e.g. IUCN Red List 

for Ecosystems). There is also no provision for peer review of decisions. 

22BThe challenges of dual systems 

The current methodologies for biodiversity assessment require vegetation to be identified 

and mapped using Biometric Vegetation Types. Threatened species, populations and 

ecological communities, as defined under the Threatened Species Conservation Act 1995, 

are then associated to specific Biometric Vegetation Types by expert opinion. 

Threatened ecological communities and over-cleared Biometric Vegetation Types are two 

different approaches to identifying conservation priorities for vegetation communities and 

associated fauna. Having two separate schemes for describing vegetation communities and 

assigning conservation priorities is confusing and inefficient. 
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3.2 12BEvaluation of information supporting the protection of 

ecosystem services 

The role that native vegetation plays in supporting a subset of ecosystem services relating to 

land, water and erosion control is assessed during the PVP process. It is not a feature of 

environmental impact assessment under the Threatened Species Conservation Act 1995.  

The type of information that underpins the consideration of PVPs includes many rule sets 

and databases, including spatial data, relating to various aspects of water quality, salinity and 

land (soil) degradation. Much of this data would be held within the Soil and Land Information 

System and is publicly available through eSPADE (an online application published by OEH4F

5). 

Water quality is assessed using information from the Major Rivers Database, the Important 

Wetlands Database, State Environmental Planning Policy (SEPP) 14 wetland maps and 

riparian buffer distances. Preliminary salinity assessments are carried out using the Land and 

Soil Capability Tool with a rule set that includes classes for evidence of salinity outbreaks, 

salt store, soil permeability and vegetation condition. Subsequent salinity assessments are 

carried out using either the Salinity Benefits Index or the Salt Mobilisation Index. The Salinity 

Benefits Index uses information on salt store and soil permeability classes, source area 

maps for quickflow and baseflow, recharge, surface runoff, salt load, stream salinity, local 

reference points, modelled rainfall grids, mapped soil data, water balance modelling, 

modelled compound topographic index, land cover/use maps and groundwater flow systems 

mapping. The Salt Mobilisation Index uses information on current land cover, proposed land 

cover, salt store classes, soil permeability, vegetation water-use efficiency classes and 

average annual recharge estimates (OEH 2013a). 

The Land and Soil Capability Tool is also used to assess eight other soil hazards apart from 

salinity, which are sensitive terrain, water erosion, wind erosion, mass movement, acid 

sulfate soils, shallow and rocky soils and soil structural decline. The information required for 

this includes catchment hazard areas, definitions of sensitive terrain and existing erosion 

classes, slope, average annual rainfall, wind erodibility, wind erosive power, exposure to 

wind, soil depth, rocky outcrop cover, the occurrence of mass movement, soil saturation 

condition classes, classes for the nature of underlying soil material, elevation, depth to 

potential or actual acid sulfate soils, the nature of surface soils and land and soil capabilities 

(OEH 2013a). 

These tools have been reviewed, either wholly or partially, by OEH and the Natural 

Resources Commission and while the inputs (data) required for the various assessments 

appear generally adequate, some changes have been suggested for the Salinity Benefits 

Index, the definitions of streams and wetlands, the types of hazards assessed under the 

Land and Soil Capability Tool and for management actions associated with the different soil 

hazards (Natural Resources Commission 2006a, Natural Resources Commission 2006b, 

OEH 2012). These reviews were made against the intended role of the Environmental 

Outcomes Assessment Methodology (EOAM) and did not address broader questions, such 

as whether or not the ecosystem services addressed by the Native Vegetation Act 2003 and 

its regulation are appropriate or adequate. 

                                                
5
 www.environment.nsw.gov.au/eSpadeWebapp/ 

http://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/eSpadeWebapp/
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3.3 13BEvaluation of the threatened species listing process 

A number of issues have been raised regarding the process for listing threatened species. 

They include: 

 a lack of strategic direction and taxonomic bias in the schedules of threatened species  

 a lack of resources for strategic reviews potentially leading to schedules that do not 

accurately reflect the current extinction risks of listed species (e.g. the critically 

endangered category was only introduced into NSW legislation in 2005 and not all species 

listed as endangered prior to 2005 have yet been assessed to determine if they warrant a 

listing as critically endangered).  

Public participation in the listing process is positive because it means the evidence informing 

decisions is transparent and open to being challenged (i.e. preliminary determinations are 

exhibited for public comment). However, it also means that species tend to be nominated in a 

piecemeal fashion with no clear overarching strategic direction (since 2012 more than two-

thirds of nominations have come from individuals). The NSW Scientific Committee is able to 

determine priorities for its consideration of nominations. However, this provision does not 

allow the Committee to call for nominations on a particular theme and give priority to the 

assessment of nominations received in relation to that theme. 

Nominating species for listing can be time consuming and often requires specialist skills and 

knowledge. The expertise and funding to be able to prepare nominations is not widespread in 

the community. In addition, the data to support a nomination may not be available for many 

species. 

Like most threatened species lists, the species listed under the Threatened Species 

Conservation Act 1995 show a strong taxonomic bias towards vertebrates and flowering 

plants. This is also the consequence of public nominations because these taxonomic groups 

attract the most interest and data are more readily available for these groups. Invertebrate 

animals make up the vast majority of all animal biodiversity, however, they constitute less 

than 6 per cent of the animals listed. Fungi and non-vascular plants are other taxonomic 

groups poorly represented on the threatened species lists. 

A report by the Australian Network of Environmental Defender’s Offices Inc. identified a key 

deficiency in the listing process as:  

… the current lists are not truly representative of the flora and fauna that is vulnerable or 

endangered in NSW. The TSC Act listing process generally shows considerable bias towards 

mammals, birds, and other iconic species. Consequently, there are substantial gaps in 

representation on lists under the Act, particularly in relation to insects, invertebrates and fungi. 

(ANEDO 2012). 

The Commonwealth listing process also relies heavily on public nominations and has 

attracted similar criticism in a Senate review of the effectiveness of threatened species’ and 

ecological communities’ protection in Australia (Commonwealth of Australia 2013). A 

common sentiment in submissions was that the public process was passive rather than 

strategic and has led to many species that are eligible for listing remaining unlisted. 

To facilitate a more strategic approach, the Environment Protection and Biodiversity 

Conservation Act 1999 provides for the establishment of a conservation theme. Nominations 

are placed on a priority assessment list. Inclusion of nominations on this list take into account 

the conservation theme and the Commonwealth Threatened Species Scientific Committee’s 

views about which nominations are of high conservation priority (Commonwealth of Australia 
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2013). The Senate review received complaints that this process was creating a barrier to a 

number of species being listed. 

Some jurisdictions undertake a systematic approach to listing species by proactively 

resourcing the assessment of all species of an entire taxonomic group at the one time. In 

Australia, the CSIRO periodically publishes action plans that apply the IUCN criteria to all 

species and subspecies within a taxa. The most recent of these is The Action Plan for 

Australian Mammals 2012 (Woinarski et al. 2012). In the past, these action plans have been 

used to update the Commonwealth lists. 

New Zealand takes this approach one step further by committing to a review of the 

conservation status of all species in each of its 23 taxonomic groupings every three years. 

The NSW Scientific Committee is required to keep the schedules of threatened species 

under review and must, at least every two years, determine whether any changes to the lists 

are necessary (s.25A Threatened Species Conservation Act 1995). In practice, 

comprehensive reviews involving all listed species are not undertaken due to the significant 

costs involved.  

The NSW Scientific Committee has undertaken selective reviews of listings 5F

6. The NSW 

Scientific Committee also monitors research findings and initiates reviews of individual 

species when new information on their threat status becomes available (e.g. the Gould’s 

petrel was reviewed in 2009 and moved from the endangered category to the vulnerable 

category as a result). The nomination process is also an important avenue by which the 

eligibility of a species, population or ecological community can be reassessed. 

 

                                                
6
 www.environment.nsw.gov.au/committee/scientificcommitteepublications.htm 

http://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/committee/scientificcommitteepublications.htm
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4. 3BEvaluation of information in decision-making 
processes 

4.1 14BMetric- and non-metric-based systems 

The advent of standardised, metric-based assessment methodologies such as the 

Environmental Outcomes Assessment Methodology, the BioBanking Assessment 

Methodology and the Biodiversity Certification Assessment Methodology has given rise to a 

whole new suite of information requirements and issues.  

Non-metric-based systems such as species impact statements (under the Threatened 

Species Conservation Act 1995) rely on expertise, judgement and experience, supported by 

technical guidelines to make decisions about the presence of threatened entities and the 

likely impact of loss on the species or community.  

Metric-based systems involve considerable standardisation of a number of important 

assessment steps, as shown in Table 5.  

Table 5: Comparing metric- and non-metric-based systems 

 Metric-based systems Non-metric-based systems 

Initial inventory 

Presence of threatened 

species 

Predicted by Biometric 

Vegetation Types and other 

criteria 

Field survey supported by guidelines 

Presence of Biometric 

Vegetation Types 

Field assessor selects from 

standardised database of all 

vegetation types in NSW  

N/A 

Presence of endangered 

ecological communities 

Field assessment and predicted 

by Biometric Vegetation Types 

Field assessment using expert 

judgement and supported by NSW 

Scientific Committee determinations 

Condition of Biometric 

Vegetation Types 

10 standard site attributes 

measures against a benchmark 

database of all vegetation 

classes in NSW 

- 

Condition of endangered 

ecological communities 

Inferred from their relationship 

to Biometric Vegetation Types 

Field assessment using expert 

judgement 

Water quality The location of streams and 

wetlands in relation to property 

vegetation plan areas and their 

boundaries. 

N/A* 

Salinity Location of the property 

vegetation plan area, a 

preliminary check of the Land 

and Soil Capability Class, and 

the use of either the Salinity 

Benefits Index or the Salt 

Mobilisation Index.  

N/A* 
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 Metric-based systems Non-metric-based systems 

Soil Determination of the Land and 

Soil Capability Class for up to 

eight different hazards using 

multi-step processes that 

include a large number of rule 

sets and data bases, as 

outlined in Section 3.2  

N/A* 

Decision-making 

Biodiversity    

Priority assessment Identified in the field as an over-

cleared landscape in the 

database 

Part of endangered ecological 

community determination above 

Degree of impact from 

development 

Quantification of area loss * 

condition loss * threatened 

species multiplier = credit 

estimate  

Assessor judgement of indirect and 

direct impacts 

Application of the avoid 

principle – threatened 

species 

Threatened Species Profile 

Database lists the amount of 

loss that is sustainable for a 

species 

Assessor judgement 

Application of the avoid 

principle – Biometric 

Vegetation Types  

All highly cleared vegetation 

types with a site value score 

above a certain threshold 

N/A 

Application of the avoid 

principle – endangered 

ecological communities 

All endangered ecological 

communities with a site value 

score above a certain threshold 

Assessor judgement 

(Commonwealth has guidelines) 

Application of the 

mitigation principle 

Assessor judgement based on 

supporting guidelines 

Assessor judgement  

Some supporting guidelines available 

Application of the 

offsetting principle 

Quantification of credits lost Assessor judgement 

Offsetting principles and 

Commonwealth guidelines available 

Water quality The location of clearing in 

relation to streams listed in the 

Major Rivers Database and 

riparian buffers for minor and 

important wetlands; allowances 

may be made for clearing within 

riparian buffers for the thinning 

of native vegetation to 

benchmark conditions 

N/A* 

Salinity Impacts to the long-term 

average for stream salinity or 

impacts on the occurrence of 

local recharge and mobilisation 

of salt 

N/A* 

Soil The Land and Soil Capability 

Class for the most limiting 

hazard 

N/A* 
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* While there are many different guidelines and technical reports, for example ANZECC and 

ARMCANZ (2000) and Landcom (2004), that deal with mitigating impacts from developments on water 

and soil quality, they are not directly relevant to the services provided by native vegetation and so 

have not been considered here.  

4.2 15BAdditional information needs for metric-based systems 

As shown in Table 5, metric-based systems are underpinned by a number of essential 

databases and rule sets that are not required by non-metric-based approaches. These have 

a significant impact on the regulatory decision made.  

Concerns about the perceived lack of transparency in the databases and rule sets has given 

rise to allegations of a ‘black box’ approach to decision-making. 

Ideally the databases and rules used by the metric-based systems should be regularly 

reviewed and updated as new information becomes available. The processes for 

incorporating new information vary widely and, in some cases, have yet to be developed. 

Features of these systems worthy of note include: 

 the vegetation benchmark database was developed by OEH using expert advice and has 

had minimal updates since its inception (in 2005) 

 the associations between listed entities and vegetation types (Threatened Species Profile 

Database) are determined by OEH with no formal opportunity for public review (when staff 

resources are limited, advice from consultants is occasionally sought) 

 a listed entity’s ability to withstand loss (Threatened Species Profile Database) is 

determined by OEH with no formal opportunity for public review (when staff resources are 

limited, advice from consultants is occasionally sought) 

 the rules for defining vegetation condition and determining offsetting requirements have 

had public input into their development and are considered in various review processes 

(e.g. reviews of the Environmental Outcomes Assessment Methodology and the 

BioBanking Assessment Methodology) 

 the water quality, salinity and soil assessments of the Environmental Outcomes 

Assessment Methodology were developed by OEH staff and were subject to an internal 

quality control process; an independent review was also carried out by the Natural 

Resources Commission 

 the Land and Soil Capability Assessment Scheme, which underpins the soil assessment 

of the Environmental Outcomes Assessment Methodology, recently underwent a formal 

external review by an expert from the CSIRO. 

The Environmental Outcomes Assessment Methodology, BioBanking Assessment 

Methodology and Biodiversity Certification Assessment Methodology all use stand-alone 

databases including the Threatened Species Profile Database, Over-cleared Vegetation 

Types Database and the Vegetation Benchmarks Database. The methodologies and 

databases are managed separately.  

The Environmental Outcomes Assessment Methodology, BioBanking Assessment 

Methodology and Biodiversity Certification Assessment Methodology allow more appropriate 

local data to be used instead of data in the approved databases. Under the Environmental 

Outcomes Assessment Methodology, the Minister may authorise the local data provided that 

an accredited expert certifies that it more accurately reflects local conditions. The BioBanking 

Assessment Methodology and Biodiversity Certification Assessment Methodology provide for 

the Chief Executive to certify that more appropriate local data can be used. 
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The BioBanking Assessment Methodology underwent a statutory review in 2012. Many 

submissions called for the data underpinning the BioBanking Assessment Methodology, 

including the Over-cleared Vegetation Types and Threatened Species Profile databases, to 

be reviewed more regularly and transparently. 

The Environmental Outcomes Assessment Methodology uses a series of additional 

databases which are embedded in the methodology itself (e.g. the Invasive Native Scrub 

Database and the map showing salt store class and weightings). To vary the data that sits 

inside the Environmental Outcomes Assessment Methodology there are two options: 

 to vary for an individual Property Vegetation Plan assessment an accredited expert can do 

a minor variation to the assessment methodology (s.19 of the Native Vegetation 

Regulation) 

 the Minister can vary the Environmental Outcomes Assessment Methodology (s.17 of the 

Native Vegetation Regulation) – this applies to all future assessments once a new 

Environmental Outcomes Assessment Methodology is made. 

See Biodiversity Legislation Review OEH Paper 4: Conservation in Land-use Planning and 

Biodiversity Legislation Review OEH Paper 5: Conservation in Development Approval 

Processes for further information about assessment methods.  

4.3 16BData collection, retention and improvement 

OEH has multiple central systems for the management of primary biodiversity data. Data is 

continuously being added and a significant amount of data is being accumulated. The key 

databases are: 

 BioNet – a central system that consolidates species-related information in four main 

modules: Atlas of New South Wales Wildlife (70 million flora and fauna sighting records), 

systematic Flora and Fauna Survey module (including 70,000 flora survey plots) and the 

Threatened Species Profile Module. BioNet establishes a basis for understanding the 

distribution and characteristics of species in New South Wales. 

 The Vegetation Information System (VIS) – includes a vegetation classification system 

that provides a single source of truth for plant community types and other important 

vegetation classifications, along with data on vegetation condition benchmarks, and 

information on the significance of each vegetation type (based on the percentage of the 

original pre-1750 vegetation remaining). 

 The Soil and Land Information System (SALIS) – SALIS contains descriptions of soils, 

landscapes and other geographic features, including physical and chemical data from 

more than 70,000 points across New South Wales, as well as a range of soil map 

datasets (Soil Landscapes, Soil and Land Resources and Land Systems). This 

information has been collected by experts, and is constantly being updated as new 

information on the State's soil resources becomes available. Much of the modelling, rule 

set formation, maps and datasets developed for the salinity and soil assessments of the 

Environmental Outcomes Assessment Methodology have used data from SALIS, and 

much of this data is be publicly available through eSPADE. 

In recognition of the significant need to upgrade the data supporting statutory decision-

making, OEH is implementing a range of actions to improve data suitability and reliability.  

Priorities for 2014–15 include: 

 upgrading the Vegetation Information System  

 mapping NSW vegetation communities in three priority regional areas 
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 refining the NSW Plant Community Types scheme within the Vegetation Information 

System  

 ‘ground truthing’ the Framework for Biodiversity Assessment to support the biodiversity 

offsets policy 

 optimising the use of data in the Saving our Species Database to measure management 

effectiveness and prioritise threatened species knowledge gaps 

 supporting NSW planning reforms by evaluating the effectiveness of existing processes 

and tools to conserve biodiversity, including the provision of appropriate biophysical data 

for regional growth plans, subregional delivery plans, and local plans. 

23BContinual improvement in data 

OEH now has good processes in place for the collection of primary data and the subsequent 

development of the secondary data products that underpin the biodiversity assessment 

methodologies. However, there is still a significant gap in the feedback cycle because 

primary data collected during the use of the BioBanking, Biodiversity Certification and the 

PVP (EOAM) assessment methodologies is not currently supplied back to the central 

databases.  

One attempt at closing the loop is the requirement for scientific licence holders (under s.132c 

of the National Parks and Wildlife Act 1974) to provide data to OEH. Scientists and 

ecological consultants require a scientific licence to undertake flora and fauna surveys and 

must submit records of species they have collected to the (BioNet) Alas of NSW Wildlife. The 

quality or completeness of this data is not checked and there are some anecdotal reports of 

consultants being selective in the data they supply. 

Threatened species licences under Integrated Forestry Operations Approvals (IFOA) have 

similar conditions, requiring Forestry Corporation of NSW to regularly provide its threatened 

species survey data to (BioNet) Alas of NSW Wildlife.  

24BWeaknesses in the description of threatened entity distribution 

The Threatened Species Profile Database associates threatened species, populations and 

ecological communities with vegetation types. The intent is to flag to field assessors what 

threatened entities they are likely to find at a site. There are issues with this approach: 

 There is often a lack of consultation, transparency and review of associations between 

threatened entities and vegetation types, leading to uncertainty over the rigor of the data. 

 Associations between threatened entities and vegetation types require a large investment 

in effort to establish and maintain, yet only provide benefit to a single business program, 

because the knowledge (habitat distribution) is not readily transferable to other program 

areas. 

 The approach is inefficient to maintain – some associations have taken years to establish 

due to resource limitations. 

 Investment in understanding threatened species’ distribution and habitat is fragmented 

(OEH does not produce a single high-quality representation of species distribution).  

 There is an unnecessary prerequisite to identify the vegetation type on site before 

accessing the relevant threatened entity information. 

An alternative approach could be to develop explicit species and habitat distribution maps 

(e.g. confidence classes observed, likely and probable). This would establish an open and 
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transparent product available for review and improvement. A clear pathway from foundation 

data (survey and sightings data) to secondary distribution map could be established so that 

new observations are fed back to improve the distribution map product. 
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5. 4BConclusions 

The main conclusions of this paper are: 

 Ecosystems services are recognised obliquely in the objectives of the Native Vegetation 

Act 2003 and protected through the application of the Environmental Outcomes 

Assessment Methodology (water quality, salinity and soil assessment components); 

however, there is some scope to incorporate the consideration of ecosystem services 

more explicitly and more broadly in legislation (Section 2.2). 

 The process for assessing conservation status in the Threatened Species Conservation 

Act 1995 mirrors those in the Commonwealth Environment Protection and Biodiversity 

Conservation Act 1999 in many respects; however, the difference in the scope of both 

Acts means their lists of threatened species and ecological communities will not 

completely align (Section 2.5). 

 New South Wales is the only jurisdiction in Australia (and among the international 

jurisdictions considered) which grants the authority to list threatened entities to an 

independent committee rather than to a Minister or government agency (Section 2.5). 

 Setting conservation priority based on extinction risk alone fails to account for other 

considerations such as the amount of unique evolutionary history that will be lost if a 

species becomes extinct and the impact of species’ extinction on a community’s structure 

and function (Section 2.6). 

 Associating listed ecological communities to Biometric Vegetation Types is inefficient and 

compounds uncertainty. A single system based on a robust, quantitatively derived 

vegetation classification that is peer reviewed would help to streamline many regulatory 

processes and could provide the basis for future decisions that identify threatened 

ecological communities (Section 3.1). 

 The process for listing threatened entities under the Threatened Species Conservation Act 

1995 is transparent and scientifically rigorous, although a reliance on public nominations 

creates limitations in terms of setting a strategic direction and taxonomic bias (Section 

3.3). 

 The process for reviewing the datasets that underpin the various assessment 

methodologies could be more consistent and open to expert review and public scrutiny 

(Section 4.2). 
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Appendix A: Conservation status categories used across 
different jurisdictions 

Categories NSW Cth VIC 6F

7
 QLD ACT NT SA WA7F

8 
TAS NZ 8F

9
 Can US IUCN 

Extinct              

Extirpated              

Extinct in the 

wild 

             

Presumed 

extinct 
             

Critically 

endangered 
             

Endangered         9F

10
     

Endangered 

populations 
             

Vulnerable              

Threatened              

Conservation 

dependent 

             

Near 

threatened 10F

11
 

             

Declining              

Of special 

concern 11F

12
 

             

Rare              

Naturally 

uncommon 

             

Relict              

Least 

concern 

             

Not 

threatened 

             

                                                
7
 Categories prescribed in policy not the Victorian Flora and Fauna Guarantee Act 1988 

8
 Categories prescribed in policy not the Western Australian Wildlife Conservation Act 1950 

9
 New Zealand has no legal arrangements for threatened species protection. However, New Zealand 

has a strong policy framework for threatened species that includes listing categories (New Zealand 

Threat Classification System). 
10

 Includes species presumed to be extinct 
11

 ‘Near threatened’ includes species in danger of becoming threatened in the near future if threats 

persist. 
12

 Species of ‘special concern’ are defined by the Canadian Species at Risk Act 2002 as ‘a wildlife 

species that may become a threatened or an endangered species because of a combination of 

biological characteristics and identified threats’. 
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Categories NSW Cth VIC 6F

7
 QLD ACT NT SA WA7F

8 
TAS NZ 8F

9
 Can US IUCN 

Delisted              

Recovering              

Non-resident 

native 

         12F

13
    

Data 

deficient 

             

Not 

evaluated 

             

 

                                                
13

 A collective term for migrants, vagrants and recent colonisers 
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Appendix B: Inter-jurisdictional comparison of listing 

 IUCN NSW Commonwealth VIC QLD SA TAS WA USA Canada NZ 

Law or policy 

providing for 

listing 

Not a statutory 

list, advisory only 

Threatened 

Species 

Conservation Act 

1995 

Environment 

Protection and 

Biodiversity 

Conservation 

Act 1999 

Flora and Fauna 

Guarantee Act 

1988 

Nature 

Conservation 

Act 1992 

National 

Parks and 

Wildlife Act 

1972 

Threatened 

Species 

Protection 

Act 1995 

Wildlife 

Conservation Act 

1950 

Endangered 

Species Act 

1973 

Species at Risk 

Act 2002 

No legislation, 

but listing 

process set out in 

New Zealand 

Threat 

Classification 

System 

Body 

overseeing 

listing 

IUCN Species 

Survival 

Commission (‘a 

science-based 

network of more 

than 9000 

volunteer experts 

from almost 

every country of 

the world’13F

14
). 

NSW Scientific 

Committee 

Threatened 

Species 

Scientific 

Committee  

Scientific 

Advisory 

Committee 

Species 

Technical 

Committee 

National 

Parks and 

Wildlife 

Council 

Scientific 

Advisory 

Committee 

Threatened 

Species Scientific 

Committee (not 

statutory) 

Fish and Wildlife 

Service and 

National Marine 

Fisheries Service 

(government 

agencies) 

Committee on the 

Status of 

Endangered 

Wildlife in Canada 

(COSEWIC) 

Expert Panel 

(government and 

independent 

experts) 

Who makes final 

decision? 

IUCN Species 

Survival 

Commission 

NSW Scientific 

Committee 

Minister for the 

Environment 

Governor in 

Council on the 

recommendation 

of the Minister 

for Environment 

and Climate 

Change and the 

Minister for 

Agriculture and 

Food Security  

Governor in 

Council  

The Governor The Minister The Minister  Fish and Wildlife 

Service and 

National Marine 

Fisheries Service 

(government 

agencies) 

Minister of the 

Environment 

Department of 

Conservation 

Uses IUCN 

criteria for 

listing? 

Yes Yes, not in law 

but guidelines 

use IUCN criteria 

Yes, an adapted 

version 

No, but a non-

statutory 

Advisory List 

uses the IUCN 

criteria for listing 

Yes, in 

practice, but 

IUCN criteria 

are not 

prescribed in 

the Act 

Yes, but this 

is not required 

by law 

Yes but not 

solely 

Yes, not in law, 

but guidelines 

use IUCN criteria 

No Yes Yes, an adapted 

version 

Listing based 

only on 

scientific 

criteria? 

Yes Yes Yes, but the 

Minister has 

discretion to 

review the listing 

proposals based 

on social and 

economic 

considerations 

Yes, based only 

on ‘nature 

conservation 

matters’; final 

determination 

made by 

Minister 

Based on 

scientific 

information 

but final 

determination 

made by 

Cabinet 

Yes, in 

practice, 

although not 

prescribed by 

law; final 

decision made 

by Governor 

Yes, must 

only consider 

‘nature 

conservation 

matters’ 

Not in law, but 

guidelines use 

scientific criteria 

only; Minister 

makes final 

decision 

No Initial 

recommendation 

purely scientific, 

but social and 

economic 

implications 

considered during 

consultation 

Yes 

                                                
14

 http://www.iucn.org/about/work/programmes/species/who_we_are/about_the_species_survival_commission_/ 

http://www.iucn.org/about/work/programmes/species/who_we_are/about_the_species_survival_commission_/
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 IUCN NSW Commonwealth VIC QLD SA TAS WA USA Canada NZ 

Who can 

nominate 

species for 

listing? 

In theory, 

anybody may 

nominate species 

for assessment, 

however a great 

deal of 

supporting 

information is 

required; all 

assessments 

must follow the 

current versions 

of the IUCN Red 

List Categories 

and Criteria and 

the Guidelines for 

Using the IUCN 

Red List 

Categories and 

Criteria 

Any person can 

make a 

nomination for 

listing or de-

listing a species, 

population, 

community or key 

threatening 

process; the 

NSW Scientific 

Committee can 

also initiate a 

nomination for 

listing on the 

advice of the 

Minister or 

Natural 

Resources 

Commission 

Any person may 

nominate a 

native species, 

ecological 

community or 

threatening 

process for 

listing under any 

of the categories 

specified in the 

Environment 

Protection and 

Biodiversity 

Conservation 

Act 1999 

Nominations 

made according 

to Part 3 of the 

Victorian Flora 

and Fauna 

Guarantee Act 

1988 

Nominations 

can be made 

by any 

person; 

nominations 

are referred 

to the STC, 

which 

assesses 

nominations 

against the 

IUCN Red 

List Criteria 

The National 

Parks and 

Wildlife Act 

1972 does not 

formally 

identify the 

process for 

listing 

threatened 

species in 

South 

Australia; the 

SA 

Department of 

Environment, 

Water and 

Natural 

Resources 

conducts the 

listing 

assessments, 

based on the 

IUCN Red List 

Criteria 

Nominations 

can be made 

by any 

person, as 

long as they 

are in the 

prescribed 

form. 

Public 

nominations 

and/or 

recommendations 

from the 

committee 

The United 

States Fish and 

Wildlife Service 

(FWS) or 

National Oceanic 

and Atmospheric 

Administration 

(NOAA) 

Fisheries can 

directly list a 

species, or an 

individual or 

organisational 

petition may 

request that a 

species be listed 

COSEWIC selects 

wildlife species 

requiring 

assessment in 

consultation with 

Species Specialist 

Subcommittees 

and the Aboriginal 

Traditional 

Knowledge 

Subcommittee 

The Expert Panel  

Is the public 

consulted about 

determinations? 

No Yes Yes Yes No Not required 

by law, but 

usually occurs 

in practice 

Yes No Yes Yes Yes 

Does the law or 

policy provide 

for listing 

ecological 

communities? 

No – however 

IUCN has 

recently adopted 

categories and 

criteria for listing 

ecosystems14F

15
 

Yes  

104 listed 

Yes 

65 listed 

Yes 

39 listed 

No No Yes 

39 listed 

No, but a non-

statutory list is 

used by the 

Department 

No No No 

Does the law or 

policy provide 

for the listing of 

key threatening 

processes? 

No Yes 

38 listed 

Yes 

20 listed 

Yes 

42 listed 

Yes 

Number not 

available 

No No No No No No 

Does the law or 

policy provide 

for the listing of 

populations? 

No Yes.  

48 listed 

No No No No No No Yes; ‘Distinct 

Population 

Segments’ can 

be described as 

endangered or 

threatened under 

the Endangered 

Species Act 

1973 

Around 30 listed 

Yes; the ‘List of 

Wildlife Species at 

Risk’ notes 

specific 

populations at risk, 

e.g. ‘Salamander, 

Tiger (Ambystoma 

tigrinum) Great 

Lakes population’ 

Provides for the 

use of ‘One 

Location’ as a 

qualifier when 

listing species; 

for example, a 

species may be 

listed as 

‘Nationally 

Critical (One 

Location)’ 
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 https://www.iucn.org/about/work/programmes/ecosystem_management/red_list_of_ecosystems/ 

https://www.iucn.org/about/work/programmes/ecosystem_management/red_list_of_ecosystems/
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 IUCN NSW Commonwealth VIC QLD SA TAS WA USA Canada NZ 

How many 

species are 

listed? 

71,576 967 1746 Around 600 797 >1000 >600 661 2148 (half of 

these are not 

native to the US, 

but are found in 

other countries) 

510 >2800 

Does the law or 

policy provide 

for emergency 

listings? 

No Yes No No No Yes No No Yes Yes Yes, the NZTCS 

allows for 

provisional listing 

for emergency 

situations until 

formal 

assessment can 

be carried out 

Does the law or 

policy require 

regular review of 

the lists? 

‘Re-evaluation of 

taxa against the 

criteria should be 

carried out at 

appropriate 

intervals.’ 15F

16
 

Yes; NSW 

Scientific 

Committee must 

determine at 

least every 2 

years whether 

any changes to 

the lists are 

necessary 

No No No – Yes No legislative 

requirement. In 

practice, lists are 

reviewed 

annually by the 

Committee 

– – – 
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 IUCN Red List categories and criteria. Version 3.1. IUCN Species Survival Commission, IUCN, Gland, Switzerland and Cambridge, United Kingdom. p. 8 
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