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Victoria Forest Alliance : Greater Glider Recovery Plan Submission Guide

Please send feedback and additional analyses to Sue Lewis at vicforestalliance@gmail.com

· These notes are a summary of the Feedback from Greater Glider experts Kita Ashenden and Kat Best and all the participants in the VFA Webinar (Thursday Oct 30th). These notes are designed for you to have the material to compile a submission to DCCEEW as an individual or conservation group - and identify the deficiencies and demand a stronger GG Recovery Plan.  

· The VFA Webinar was set up to collate feedback for all our VFA forest campaigners and community to be able to make considered input into the Greater Glider Draft Recovery Plan and share with others.  Thanks to Caroline Jumpertz too for doing a great set of notes from our Webinar discussions.

· Feedback added from Steve Meacher on the complete lack of action on the Leadbeaters Possum Recovery Plan released in 2024.  

· There is now a section on the legal requirements of Recovery Plans added. 

Remember Feedback is due by midnight December 19th, 2025

We would also like to record and summarise all the VFA submission input for the Greater Glider Recovery Plan so we can document what we believe to be little or no Government response to any feedback submitted on a range of forest issues.  Please also forward to Sue Lewis at vicforestalliance@gmail.com.

Draft Recovery Plan documents and feedback process:

https://storage.googleapis.com/files-au-climate/climate-au/p/prj37e715c691b27ced74267/page/Draft_National_Recovery_Plan_for_Greater_gliders.pdf

Responses must be submitted by 11.59pm on Friday December 19th, 2025
Email: recoveryplans@dcceew.gov.au
Please include ‘Draft National Recovery Plan for Greater Gliders’ in the Subject field of your email

VFA Recommendations for your feedback submission 

Protection needs to trump minimisation or recovery. Members of the VFA agreed they want to send a clear message about what is missing from the plan, and what needs to be funded.  We passed the following VFA member recommendations unanimously during the VFA Webinar:

· There should be NO NATIVE FOREST LOGGING in any Greater Glider forest habitat in Victoria, New South Wales and Queensland.  Note this includes the states of  New South Wales and Queensland where native forest logging continues.

· All Hollow Bearing Trees must be protected and NONE should be removed in the current rogue logging being undertaken to create so called ‘Strategic Fuel Breaks’ in Victoria.

· There should be NO ‘PLANNED’ BURNS taking place in any Greater Glider habitat in Victoria (and the other States of NSW and Qld) due to the threat to their ‘homes’ in Hollow Bearing Trees and of course their food supply.  Cool burns where labour intensive protection strategies are employed should be researched as alternative fire protection where appropriate - as done in the giant Sequoia forests in the United States.

KFF are also considering adding: 'no logging' means also " no thinning" ...' no 'salvage' , no removal of trees or logs after disasters except to move them to clear roads and tracks ...   as believe that's where DEECA are heading in Vic .

· Greater Gilder Recovery Plan funding must include a research commitment to monitoring and protecting Greater Glider populations and includes the participation of First Nations and forest communities throughout Victoria (and other States of course) .

· The Greater Glider Recovery Plan needs to have strong goals that are legally binding and are specific, measurable, achievable, relevant and time-bound goals (SMART goals), backed by a pledge for ongoing funding to support the protection and recovery.

With huge thanks to Kita Ashenden, Kat Best and VFA members 
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Submission Guide:

Overview

Great to have the draft recovery plan for Greater Gliders which recognises the importance for arresting the decline of this flagship species, which has suffered population drops of up to 80% in some areas due to logging, land clearing, and climate-driven bushfires. The only strategy we know to be adequately effective for maintaining greater glider populations is preserving natural arboreal hollows and forest ecosystems. As the draft recovery plan correctly states that the greater glider is a “flagship species for forest ecosystems”.
It further says the greater glider requires well connected and contiguous forest communities with old trees (greater than 150 years old) with abundant and developing hollows.
The research outlined in the GG Recovery Plan maps the threats to the Greater Gliders, and then talks about ‘minimising impacts’ rather than ending these threats.

In Victoria, DEECA needs to share their information and partner with Traditional Owner and forest community groups who are passionate and informed and need to be included. The antagonism from the end of native forest logging in Victoria needs to be addressed and transformed into a TRADITIONAL OWNER – FOREST COMMUNITIES - DEECA partnership for Greater Gliders.  DEECA has been retrenching their biodiversity skilled staff and VFA members are very concerned there will not be an informed workforce or the necessary funds to undertake and lead any Greater Glider Recovery Plan work in Victoria .

The lack of progress on the Leadbeaters Recovery Plan (2024)

The Leadbeaters Possum Recovery Plan was updated in 2024 and to quote Steve Meacher:  ‘No protection, no implementation and no enforcement so nothing to praise from the LBP Recovery Plan’.  There were many good statements included in the new LBP Plan but again no one appointed to implement anything.  The lack of coordinated environmental action between the State and Federal Governments is an additional obstacle.  Since the new Leadbeaters Possum Recovery Plan was launched in May 2024:
· No convening of the LBP Recovery Team funded at $10,000 per year
· No discussion with any of the advocates and community groups
· No sign of the $10,000
· No emails to anyone.

So whilst the Recovery Plans have lofty statements the same lack of legal protection, funding, specific action plans and enforcement are presented again here in the Greater Glider version.  Hence your feedback needs to be specific and focussed on the issues outlined below.

Habitat Protection and Restoration

Habitat protection is central, but the plan lacks specificity on critical habitats, ecological thresholds and features critical for species persistence. We recommend delineating critical habitat for all three species, and defining quantitative targets for hollow-bearing tree density, patch size, and landscape connectivity, tailored to the needs of each species and region. 

Protection of climate refugia and unburnt habitat patches should also be prioritised. 
Greater Gliders do not have any homes without Hollow Bearing Trees that are at least 150 years old.  A major deficit in the GG Recovery Plan draft is that there is not enough protection of Hollow Bearing Trees. The recovery plan does not have strong wording for protecting the central habitat requirement of the greater glider: Hollow Bearing Trees that are essential to the survival of the species. The GG Draft plan needs to mention not just protecting den trees, but surrounding feed trees, the protection of habitat needs to be approached holistically. In addition, not every tree within the forest is a suitable greater glider feed tree. Nutritional quality and protecting the value of nutritional quality trees is important, yet not included in the draft plan.

Artificial hollows are not a solution to allow timber harvesting or forestry operations to continue. We know that historically there have been many breaches and no consequences. Timber harvesting operations are not in alignment with achieving the outcomes of this Greater Glider Recovery Plan. Artificial hollows are a conservation tool in their infancy, not yet tested or shown to be effective. The draft plan clearly shows that not enough research has been done as to whether these chainsaw hollows or nesting boxes help this species. There is no record of GGs breeding in either artificial den. 

The management of animal welfare in civil projects is mandatory, but when it comes to DEECA and our Victorian forests, animal welfare has been unplanned and unregulated. The threat to the greater glider missing from this report is the history of government inaction and incompetent environmental management. Particularly damning when we look at the track record of how the greater gliders have not been protected during any VicForest logging operations in Victoria.


Overarching Goals and Accountability

The Recovery Plan should commit to a clear overarching goal to recover greater glider populations to a level that enables their down-listing under the EPBC Act. Objectives and strategies should be specific, measurable, achievable, realistic, and time bound (SMART goals). Each action should have a single, clearly identified lead partner to ensure accountability, rather than diffuse responsibility among multiple parties. Outcomes should not be based around stopping losses but INCREASING and recovering their populations.


Recovery Team Structure

A well-funded, representative recovery team is essential, but the plan does not lay out how or when a recovery team will be established, nor the capacity or resources the team needs access to. This team should include members from the forest community environment sector, Traditional Owners, and other key stakeholders. Regular reviews (every 1–2 years) by this team are needed to assess progress and update actions under the plan.

First Nations and Community Engagement

While the draft plan acknowledges First Nations engagement, it lacks detail on implementation and resourcing. I recommend embedding co-design principles, supporting capacity-building for First Nations ranger programs, ensuring equitable funding, and integrating Indigenous ecological knowledge into habitat restoration and monitoring. These steps are vital for both conservation outcomes and Australia’s commitments to reconciliation and biodiversity justice.


Taxonomic Recognition

Recent evidence supports the recognition of three distinct greater glider species (P. volans, P. armillatus, P. minor), but the current plan does not address P. armillatus. The plan should be updated to reflect this taxonomy and prioritise genetic and ecological surveys to fill knowledge gaps and clarify distribution and abundance uncertainty for the three species, especially within NSW and QLD.

Comprehensive Threat Assessment

The plan underrepresents the complexity and interaction of some threats, especially the compounding effects of logging, fire, and climate change. Kita Ashenden recommends incorporating a conceptual model of threat interactions and explicitly addressing these cumulative impacts. 

Legislative and Policy Reform

Legislative reform is needed to remove exemptions such as Regional Forest Agreements (RFAs) that permit native forest logging in critical habitats in NSW and Queensland. The plan should advocate to close the existing loopholes that allow ongoing habitat destruction without scrutiny under the EPBC Act, consistent recognition and protection of all three greater glider species, and aligning climate and biodiversity policies to address root causes of habitat degradation.

Other issues raised by VFA members

Several members in the webinar pointed to the fact that the draft GG Recovery Plan contains contradictory research information about fuel reduction burning and HBT and GG survival.  There is a DEECA report that says fuel reduction burning destroys hollow bearing trees because it burns them up the middle (Lucas Bluff’s DEECA report in 2016) with 25 per cent of hollow bearing trees collapsing when reached by fire in ‘planned’ burns.

All GG scientists questioned how strongly the Greater glider Recovery Plan is going to be enforced where there is a conflict between Greater Glider survival versus timber harvesting and /or ‘planned’ burns in most of the GG forests.

Concern that the Federal Government does not have jurisdiction over the States and there is a tension in the document between planned burns and wildlife. There are “too many get-out-of-jail-free” cards with loose language and little or no legislative protection.

There is a need for all state governments to make their planned burns public, in terms of risks to communities, to First Nations, to threatened species and if the document is to be consistent, one way is to make the planned burns public.  

Protect the populations that are in existence now, because they have survived within the broader agricultural landscape. These small resilient populations should not be given short shrift, but should be given maximum protection.

Note loose and misused references:
e.g.: stating that hollows were created by fire – but they’re not. More are lost than actually created during fires.
E.g.: Williams 2009 – that fire can have positive and negative effects, but there’s no evidence to support the positive claim.
E.g.: “thinning” of forests may be beneficial to gliders – but there’s no evidence of this.


Recovery Plans Legal Framework re EPBC Act

Below is some information about the legal framework for Recovery Plans:
  
Content of Recovery Plans
· Section 270, EPBC Act sets out what must be included in a recovery plan, as follows:
(1) A recovery plan must provide for the research and management actions necessary to stop the decline of, and support the recovery of, the listed threatened species or listed threatened ecological community concerned so that its chances of long - term survival in nature are maximised.
(2) In particular, a recovery plan must (subject to subsection (2A)):
(a)        state the objectives to be achieved (for example, removing a species or community from a list, or indefinite protection of existing populations of a species or community); and
(b)        state criteria against which achievement of the objectives is to be measured (for example, a specified number and distribution of viable populations of a species or community, or the abatement of threats to a species or community); and
(c)        specify the actions needed to achieve the objectives; and
(ca)      identify threats to the species or community; and
(d)        identify the habitats that are critical to the survival of the species or community concerned and the actions needed to protect those habitats; and
(e)        identify any populations of the species or community concerned that are under particular pressure of survival and the actions needed to protect those populations; and
(f)         state the estimated duration and cost of the recovery process; and
(g)        identify:
(i)         interests that will be affected by the plan's implementation; and
(ii)        organisations or persons who will be involved in evaluating the performance of the recovery plan; and
(h)        specify any major benefits to native species or ecological communities (other than those to which the plan relates) that will be affected by the plan's implementation; and
(j)         meet prescribed criteria (if any) and contain provisions of a prescribed kind (if any) – see EPBC Regulations, regs 7.11 and 7.09 (critical habitat definition)

(2A) A recovery plan need only address the matters mentioned in paragraphs (2)(d), (e), (f), (g) and (h) to the extent to which it is practicable to do so.
 
Many of the issues raised by the VFA in this document relate to the above requirements, for example, the identification of critical habitat and threats to the species. 
 
Compliance with/implementation of RPs
· Once a recovery plan is made:
· the Federal Minister for the Environment in deciding whether or not to approve the taking of the action and what conditions to attach, must not act inconsistently with a RP – see s 139; 
· a Commonwealth agency must not take any action that contravenes a RP – see s 268; 
· the Commonwealth must implement a RP to the extent to which it applies in Commonwealth areas – see s 269(1);
· if the RP applies outside Commonwealth areas in a particular State or self-governing Territory, the Commonwealth must seek the co-operation of the State or Territory with a view to implementing the plan jointly with the State or Territory to the extent to which the plan applies in the State or Territory – see s 269(2).
 
Proposed amendments to the EPBC Act
· The proposed introduction of ‘protection statements’ could impact on how RPs are used by decision-makers.
· There is some further detail in EJA’s EPBC Submission guide here: https://envirojustice.org.au/have-your-say-epbc-reform-package/
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