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Conservation Advice 

Mixophyes iteratus 

giant barred frog 

Conservation Status 

Mixophyes iteratus (giant barred frog) is listed as Endangered under the Environment Protection 
and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (Cwlth) (EPBC Act) effective from the 16 July 2000.The 
species is eligible for listing under the EPBC Act as on 16 July 2000 it was listed as Endangered 
under Schedule 1 of the preceding Act, the Endangered Species Protection Act 1992 (Cwlth).  

Species can also be listed as threatened under state and territory legislation. For information on 
the current listing status of this species under relevant state or territory legislation, see 
http://www.environment.gov.au/cgi-bin/sprat/public/sprat.pl. 

The main factor that is the cause of the species being eligible for listing in the Endangered 
category is a substantial decline in numbers and distribution partly attributed to chytridiomycosis. 

This species’ status under the EBPC Act is currently being reviewed as part of a species expert 
assessment plan for frogs.  

Description 

A very large frog (snout-to-vent length up to 115 mm) with a pointed snout and well developed 
hind legs. The dorsal surface is dark brown to olive, with darker blotches and an irregular dark 
vertebral band commencing between the eyes and continuing posteriorly. A dark stripe runs 
from the snout, through the eye and above the tympanum, terminating at a point above the 
forelimb. There are irregular dark spots or mottling on the flanks. The limbs have a series of dark 
and pale crossbars of similar width. The hidden part of the thigh ranges from black with a few 
large, yellow spots to being marbled black and yellow. The ventral surface is typically yellow with 
fine brown mottling on the chin. The pupil is vertical, while the iris is pale silvery-white to pale 
gold above, darker in the lower portion. The fingers lack webbing, while the toes are fully 
webbed, with only the last two joints of the fourth toe free. The outer metacarpal is poorly 
developed; the inner metatarsal tubercle is well developed, but only half as long as first toe. The 
skin is finely granular above, smooth below. The tympanum is distinct. Description drawn from 
Barker et al. (1995); Meyer et al. (2001); Cogger (2014). 
 
The tadpole has been described by Meyer et al. (2001): Tadpoles are large growing to over 
100 mm in total length. They are deep-bodied, ovoid; tail length twice that of body; eyes 
dorsolateral; yellow-brown above with dark spots/splotches and dark patch at base of tail; 
underside silver-white; intestinal mass obscured, heart and lungs visible from below (except 
near metamorphosis); tail thick and muscular; low-finned; fins opaque with dark flecking (except 
anterior half of ventral fin); tail musculature with dark flecking/spots and/or splotches. 

Distribution  

From Belli Creek near Eumundi, south-east Queensland (26° 31´S 152° 49´E), south to 
Warrimoo, mid-east New South Wales (33° 43´S 150° 36´E) (Hines et al. 1999). Cogger (2014) 
states that giant barred frogs were distributed south “to about Narooma” (36° 13´S 150° 08´E), 
but the Atlas of Living Australia shows very few records this far south to substantiate the 
statement (Hines & the South-east Queensland Threatened Frogs Recovery Team 2002). 
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Relevant Biology/Ecology 

The species occurs along shallow rocky streams in rainforest, wet sclerophyll forest and 
farmland between 100 and 1000 m elevation (Covacevich & McDonald 1993) or deep, slow 
moving streams with steep banks in lowland areas. A short term study of the patterns of daily 
movement of this species during the breeding season showed that individuals moved up to 100 
m in a night, but not more than 20 m from the stream (Lemckert & Brassil 2000). There have 
been no longer term studies that include nonbreeding times sufficient to adequately assess 
habitat usage of the giant barred frog. 

Threats 

Habitat loss and modification is considered the foremost threat to the giant barred frog while 
chytrid fungus is considered a potential threat (Hero & Morrison 2004). The impacts of feral pigs, 
domestic stock and weed invasion, all potential threats to current populations, are unknown.  
 
Table 1 – Threats impacting giant barred frog in approximate order of severity of risk, based on 
available evidence. 

Threat factor Threat 
type and 
status 

Evidence base 

Habitat loss and fragmentation 

Habitat clearing 
and disturbance 

known 
current 

Many sites where the giant barred frog occurs are the lower 
reaches of streams that have had major disturbances such as 
clearing, timber harvesting and urban development in their 
headwaters. In the Dorrigo area (north-east New South 
Wales), Lemckert (1999) found that the giant barred frog was 
less abundant in recently logged areas and at sites where 
there was little undisturbed forest.  

Disease  

Chytridiomycosis 
caused by 
chytrid fungus 

known 
current 

Chytridiomycosis is an infectious disease that affects 
amphibians worldwide, causing mass die-offs and some 
species extinctions (Department of the Environment and 
Energy 2016). The contribution of chytridiomycosis to decline 
is unknown, but populations of giant barred frogs have been 
shown to have high infection rates (Kriger et al. 2006). 

Invasive species  

Habitat damage 
by feral pigs 

potential 
current 

Habitat damage by pigs leads to siltation in streams, some of 
which now carry heavy silt loads. Silt reduces the availability 
of food for tadpoles and reduces their fitness at 
metamorphosis. It is likely to be more significant for giant 
barred frogs as their tadpoles take at 6 - 18 months to 
develop (Hines & the South-east Queensland Threatened 
Frogs Recovery Team 2002). 

Habitat damage 
by domestic 
stock 

potential 
current 

Large areas of habitat have been damaged by domestic 
cattle in the Main Range with effects on water quality similar 
to those described above for feral pigs (Hines & the South-
east Queensland Threatened Frogs Recovery Team 2002). 
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Invasive weeds  potential  
current 

Mistflower (Ageratina riparia) and crofton weed (A. 
adenophora) are highly invasive weeds along wet forest 
streams. The effect of these weeds is not known, but they 
may have negative impacts on habitat (e.g. a reduction in the 
area of sites suitable for egg laying sites by giant barred 
frog)(Hines & the South-east Queensland Threatened Frogs 
Recovery Team 2002). 

 

Conservation Actions 

Conservation and Management priorities 

Habitat loss disturbance and modifications 

o The vast majority of known populations of the giant barred frog in south-east 
Queensland occur along narrow remnant riparian vegetation on private lands, where 
maintenance and restoration of riparian vegetation should be encouraged by activities 
that will be beneficial to the catchment; stream flows and water quality 

o monitoring erosion and land clearing events upstream of existing and 
potential sites, 

o preventing clearing and erosion at known sites  

o implement the rehabilitation of riparian vegetation at all sites.  

Disease 

o Minimise the spread of the chytrid fungus by implementing suitable hygiene protocols 
(Murray 2011) to protect priority populations as described in the Threat abatement plan 
for infection of amphibians with chytrid fungus resulting in chytridiomycosis 
(Department of the Environment and Energy 2016). 

o Develop and implement amphibian translocation strategies to create additional 
populations whilst preventing the accidental spread of the chytrid fungus (Department 
of the Environment and Energy 2016). 

Invasive species (including threats from grazing, trampling, predation) 

o Control of feral pigs is required in the Conondale and Main Ranges. This may require a 
combined strategy with adjoining land holders and local government authorities. 

o Monitor damage by feral pigs and implementation of control measures. 

o Assess the impact of mistflower and crofton weed on habitat suitability for giant barred 
frog If impact is shown to be significant develop a strategy for control or elimination of 
the weed. Note that Herbicide formulations that contain glyphosate and surfactants are 
toxic to frogs and tadpoles (Mann et al. 2003). 

Impacts of domestic species 

o Using fencing, or other measures where applicable, to reduce the access of domestic 
stock to stream banks.  

Stakeholder Engagement 

o Provide input into the various impact assessment and planning processes on measures 
to protect giant barred frog and its habitat. These include water resource plans, park 
management plans and environmental impact assessments. 
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o Provide advice to private  land holders and community groups on how to protect and 
restore habitat.  

Survey and Monitoring priorities 

• Intensive monitoring should be undertaken for a small number of populations regularly 
during spring, summer and autumn. Frogs should be individually marked to provide detailed 
information on population dynamics and ecology. 

• Broad scale regular monitoring should be undertaken over the species known range. Sites 
should span the altitudinal and latitudinal range and a range of other habitat characteristics.  

• Survey sites within the known range of the species where the environment is considered 
likely to be suitable for the species to identify whether populations exist that are previously 
unknown.  

Information and research priorities  

• Investigate options for linking, enhancing or establishing additional populations. 

• Improve understanding of the extent and impact of infection by chytrid fungus on the giant 
barred frog to better inform how to apply existing or new management actions relevant to the 
recovery. This includes knowledge on:  

o the different strains of the fungus;  

o levels of virulence;  

o mechanisms for resistance to the disease;  

o treatment options;  

o husbandry methods;  

o environmental toxins; and  

o the potential of other species (e.g. freshwater crayfish) to act as reservoirs or vectors 
for transmission of the fungus (Department of the Environment and Energy 2016). 

• Improve understanding of how climate change will likely impact the giant barred frog due to 
altered temperatures, rainfall, environmental stressors and disease virulence. 
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