Personal Submission
Regarding: Regional Forest Agreements Renewals
To: NSW Department of Primary Industries via website
Thank you for considering the following comments:
Introduction

I was the NSW Nature Conservation Council’s representative for the North Coast of NSW on the
Ecologically Sustainable Forest Management (ESFM) Committee during the Carr government’s
Comprehensive Regional Assessment Process in the late 1990’s. At that time I was a member and
currently I am a member of the Nambucca Valley Conservation Association and the North East
Forest Alliance for which I now hold the position of Vice President.
At that time, naively in retrospect, those conservation groups and myself supported logging in
public native forests on the basis that a Comprehensive, Adequate and Representative reserve
system would be protected and there would be rules to ensure selective logging in non-reserved
areas that preserved a canopy, retained a mixture of age classes of trees (and a mix of species
natural to the forest ecosystem type of the site) across every hectare of areas available for logging
and that protected threatened, forest depended native fauna and flora where they were found by
pre-logging surveys.
All the above promises (also known as commitments) have been broken during the 18 years since
they were made. Not surprisingly, those groups and I, no longer support logging in public native
forests nor renewal of the Regional Forest Agreements for another 20 years, 20 weeks or 20
minutes.
My submission below rests on a scientific and factual basis. For those scientific references I refer
you to the submission of Dailan Pugh for the North East Forest Alliance which I support in total. I
also refer you to the Background papers on the NEFA website also written by D Pugh.
www.nefa.org.au .
My submission also rests on more than 20 years of reading about forests, government forest policy,
legislation, logging rules and prescriptions as well as experience on the ground in intact, old forests
and the confronting nature of just logged forests, especially the intense and clearfell style of
logging that is currently being carried out by the state owned NSW Forestry Corporation across
huge swathes of the public native forest estate and leaving them looking and functioning just like a
plantation. This is “unauthorised” and “not consistent with” the Interim Forestry Operations
Approvals (IFOA) ie its illegal.
The Ministerial Correspondence received by me on March 5 2016 from the EPA on behalf of then
Minister for the Environment Hon Mark Speakman categorically confirmed that verdict. (See
Appendix A) Yet no government agency or Minister, even those legally responsible, have reined in

the excesses of the Forestry Corporation. This is wrong and has already had dire consequences for
public native forests, their dependent fauna and flora, their water generating capacities and their
carbon uptake and storage capacities, not to mention lost opportunities for nature based tourism
and jobs. Finally my submission, though short due to other time commitments, seeks to add some
of my own observations, perspective and recommendations regarding the issue for your
consideration.
Overview
“Your Forests” a 17 minute mini documentary outlining the history and context of the issue, what is
at stake and why Regional Forest Agreements should not be renewed. I spoke the voice over and
co-wrote the script for this mini doco with Ms Paula Flack. Production by Jimmi Malecki. Watching it
will form the coherent background to the comments I offer below. Thank you for watching it and
considering it as part of my submission.
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=AN-SRJUJG2E&t=7s
or access via homepage of the North East Forest Alliance website: www.nefa.org.au

The Regional Forest Agreements have failed and must not be renewed. Why?
The Northeast NSW Regional Forest Agreement (NE RFA) has failed for the following reasons:
1. Both the NE RFA and the EPA 10 and 15 year Implementation Report use language games to hide
the truth that public native forests are actually being destroyed on the ground.
2. The NE RFA has given the state owned corporation, the NSW Forestry Corporation (FC) unfair
advantage from the start. It should never have been exempted from the Commonwealth
environment legislation (Environment Biodiversity Conservation Act (EPBC) which every other
business (timber and otherwise) likely to impact the environment must comply with.
3. The NE RFA Has not met its objectives nor those of the National Forest Policy Statement 1992 as
required
4. The NE RFA has not delivered a Comprehensive Adequate and Representative (CAR) reserve
system for the region
5. NE RFA has not delivered Ecologically Sustainable Forest Management (ESFM) of the public
native forest estate open to logging.
6. NE RFA has not met the ESFM Criteria, Indicators or Targets committed to under the Montreal
Process
7. NE RFA has not brought about a competitive timber industry – in fact Forestry Corporation NSW
Hardwood Division is competing unfairly and operating under a failed business model at the
taxpayers expense.
7B. The NE RFA has overseen an industry cutting itself out of a sawlog future

8. NE RFA has not protected threatened, forest dependent fauna from ongoing decline such as the
koala.
9. NE RFA has not protected soils and waters from pollution and degradation.
10. NE RFA has failed to contribute the carbon uptake and storage capacity that native forests are
capable of if managed to keep the mature and old components in them.
11. NE RFA has lost nature based tourism industry opportunities and jobs through the intense
logging of the public native forests.
12. NE RFA has not sustained employment in the hardwood timber industry. Instead we have seen
jobs decline as mechanisation and a cutting out of the resource degrades the public forests along
with jobs.
13. NE RFA is deficient as it is it has not been adequately enforced bringing degradation of a public
asset.
Below you will see, I have chosen just a few of these failures (due to time constraints) to discuss in
more detail:

1. Language games used to hide the truth that public native forests are being
destroyed on the ground
Language games in NE RFA: NSW EPA 2017, A report on progress with implementation of the New
South Wales Regional Forest Agreements: Second and third five-yearly reviews, July 2004 to June
2014, NSW Environment Protection Authority, Sydney (The Report) and in the North East Regional
Forest Agreement (NE RFA) belie the fact that, on the ground the public native forests are
decimated.
The Report asserts “achievement” of the NE RFA requirements while on the ground it is clear that
conversion to unauthorised plantations is what has actually been achieved.

Lorne State Forest Compartment 79 September, 2017

Language games while the multi aged, multi species public native forest disappears.

To see the 2 minute drone footage of this site go to the below link:

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=1Z1V2LIpDv0
The Report says: Yes we’ve achieved being “committed to achieving” Ecologically Sustainable Forest
Management (ESFM) and, yes we’ve achieved “aiming to achieve” ESFM. What a lot of nonsense.
But was ESFM achieved? No . . . or the Report would have said so.
Failure to even claim to have achieved ESFM is an acknowledgement that it hasn’t been achieved.
RFA clause or
Attachment reference

Commitment

Status
North East RFA

NE – 46

NSW aims to achieve ESFM on
Public and Private Land and to
continually review regulatory
controls to improve the efficiency of
the ESFM regulatory environment.

Achieved

Report extract (page 200)
And the Report claims “This ongoing commitment (to aim to achieve ESFM) was achieved during
Period 1, Period 2 and Period 3.” (Page 20) Well great the aiming was achieved but the target itself
(ESFM) was obviously missed.

2. Exemption from the Commonwealth Environment Biodiversity Conservation Act
(EPBC) an admission that logging is damaging to biodiversity & an unfair advantage
The RFAs fundamental purpose is to NOT expose logging operations to the requirements of the
EPBC Act. This in itself is an acknowledgement that logging operations are likely to breach this Act
and cause damage to biodiversity and the environment. It is also an unfair advantage to the
business of Forestry Corporation NSW. Other businesses must comply and factor in the possibly
limiting requirement to protect threatened species eg nurseries sourcing indigenous plants from
forests, agricultural and mining pursuits.

3. Has not met its objectives nor those of the National Forest Policy Statement
1992 as required
4. NE RFA has not delivered a Comprehensive Adequate and Representative (CAR)
reserve system for the region
In a NEFA BACKGROUND PAPER: CAR Reserves Prepared by Dailan Pugh, 2014 he states:
“As at 2004 an assessment of overall achievement of reserve targets for the upper and lower northeast shows that there is still a shortfall of over 670,000 ha (36%) in the attainment of the JANIS
reserve targets for ecosystems within the formal reserve system. 282,000 ha of these unmet
targets could be satisfied from public lands if the Government wanted to, though the balance
would need to be sourced from private lands. If allowance is made for informal reserves on state

forests and logging prescriptions then the shortfall in ecosystem protection is still over 410,000 ha,
of which some 115,000 ha could be protected on public lands.”
Since this assessment in 2004 there has been 13 years of intensive logging, degrading the values on
a per hectare basis, likely requiring many more hectares than quoted as being needed above, in
order to deliver on the most fundamental promise of the National Forest Policy Statement 1992
and the objectives of the NE RFAs.
The point is: a scientifically based CAR Reserve system was promised, was an obligation (that is the
definition of commitment) but has not been delivered. In fact the northeast of NSW has one of the
worst reserve systems in Australia:

5. Ecologically Sustainable Forest Management (ESFM) has NOT been achieved
The Department of Primary Industries (DPI) website regarding the RFA Renewals states: “the
existing RFA boundaries, core objectives and commitment to the National Forest Policy Statement
will remain unchanged,” From the commitments in the National Forest Policy Statement of 1992
(updated 1995) flow the commitments in the RFAs, the Integrated Forestry Operations Approvals –
(IFOAs) and the other codes and licences that control logging in public native forests. So returning
to look at the NFPS commitments, which is still government policy, is important. It is the foundation
document of forest policy of both the state and federal governments.
The NE RFA clearly commits to the NFPS:
The definition of ESFM in the NE RFA is:
“Ecologically Sustainable Forest Management” or “ESFM” means forest management
and use in accordance with the specific objectives and policies for ecologically sustainable
development as detailed in the National Forest Policy Statement. Principles are elaborated in
Attachment 14.;

So we look at the National Forest Policy Statement and find:
“The

protection of the full range of forest ecosystems and other environmental values is fundamental to

ecologically sustainable forest management. It entails the maintenance of the ecological processes that sustain
forest ecosystems, the conservation of the biological diversity associated with forests (particularly endangered
and vulnerable species and communities), and the protection of water quality and associated aquatic habitats.”

Finally we find some language that is clear and categorical: The yellow highlighted and underlined
phrases. They don’t state they will “aim at” achieving ESFM. They say: fundamental to ESFM is “the
protection of”, “the maintenance of”. The blue highlighted nouns state what will be protected and
maintained. And maintained as of 1992. This is what should have happened. This is what has been
breached since 1992.
Clause 46 of the NE RFA states:
“46
New South Wales confirms its commitment to the achievement of ESFM on Public and Private Land
consistent with the principles of Ecologically Sustainable Forest Management at Attachment 14, and
to the ongoing review and subsequent implementation of its legislation, policy, plans, Codes and
Regional Prescriptions to ensure ESFM objectives can be achieved in a more efficient regulatory
environment.”
The dictionary definition of commitment means a promise or obligation. That promise has been
broken. The NFPS made it clear what ESFM is and isn’t. The RFA promised to achieve that. It hasn’t.
Lets look at just some of the many ways that ESFM has not been achieved through looking at the
principles of ESFM (all of which have been “committed to” by the RFA and thus the state and
federal governments for nearly 20 years.), at Attachment 14 of the NE RFA.
ATTACHMENT 14
(clause 0)
PRINCIPLES OF ECOLOGICALLY SUSTAINABLE FOREST MANAGEMENT (ESFM)

“Principle 1:
Maintain or increase the full suite of forest values for
present and future generations across the NSW native forest estate”
One of the values committed to was:

“C

Forest ecosystem health and vitality


Reduce or avoid threats to forest ecosystems from introduced diseases, exotic plants and
animals, unnatural regimes of fire or flooding, wind shear, land clearing and urbanisation.



Promote good environmental practice in relation to pest management.



Ensure the deleterious effects of activities/disturbances within forests, their scale and
intensity, including their cumulative effects are minimised.



Restore and maintain the suite of attributes (ecological condition, species composition and
structure of native forests) where forest health and vitality have been degraded.

Regarding the scale and intensity of the state owned NSW Forestry Corporation’s
activities/disturbances and their deleterious effects under the NE RFA (where the above
requirements are committed to) I submit the deleterious effects have not been minimised. Nor
have the species composition nor structure of the public native forests been restored and
maintained (since 1992). The abuse and intentional reinterpretation of Single Tree Selection
logging, as defined in the Lower North East IFOA, by the state owned NSW Forestry Corporation
breaches the IFOA, Principle 1 of ESFM in the NE RFA and the NFPS.
Forestry Corporation under the Integrated Forestry Operations Approval (IFOA) are legally bound to
choose out of 2 types of harvesting (silviculture): Single Tree Selection (STS) or Australian Group
Selection (AGS)
AGS allows 25m wide gaps to be harvested over a bit less than a quarter of the logging area at a
time (22.5%). They can come back each 5-7 years and log the next three areas of 22.5% but must
leave 10% of the area between the gaps. This was intended to be the most intensive type of
harvesting allowed. Conservation Groups never endorsed AGS as appropriate in native forests.
Single Tree Selection (STS) was intended to be selective logging, requiring 60% of the basal area
(area of the cross section of a tree trunk) of the trees in a harvesting area to be left after a logging
operation, that is, removing only 40%.
Forestry Corporation since 2009, and across the public native forests on the northcoast of NSW has
been using an illegal interpretation of STS to log intensively (above the 40% basal area removal) and
even clearfell areas as large as 110ha. They base their rationale for this on what they call
“offsetting”. … pretending to “set aside” adjoining areas where they won’t log in that operation so
that overall the average removal is still 40%. The offset areas have usually been logged within the
last 5 or 6 years or will be logged in the next few years. Thus they are rolling through the landscape
with intensive and clearfell logging that is outside the authorisation of the logging rules (the IFOA).
The only thing the government intends to do about this is change the rules (the IFOA) to legalise
this practice and allow intensive and clearfell logging across over 100,000 hectares of public native
forest between Grafton and Taree.
Following is evidence of the above claims and a case study of an area in Kerewong State Forest to
illustrate the point.
The definition of Single Tree Selection in the Integrated Forestry Operations Approval (IFOA):
“Single Tree Selection” refers to a silvicultural practice, which in relation to a tract of
forested land has the following elements:
(a) trees selected for logging have trunks, that in cross-section, measured 1.3 metres
above ground level, have a diameter (including bark) of 20cm or more

(that is, a diameter at breast height over bark of 20 cm or more); and
(b) trees are selected for logging with the objective of ensuring that the sum of the
basal areas of trees removed comprises no more than 40% of the sum of the basal
areas of all trees existing immediately prior to logging within the net harvestable
area of the tract.
The Environment Protection Authority (EPA) who regulate Forestry Corporation NSW, writing on
behalf of the Minister for the Environment, in a Ministerial Correspondence email to me, Lyn
Orrego, stated, on May 5 2016, that Forestry Corporation’s “intensive harvesting is outside the
authorisation of the IFOAs”.
Ref: Email from Gary Whytcross Director South and Forestry Environmental Protection Authority on behalf of Minister
for the Environment, the Hon Mark Speakman SC MP to Ms Orrego of Nambucca Valley Conservation Association May 5
2016 – see Appendix A

The email also stated that the FC interpretation of STS is not consistent with Forestry Corporation’s
own silvicultural guidelines which state: “Thus clearfelling will not be used in New South Wales’
native forests.” (p 12 Forestry Corporation Native Forest Silviculture Manual Version 2 2015 Review date:
31/12/2018 Trim D00085147)

Ironically FC also call their intensive and clearfelling harvesting “Regeneration Harvesting” or “Single
Tree Selection – Heavy” or “Single Tree Selection – Medium.”
Image below: Kerewong State Forest Compartments 127-9 - December 2015 Harvest Plan
Pale yellow is the logging area, Dark yellow is the “offset” area called “Future Logging area”
Note shape of the blue line added to two of the Dark Yellow offset areas and location of red star.

Above: Kerewong State Forest Oct 2009 Compartments 127-9
The so-called “Future logging area” (within the in blue lines) was logged intensively just 6 years
before and can be seen to be in a degraded state especially compared to the thick, green tree cover
of the area around the red star. A post-logging photo of that area is shown below.

Person

Kerewong State Forest March 2016 Compartments 127-9 “Single tree Selection – Medium” L Orrego
This is the scene taken after logging at the red star

shown on previous pages

Even small “gaps” or clearfells, reduce biodiversity by twice the amount as selective logging. Gaps
and Clusters Silviculture – similar to Australian Group Selection (AGS) – was rejected by the
government of the day (1995) based on a scientific report which acknowledged that the north
eastern forests of NSW have the richest faunal diversity outside the wet tropics.
“On the basis of available evidence, application of gaps and clusters could be expected to
reduce the average abundance and variety of vertebrate fauna in logged forest areas by
about 18-30% which is approximately twice the level of reduction evident in north-east
forest areas which have been selectively logged in the past.”(1)
The impact of clearfelling on our forest dependent threatened species such as the koala is
disastrous. The number of koalas on the east coast of Australia declined by more than 40 per cent
in the 20 years between 1990 and 2010. (2) And on the north coast they koalas populations have
crashed by 50%.(3)
According to Ecologist David Milledge, “Clearfelling has a substantial adverse effect on biodiversity,
reducing forest structure and floristics and severely disadvantaging forest-dependent vertebrate
species requiring tree hollows for nesting and denning, and nectar, pollen and exudates for food.
This is evidenced by the high proportion of such species listed as threatened under the Threatened
Species Conservation (TSC) Act 1995. It is diametrically opposed to Ecological Sustainable
Development.”(4a) And “The practice is likely to lead to breakdowns in ecosystem functioning and
an attendant exacerbation of Key Threatening Processes (TSC Act 1995) including the Invasion,
Establishment and Spread of Lantana and Bell Miner Associated Dieback.”(4b)
He concludes:
“The IFOA trial logging and silvicultural treatments proposed for Compartment 10, followed by one
or two successive short logging cycles of similar treatments, will most likely result in the eventual
loss of most of the habitat attributes providing resources essential to the life cycles of the key
Threatened species currently known or likely to occur in the compartment. This represents an
overall substantial erosion of environmental values.” (4b)
Given that the state government has given lip service ad nauseum to the promise of “no erosion of
environment values” once again that statement is shown to be language that lies.
In June 2017 it was revealed, under a GIPA application (Freedom of Information law)by the North
Coast Environment Council, and from Forestry Corporation releasing their own data and
documents, that already, in the last 10 years 74,906 hectares of public native forests between Coffs
Harbour and Taree had been subjected to this “unauthorised’ intense logging they were and still
are carrying out under the term Single Tree Selection.
Around that time the state government released a map of where the high and very high quality
koala habitat was – a very expensive project by the Environment Protection Authority, paid for by
the public purse. It showed that of the 74,906 hectares of intense and clear felled areas logged,
over 23,000 hectares of it was high and very high quality koala habitat. Already gone. No wonder
the koala has declined by 50% in northeast NSW in the last 20 years.

To understand the breadth and depth of this issue of excessive, illegal and intense/clearfell style
logging, its scale and impacts especially on high quality koala habitat I commend to you as part of
this submission pages 9-21 of the report, Clearing Koalas Away by D. Pugh available at:
https://d3n8a8pro7vhmx.cloudfront.net/ncec/pages/19/attachments/original/1500379606/Clearin
g_Koalas_Away_final.pdf?1500379606
All my statements re this issue are based on FC own data layer and documents received under GIPA
process by the North Coast Environment Council on June 24 2017.
Far from maintaining forest ecosystem health and vitality (ESFM Principle 1C) , far from maintaining
and restoring the structure of public native forests, far from minimising the scale and intensity of
deleterious effects of FCs actions/disturbances, the FC has, under the NE RFA, systematically
destroyed the very things they had promised to maintain and restore. And no government has
reined in these breaches and excesses in the more thahn 10 years they have been occurring.

References for this section:
(1) Gaps and Clusters Silviculture: How well does it balance wood production and biodiversity
conservation? A Report by the Review Panel to the Ministerial Committee established to review the
principles and application of the Gaps and Clusters technique: Peter Attiwill, Mark Burgman,
Andrew Smith
(2)McAlpine, C, Melzer, A, Lunney, D, Foley, B, Adams-Hosking, C, Lawler, I, Whisson, D, Phillips, S,
Kavanagh, R, Baxter, G, Gordon, G, et al. (2014). Working Group Workshop - Conserving koalas in
the 21st century: synthesising the dynamics of Australia's koala populations. Australian Centre for
Ecological Analysis and Synthesis. http://www.aceas.org.au/conserving_koalas_report.pdf
(3) Koala populations in NSW and Queensland fell 42% from 326,400 to 188,000 (a loss of 138,400
individuals) in the 20 years from 1990 to 2010. On current trends, koalas will be extinct in the wild
in NSW by 2030. Habitat loss, fragmentation and degradation, predation (dogs and vehicle strike),
disease, drought, climate change, and inbreeding are keys threats.
www.environment.gov.au/cgibin/sprat/public/publicspecies.pl?taxon_id=85104#population_infor
mation and http://www.aceas.org.au/conserving_koalas_report.pdf
(4a) Personal Communication to NCEC David Milledge Ecologist, Landmark Ecological Services May
2016
(4b) Brief report on a field inspection to demonstrate proposed changes to IFOA prescriptions
designed to protect threatened species and their habitats during forestry operations, Compartment
10, Queens Lake State Forest, 30 June 2015 David Milledge July 2015

6. Has not met the ESFM Criteria, Indicators or Targets committed to under the
Montreal Process
The increasing prevalence of logging related Bell Minor Associated Dieback (BMAD) is just one example of
the failure of the RFA to achieve ESFM Principle 1 C: Forest health and vitality.

C

Forest ecosystem health and vitality


Reduce or avoid threats to forest ecosystems from introduced diseases, exotic plants and
animals, unnatural regimes of fire or flooding, wind shear, land clearing and urbanisation.



Promote good environmental practice in relation to pest management.



Ensure the deleterious effects of activities/disturbances within forests, their scale and
intensity, including their cumulative effects are minimised.



Restore and maintain the suite of attributes (ecological condition, species composition and
structure of native forests) where forest health and vitality have been degraded.

“Bell Miners (aka Bellbirds) move out of the gullies as logging opens up the forest allowing lantana
and vines to smother the smashed and burnt native understorey, creating habitat they thrive in.
They co-operate in aggressively attacking and mobbing both potential competitors and nest
predators to drive them from their colonies. Under the protection of Bell Miners, populations of
tiny sap-sucking insects called psyllids proliferate, draining the life out of eucalypt trees. The
sickening trees are vulnerable to borers and fungal infections, they become too sick to grow, flower
and set seed. Often they die, though they can survive in their feeble state for decades.” And
“ Bell Miner Associated Dieback (BMAD) is a major threat to the ecological sustainability of vast
tracts of NSW’s forests. There are over a hundred thousand hectares of NSWs coastal forests
affected by BMAD from Queensland to Victoria, and it is rapidly expanding as logging creates new
habitat. Two and a half million hectares of NSW’s forests have been identified as susceptible to
BMAD. This is ecosystem collapse on a grand scale”.(Both quotes from: Briefing Note to NSW
Environment Minister Mark Speakman by North East Forest Alliance 2106)
For in depth scientific analysis of the extent of BMAD and scientific proof that it is related to
logging, especially intense logging that opens up the canopy and allows the dominance of lantana
(ie the lantana beats the eucalypt seedlings so it is a failed regeneration issue as well) see the
section on BMAD in Dailan Pugh’s submission re this RFA Renewal Process which I commend to you.
His earlier report For Whom the Bell Minor Tolls is also available at www.neffa.org.au

The IFOA (2.7.1) requires that in carrying our forestry operations
“SFNSW must give effect to the principles of ecologically sustainable
forest management as set out in Chapter 3 of the document
entitled, “ESFM Group Technical Framework”. These include
"maintain or increase" "The productive capacity and sustainability
of forest ecosystems" and " Forest ecosystem health and vitality".
Spreading and aggravating BMAD clearly contravenes the IFOA as
well as the NE RFA

7. A competitive timber industry has NOT been created
A business cannot be considered competitive if it operates at a loss. An Australia Institute Report,
Money doesn’t grow on trees: The financial and economic losses of native forestry in NSW,
Discussion paper, Roderick Campbell and Richard McKeon March 2016, states:
“Forestry Corporation has two operating segments; the Softwood Plantations Division,
and the Hardwood Division (which is primarily engaged in native forest logging). For
the six years between FY09 and FY14, the Softwood Plantations Division cross subsidised
loss making native forestry logging to the order of $78m. Through significant headcount
reductions in FY14, the division broke even in FY15, but this was before making any
contribution to the Corporations $8m interest charge.”
Neither does the Forestry Corporation pay Local Government rates for the land they manage,
extract timber from and then haul over roads maintained by the ratepayers of each Local
Government area. Timber businesses growing or sourcing timber from private land have had to
cover the costs of rates on the land on which the timber grows thus contributing to road
maintenance of the roads they use to conduct their business. This alone puts the FCs business
model into the uneven playing field category as it provides an unfair advantage to them. Thus it is
not a competitive industry.
The subsidy this provides to the FC is signifigant. The report above states:
In Bega Valley Shire alone, the local council estimates that Forestry Corporation is avoiding
rates of $6.4m per annum on land that has an active logging licence. Extrapolating this
figure to the rest of NSW, it is likely that the total incremental costs borne by all local
governments as a result of Forestry Corporation’s activities will exceed the $20.5m in
average annual operating profit it earns, thereby making it value destructive for NSW
ratepayers.
The mayors of Local Government areas on the north coast, struggling to fund road maintenance
and sick of their roads being degraded by logging trucks (which cause 10,000 times the damage as a
car) are now banding together to try to change this situation so roads can be kept in good order
and users of those roads pay fairly for their maintenance and repair.
That report concluded that
“potentially the highest economic use of native forestry would be to leave the trees standing.
Although the Emissions Reduction Fund does not currently recognise the
protection of native forest from logging as a method for which revenue can be claimed, if the
industry were to push for inclusion, Forestry Corporation could finally begin generating
decent earnings by simply ceasing native forest logging.” And
“ If native forest logging were to be discontinued in NSW, existing grants and avoided losses
could provide funding for ongoing management by the NSW National Parks and Wildlife
Service. Furthermore, the impact on jobs is likely to be minimal, as approximately only 600
people are directly employed in the native forestry industry in NSW, less than 0.1% of the
total workforce.“

7B. An industry cutting itself out of a sawlog future

Figures drawn from D Pugh Background Paper The Battle for Sustainable Yields is Lost at www.nefa.org.au

The State and Federal governments must know that the quantities of timber committed to the
timber industry have been and still are higher than what exists on the ground. Why else would FC
be desperate to keep pushing to change the rules to allow more intensive logging, reduce buffers
on headwater streams, reduce prescriptions for threatened forest fauna assessment and protection
… and do this relentlessly, and unfortunately quite successfully, through the life of the current RFA?
And why else would they now be proposing the draconian measure of building 3 wood-fired power
plants on the north coast NSW (Grafton, Kempsey and Taree) to burn the so-called “residues” from
logging operations? And bear in mind, those residues have to be trunks of trees, not heads and
butts, and can include mature trees. In the Report,“North Coast Residues A Project Undertaken as
part of the 2023 North Coast Forestry Project Dept Primary Industries” it is stated (page 2) “that for
the purposes of this report the residue available in native forests (public and private) is limited to
logs meeting pulp specification only” and later on (page 3) that “logs meeting pulpwood
specifications for an average mature tallowwood or flooded gum ….”showing clearly that large
mature trees will be considered residues, will be chipped, pelletized then burnt in wood- fired
power stations. That’s until they’re eliminated from the forest and only very young regrowth
replaces it, to be shaved off again in 5-7 years.
What was once mixed age, multi species complex and living ecosystems – the public native forest
estate – is already largely stick forests with cutting cycles of as short as 5 years.
If this is the case as it seems to be and the state and federal governments do know the volumes
promised throughout the current RFA, and the volumes that are likely to be promised in any
renewal of the RFAs, are more than exists in the forests available for logging then any signing away
of such non existent timber would constitute an outrageous raid of the public purse and even fraud,
in that when the timber proves to be unavailable millions of dollars of compensation will be
payable to the timber companies.

There have been many buybacks for timber that never existed during the current RFAs – such as
paying Boral 12.9 million dollars of taxpayers money to buy back 50,000m3/year for 5 years of
timber that couldn’t be supplied. The fact that at the same time as the Boral buy back Boral was
given the right to the 50,000m3/year for after the 5 year period AND given that right extending out
to 2028 leads to the well-based supposition that the overestimates and promises of timber
quantities plus the compensation clauses in the RFAs are part of the governments’ plans to favour
this uneconomic industry - the Hardwood native forest timber industry. This alone warrants a Royal
Commission to investigate the drivers of this behaviour.

8. Has not protected threatened, forest dependent fauna from ongoing decline
such as the koala
I refer you to the section on threatened species and the failure of the NE RFA to protect, maintain
or restore them from threatened species status in the NEFA submission by Dailan Pugh to the RFA
Renewals.

9. Has not protected soils and waters from pollution and degradation
There is a long and sorry story here. I do not have time to tell it. However, the failure of the RFAs to
protect soils and water by allowing logging including intense logging on soil types and steep slopes
in areas with the highest rainfall erosivity indexes in NSW is a signifigant issue. I commend to you
the section in the NEFA submission regarding this failure. It is ongoing with the IFOA remake likely
to change the already inadequate Environment Pollution Licences and conditions to “Guidelines”.

10. Has failed to contribute the carbon uptake and storage capacity that native
forests are capable of if managed to keep the mature and old components in them.
It has often been said that the RFAs, being drawn up 18-19 years ago, didn’t address climate change
or the positive contribution that forests, especially native forests that still had a large mature and
old growth component within them. However if we look again at the National Forest Policy
Statement (NFPS) we find it states:
“In relation to climate change, the Governments acknowledge the need, identified in the National Greenhouse
Response Strategy, to manage forests so as to maintain or increase their 'carbon sink' capacity and to minimise
the emission of greenhouse gases from forest activities.”

“Old growth forests are the most significant carbon storehouses, with most carbon stored in the
oldest and biggest trees. (Roxburgh et.al.2006, Mackey et. al. 2008, Stephenson et. al 2014).
“NSW public native forests could be making a $40 million profit if left standing and allowed access
to the Federal Government's Emissions Reduction Fund.” Australia Institute Report 2016
“Carbon storage is now the best use for native forests” Ajani Sept 2013
In allowing the destruction of the mature growth stage and much of the old growth components of
the public native forests and reducing most of the estate to very young trees, the governments
have clearly failed in the stated commitment in the NFPS, in the RFAs built on that statement and
the IFOA and other logging rules supposedly flowing from those commitments.

“Maintain or increase” also means that a comparison of the carbon sink potential of the forests in
1992, when the NFPS was agreed upon and from which date they were supposed to be
“maintained” or “increased”, with its 2018 carbon sink potential would reveal the scale of noncompliance as well as the scale of the lost opportunity to mitigate the worst effect of the climate
crisis we are now in the midst of.
And as monitoring was supposed to take place and hasn’t this is another failure, one that seeks to
hide the failure to maintain the carbon sink and the breaching of the NFPS and RFA commitments.

11. Has lost nature based tourism industry opportunities and jobs through the
intense logging of the public native forests.
A hectare of national park has three times the economic value to a region as does a hectare of state
forest. If the CAR promise was finally met in NE NSW as promised back in 1992 (which both
governments say they are still committed to) by the addition of public state forests to the national
park reserve system then this would also increase the ecomomic value of the nature based tourism
of the area.
“As at 2010 the visitation to National Parks and reserves in north east NSW was estimated from a
variety of sources as 9.4-10.8 million visits per year. This is an increase of over 250% in visitation
since the Forest Reform process started in 1997. Expenditure associated with this visitation has
been conservatively assessed as generating a business turnover of some $416-476 million and some
2,642-3,026 direct and indirect jobs in the regional economy.” And
“The benefits to visitors can be measured in terms of consumer surplus,. which is how much a
visitor is willing to pay above the price currently determined by market forces The consumer
surplus of north east NSW’s National Parks is estimated as some $348-399 million.” From
Identifying the Recreational Value of Reserves D Pugh.
For more details and support for the value of reserves to the economy see the report at:
https://d3n8a8pro7vhmx.cloudfront.net/ncec/pages/55/attachments/original/1422739985/NEFAR
_Recreation_Value_of_Reserves_.pdf?1422739985

12. Has not sustained employment in the hardwood timber industry. Instead we
have seen jobs decline as mechanisation and a cutting out of the resource degrades
the public forests along with jobs.
13. Deficient as it is it has not been adequately enforced bringing degradation of a
public asset
Thank you for your attention to my submission and any
action you can take consistent with its concerns.
March 12 2018
Photo: Oakes SF cpt 392 with a 69m tall (was) Tallowwood
tree stump of 2.4 m diameter Logged April/May 2016.
Photo taken October 2016

Appendix A – Ministerial Correspondence received by on May 5 2016 (My highlights)
Dear Ms
I refer to your email to the Minister for the Environment, the Hon Mark Speakman SC MP, about concerns on
the intensive harvesting practices carried out by the Forestry Corporation of NSW (FCNSW). The Minister has
referred your email to the Environment Protection Authority (EPA) and has asked me to reply on his behalf.
As you may be aware Kate Smolski, the Chief Executive Officer of the Nature Conservation Council (NCC) and
other conservation representatives met with the Minister on 21 April 2016. I understand that at this
meeting, the Minister noted NCCs concerns about intensive harvesting practices being conducted under the
single tree selection (STS) classification and advised he is looking into the issue.
Intensive harvesting is outside the authorisation of the IFOAs
The EPA has previously indicated its view that “regeneration harvesting”, as practised by FCNSW, is not
consistent with the definition and intent of STS in the Integrated Forestry Operation Approvals (IFOAs) as
well as FCNSW’s own silvicultural guidelines.
The EPA is assisting the Minister to examine the issue as part of the remake of the IFOAs. While the
definitional aspects appear clear, the legal framework for the “non-licence terms” makes enforcement more
challenging.
The remake of the four coastal IFOAs will improve the regulatory framework
The Government has committed to ensuring that the types of forestry activity permitted by the IFOAs are
clear and transparent, and that all aspects can be enforced if required. The remake of the coastal IFOAs is a
crucial step in this process. The remake aims to improve the clarity and enforceability of the coastal IFOAs,
recognise innovations in best regulatory practice, incorporate advances in technology and deliver an
effective, contemporary regulatory framework that is fit for purpose.
The government will consult with the public about the remake, and intends to release a draft IFOA for public
review and comment in 2016. I encourage you to participate in this process.
If you have any further questions about this issue, please contact Michael Hood, Acting Principal Manager,
Forestry on 6229 7091 or at michael.hood@epa.nsw.gov.au.
GARY WHTYCROSS
Director South and Forestry
Environment Protection Authority
www.epa.nsw.gov.au
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