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Native vegetation regulation review, 

Office of Environment & Heritage, Sydney. 

Comfl1_~~t~ on review of native vegetation regulations; 

and code of practice. 

A decade ago, (former) Minister Craig Knowles promi:sed 
environmental outcomes from native vegetation legislation (to limit 
broad-scale clearing), would be maintained or improved. He also 
promised the timber industry that forest productivity (from private 
forests) would be enhanced. Those promises were always going to be 
mutually exclusive. 

The first promise has seen the following significant changes to private 
native forest (PNF) resource access: 

• The prohibition of harvesting in rainforest. 
• The quarantining of old growth forest areas, as defined by often 

dubious assessments. 
• The expanding list of endangered ecological communities. 
• The listing of native forests by local councils as tree 

preservation zoning; 01' subject to development approval. 
• The need to preserve at least 5 habitat trees per hectare, plus the 

same number of recruitment trees, in perpetuity. 
• A ban on the removal of all trees within 5 metres of mapped 

streams. 
• A 70% ofnitention of trees in the adjoining buffer zones. 
• High retained levels of stocking after harvesting. 
• And numerous environmental constraints in regard to threatened 

flora and fauna that reside within proposed harvesting zones. 



The impact of these changes can lead to 25-50% loss of access to 
resource that property owners once had; and with no compensation 
offered at all. 

Additionally, in regard to the second promise, the high retention 
levels for stocking (as measured by basal area count), mean 
significant volumes of merchantable resource need to be· by-passed 
and retained into the future, thereby impacting commercial cash-flow. 
Often, unsatisfactory and underperforming trees need to be retained 
for no future productivity gain. If maximum silvicultural treatment of 
forests were conducted in the past, they are now seriously hampered 
by current regulations. Good silviculture is now compromised. 

Where some of the changes are desirable on a holistic forest ecology 
basis, clearly the balance has swung far too much in favour of 
environmental outcomes. The fact that the present PVP process is 
within EPA, and not DPI indicates the environmental slant. 

To redress this, I would suggest that the following small changes to 
the code of practice (North and South coast regions ) be made in the 
present review: 

• That compensation be given to owners who cannot remove 
resources from prohibited areas. 

• Failing that, then 25% of the standing resource in such areas be 
available to the property owner in each cutting cycle (say over 
the 15 year maximum period for a PVP. 

• That the riparian "buffer" applies from the stream bank, for 
varying widths, and 25% of the resource be harvested in each 
cycle, with no ground-based machinery to enter that zone. 

• That the retention of ""habitat" trees be only up to 5 trees per 
hectare if available; and a similar number of recruitment trees if 
suitable- IE: they m'tlst be capable of producing hollows over the 
period ofthePVP. , . 
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• That the minimum stocking levels (basal area) be 8 square 
meters per hectare for "dry sclerophyll" types; and 12 for all 
other types. 

• That additional silvicultural systems be permitted, subject to 
ecological suitability: eg: clearfall with seed trees; and "variable 
retention" silviculture. 

• Once a PVP is approved, a lower government entity (Councils) 
must not be further involved. 

• That the 'thinnings and waste" from native forest operations and 
milling be eligible for RET's- renewable energy targets. 

• That long term security be available to significant forest 
resources- say those in excess of 500 hectares, by way ofPVP's 
up to 25 years; and they have "guarantee of harvest" over that 
period. This will provide security for industry to invest in 
machinery upgrades to stave obsolescence. 

• Redraft the PVP agreement with landowners so that they are not 
"frightened away" by the obligations therein. There is a low
uptake of these agreements, and this needs to be more user
friendly. 

The huge loss of timber resources from State Forest over the period of 
the last NSW Labor administration has meant that those sawmills that 
have survived that shock, need to now have security over private 
forests for their survival. Each time that our local private resources 
are restricted by government regulation, leads to Australia having to 
rely on imported timber- a poor option for our terms of trade. 

Steve Collet, B. Sc. (For) A~ -Forestry consultant, Gloucester. 


