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To the Native Vegetation Regulation Review, EPA, 

Re: Draft Private Native Forestry Code of Practice- Northern NSW 

My submission is based firstly on my experience as a landowner in an area where many of 
my neighbours have PNF PVPs and the impacts are obvious and disturbing, and secondly 
from my work in the area of environmental reporting in various government agencies in the 
Northern Rivers region and working closely with many local councils who have grave 
concerns regarding this code and consider private native forestry to be the biggest threat to 
Biodiversity currently. I consider the current PNF Code actually encourages clearing on 
private land and is not sustainable. 

The revised PNF code of practice does not address the key failings of the current PNF code, 
which are: 

1. PNF PVPs are ineffectively monitored. Landholders are clearing mature trees from 
inappropriate areas. Many of my neighbours have PNF PVPs and have cleared their mature 
trees, including trees utilised by koalas, and from areas designated as koala habitat under the 
local council's LEP, or from areas steeply sloping. The contractors will remove whatever looks 
good and leave it up to the landholder to inform them of what cannot be removed. This has 
been reported to me by my neighbours who have had contractors removing trees on their 
land. 

2. PNF was never intended as a program to clear mature trees: When completing my Masters 
of Environmental Management in the late 1990s, I examined the impediments to farm or agro
forestry at the time and looked at the recommendations from the Industry Commission's 1998 
inquiry into ecologically sustainable land management (Commonwealth of Australia 1998, A 
full reparing lease: Inquiry into ecologically sustainable land management). At this time, the 
Natural Heritage Trust was establishing the Farm Forestry Program, which aimed to promote 
wood production on cleared agricultural land. The current PNF program clearly encourages 
removal of mature trees on uncleared land. The current Code for PNF seems to allow the 
removal of pretty much everything due to the lack of supervision and the disinterest of the 
contractors in ensuring they are removing the correct trees. The code needs to be revised to 
allow landholders to do long-term farm forestry where trees are planted for the purposes of 
forestry, and existing mature forest retained. 

3. There is a complete lack of involvement of local government and a complete lack of regard 
to LEPs and DCPs when preparing PNF PVPs: One neighbour has cleared an area identified 
under the Gaffs Harbour City Councils 2000 LEP as secondary koala habitat. Koalas were 
disturbed and appeared in a number of other neighbours trees. 

4. PNF PVPs are the biggest threat to biodiversity currently: this is a statement made by 
numerous councils in the Northern Rivers region that I have worked with on environmental 
reporting projects. Concerns include: 
- Lack of consultation with councils when PNF PVPs are issued 
- No need for consent from Councils when issuing a PNF PVP 
- PNF PVPs often breach LEPs and DCPs by allowing clearing in areas identified as 
environmental protection areas 
- inadequate checking of record of vulnerable, endangered and critical endangered species 
when approving PNF PVPs allowing clearing particularly of koala habitat 



5. PNF PVPs are inappropriate for certain areas such as the big scrub country up in the 
Ballina, Byron and Lismore local government areas (LGAs ). The remaining remnants of Big 
Scrub are fragmented but of great Biodiversity value. The LGAs have great concern that PNF 
PVPs in their region will further reduce remnant Big Scrub areas on private land. With so little 
forest of any type remaining in these areas, these councils would prefer PNF PVPs not be 
granted within their LGAs (note -I am assuming these councils have made their own 
submissions to this review). 

6. Fees should be introduced for PNF PVPs. My neighbours are selling their trees for the 
money. A fee for the preparation of the PNF PVP may make it less desirable to get one. 

7. Inadequate recognition of ongoing "legal" clearing on private property. My neighbours are 
all continually felling trees for firewood, to "clear'' for new sheds or fences, or just because 
they don't like trees (trees mean termites, and a threat to their homes to many of them). I hear 
chainsaws going all weekend. With the extent of permitted clearing, I do not consider there is 
room for further felling without serious ecological harm. 

8. Carbon farming -with the introduction of the carbon tax and incentives for farmers.and 
landholders to sequester carbon, these same landowners who have sold their trees under 
PNF PVPs will now be able to get funding to plant trees to sequester carbon. At least this 
may reduce some of the damage done under PNF, but it does seem to be a ridiculous 
scenario. 

I believe the proposed revisions to the PNF Code of Practice are entirely inadequate and fail 
to address the major flaws and failings of the current code. 

The revised code in my opinion needs to: 
1. Include Local Government as a consent authority in the issuing of a PNF PVP 
2. Remove certain areas from being permitted to hold PNF PVPs (eg Ballina, Lismore and 
Byron LGAs) where native vegetation is extremely limited 
3. Charge for a PNF PVP 
4. Improve monitoring of contractors and landholders when clearing is underway to prevent 
serious breaches of PNF PVPs such as have occurred in my locality 
5. Take into account the "legal" clearing that goes on and whether a PNF PVP is actually 
sustainable 

Thank you and I truly hope the code can be improved as in it's current and proposed from, it 
will continue to encourage clearing in this region. 

Samantha Hessey 
Environmental Planner 
Mobile 
Home 


