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A preliminary report on forestry operations in the Lower North East 
Forest Agreement region1 by Nativesrule, (Citizen Action Group formed to address 

the emergency of observable clear felling of Native Forests in the Lower North Coast) 
 

Introduction  

This introduction is a citizenôs perspective on the necessity of having to undertake 
community monitoring that should be done by two government departments, Forests NSW 
and the Department of Environment Climate Change and Water (DECCW), or óhaving to 
do the work of the government with neither remuneration or guarantee of justiceô. 
   
In the Lower North East Regional Forest Agreement (RFA) area, Forestsô NSW harvesting 
is not just unsustainable, but frequently illegal.  The licensing conditions set out in an 
Integrated Forestry Operations Approval (IFOA) established through the Regional Forest 
Agreement are considered by independent scientists to be inadequate for ecological 
protection.  Yet even these most minimal conditions are not adhered to. 
  
Monitoring whether or not licence conditions are breached requires visiting sites in terrain 
made hazardous by the degree of soil disturbance, and the residue of waste left by logging 
operations.  This means climbing over and through piles frequently 2-3 metres above 
ground level of smashed non target species left to die.  The responsible citizen feels 
compelled to do this because of the obvious abuse by Forests NSW of its self assessment 
processes on the one hand, and the apparent absence from duty, and possible negligence 
of the state environmental regulatory authority, on the other, (i.e. the Department of 
Environment Climate Change and Water, DECCW). 
 
The concerned citizen feels that she/he is witnessing a crime against civilised or legal 
society, in particular, but more alarmingly, potentially fatal crimes against precarious 
biodiversity, in general.2 
 
It is an indictment of this society that government is condoning this environmental 
vandalism with what we collectively now know about impacting on earthôs processes, and 
of the peril our natural systems are in. 
 
That this is apparently carried out now with impunity, on most occasions3, on such a scale, 
all the time, discredits the NSW and the federal government, for the latter are also 
responsible for this RFA process permitting this environmental slaughter, and both levels 
of government will remain responsible, whoever is in power, as long as this situation is 
allowed to persist. 

                                                
1
  Lower North East Integrated Forestry Operations Approval incorporating amendments, Forestry and National Park 

Estate Act 1998.  
 
2
   "Earth is experiencing its sixth great extinction event and the new report reveals that this threat is advancing on six 

major fronts," says the report's lead author, Professor Richard Kingsford of the University of New South Wales.  "Our 
region has the notorious distinction of having possibly the worst extinction record on earth."  Loss and degradation of 
habitat is the largest single threat to land species, including 80 percent of threatened species.  In Australia agriculture 
has modified or destroyed about 50 percent of woodland and forest ecosystems, and about 70 percent of remaining 
forests are ecologically degraded from logging.  Extinction Crisis in Oceania, Conservation Biology, the first 

comprehensive review of more than 24,000 scientific publications. 
 
3
  Sydney Morning Herald, 13/1/2010. Forests NSW accused of breaching licence 50 times. In relation to further recent 

breaches by Forests NSW of the licensing conditions, the NSW Greens MP Ian Cohen said such breaches during 
logging were widespread.  ''The department doesn't have the resources to check out these areas, yet we know that these 
sorts of breaches go on all the time because Forests NSW and industry can get away with whatever they want,'' Mr 
Cohen said. 
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What is going on in NSW forests now makes a mockery of the Australian accrediting 
authority JAS-ANZ purporting to adjudicate on environmental sustainability, should that 
authority (knowingly) continue to accredit unsustainable practices in contravention of the 
IFOA of the RFA, as now administered by Forests NSW.  
 
It is a travesty of common justice that citizens, who take the time to become aware of 
clauses within the IFOA legislation, (that they might do the work of the regulatory authority 
in their own time and at their own expense), have been rendered powerless to take legal 
action when the regulatory authority neglects to do so4. 
 
That the regulatory authority usually only takes action in response to persistent community 
pressure, and even then fails to apply penalties that could possibly act as a meaningful 
economic deterrent, implies something amiss, and takes citizen confidence in the integrity 
of the government departments, or at least their competency, yet another step lower.5  
 
This report is a sad testimony to the need of civil witnessing and recording of:  
 

- inadequate flora and fauna surveys and recording before industrial machinery 
moves in and destroys habitat of threatened species 

- poor and inadequate marking up procedures for features required to be retained 
and protected 

- failure to retain adequate habitat trees and inadequate protection to the few 
permitted to remain standing 

- wanton destruction of non target trees, many of which appear to have been  
deliberately pushed over to manipulate the planned regrowth of more desirable 
ómono-cultureô species, to satisfy temporal market requirements 

- the cutting down and pushing over of marked trees meant to delineate exclusion 
zones  (destroying the possibility of monitoring operations long term) 

- trees and tree crowns routinely pushed over into drainage lines and rainforest 
exclusion zones so that post log burning will compound the effects of desiccation 
from wind now that these precious zones lie exposed 

- the imminent destruction of endangered ecological communities and species as a 
result of the edge effects resultant from the removal of surrounding vegetation, 
including massive landscape scale weed invasion 

and many other disgraceful environmental breaches and outcomes. 

                                                
4
  Appendix 2: Removal by statute of the right of third parties to prosecute in relation to non-adherence by Forests NSW 

or others to the Lower North East Integrated Forestry Operations Approval incorporating amendments, Forestry And 
National Park Estate Act 1998.  
 
5
  Northern Star, 6/8/2010  ñLast week, Fisheries NSW issued two penalty infringement notices to Forests NSW for 

breaches of its Fisheries Licence at Yabbra State Forest.  The breaches included logging in exclusion and buffer zones 
of unmapped drainage lines.  Forests NSW was fined $1000.  The agency was also cautioned for ómarking, recording 

and harvestingô within wetland exclusion zones.ò  In this case Forests NSW was only fined once for numerous breaches 
on many streams. D.Pugh, NEFA commentator was right to observe that ñLike anybody else, Forests NSW should be 
fined for each individual breach. These buffers on stream banks are required to be implemented to protect water quality 
and, in this case, the habitat of the endangered eastern freshwater cod.ò 
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Most distressing is the fact that the forestry department, in being so intent on proceeding 
with this wilful destruction to meet its flawed wood supply agreement, conceals the truth of 
what is happening in the NSW landscape and misleads the public at meetings and in its 
published rationales. 
 
The department operates behind a screen of legal denial. The almost labyrinthine set of 
prescriptions that are the IFOA licensing conditions have exceptions for many rules. 
Where they do not exist in face, they are created by interpretations. By reference to flawed 
environmental prescriptions, and with the option of operating with multiple exceptions to 
even the most basic ecological recommendations, Forests NSW is able to maintain that 
they undertake their activities legally, and therefore ósustainablyô.  It is irrelevant that 
everyone can see the damage.  In effect, the IFOA licensing conditions are the screen by 
which a plethora of environmentally destructive activities can be deemed legal, even 
sustainable. 
 
Even then, breaches of regulations are regarded as óaccidentaló, subject to a minor fine, or 
a ówarningô.  This lack of regulation makes it necessary for citizens to go in and measure 
what any eye can clearly see, i.e. that instead of 60% of harvestable wood remaining (and 
here substitute habitat also), in any one compartment, 2% is quite often all that really 
remains. It is a pathetic exercise to have to go in and measure stumps taken versus the 
volume of wood left standing, in order to prove that logging operations equate to square 
kilometres of precious native habitat destroyed and removed. 
  
This is because of the already contentious, but still legal practices, i.e. Australian Group or 
Single Tree Selection (amongst others) imported from overseas into an Australian context, 
wherein they simply do not function and cannot protect this countryôs ecosystems, or their 
wood resources.  While the limitation that these prescriptions impose is intended to stop 
broadscale clearfelling, they are misinterpreted and misapplied to condone intensive 
logging and clearfelling. 
 
Being as obviously environmentally catastrophic as the existing licensing conditions of the 
IFOA are, (readily attested to by not only thousands of Australians, Forests NSW 
personnel who are willing to speak, and independent scientists)6, it seems almost a folly to 
even bother to document the numerous breaches.  The licensing conditions with their 
arbitrary exclusions bear no relation to the reality of requirements for environmental 
preservation.  They do not mirror established ecological standards for the preservation of 
terrestrial and aquatic biodiversity, water quality, soil health or prevention of the release of 
CO2 into the atmosphere. 
 
However the documentation must be done by the public despite the difficulties because 
the self assessment process under which Forests NSW operates is untenable, as is the 
intended back up process of regulation through DECCW. Neither department ensures 
compliance by Forests NSW with even this most limited set of environmental standards. 
 
This report documents breaches of licensing conditions of the IFOAs in the Lower North 
East Regional Forest Agreement Area. The urgency of the need to convey this message to 
accrediting authorities and to the public is so great that there is simply not enough time to 
even commence to report in detail on the overall inadequacy of this RFA/IFOA 
arrangement to deliver sustainable biodiversity or future timber resource outcomes. 

                                                
6
  In addition to a body of independent scientists, Forests NSW personnel are also expressing their deep concern but are 

unable to speak or write publically about this for fear of job loss.  This however is documented and available on request. 
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What is easily witnessed, but less easily reported in writing, (though film and photography 
will convince the average person), is that the rate and scale of the logging operations is 
beyond what any native ecosystems could bear.  It has already led to an extreme increase 
in threat to species diversity and is probably right now causing local extinctions.7   
 
We hope that this report will assist in convincing the relevant authorities that accreditation 
of Forests NSW through Australian Forestry Standards should never have been given and 
should be immediately revoked. 
 

REPORT FINDINGS 

Harvest Planning 

Information regarding the context of Forestry Operations in Kerewong State Forest in 2010 
was obtained from Forests NSW prior to preparation of the harvest plan: 
 
In March 2010, Nativesrule contacted the Harvest Planning Officer (HPO) (Central Region, 
Wauchope) to find out what was intended for the compartments which FNSW had advised 
would be logged in Kerewong State Forest compartments, C.134, 135 and 136.  
 
When asked why it was now possible to log in this extremely steep and vulnerable terrain 
the FNSW officer advised that these areas would once have been out of bounds but that 
logging has now changed.   To quote from the phone conversation:  ñIn this case since 6 
yrs ago, FNSW wanted to log the unmapped drainage lines.  It was this, (them being 
unmapped), that prevented them accessing the area.  Now they donôt need to apply for 
licence coverage under the EPL. That is because Forests NSW (FNSW) have a self 
assessment risk management process whereby FNSW they (self) assess re whether or 
not they need to apply for licences in relation to pollution (sediment and fisheries issues).  
FNSW has assessed compartments 134, 135  and 136 from an Inherent Hazard 
Classification  which registered likelihood of erosion as Hazard Class 2, (on a scale of 1-
4), thereby exempting FNSW from applying for a licence from Fisheries in relation to soils 
and their dislodgement.  Notwithstanding this it is FNSW intention to apply 5 m filter strips 
to unmapped drainage lines, and that slope limits in excess of 18 degrees will not be 
logged.ò  
 
This is reiterated in the Harvesting Plan where it is stated: 

All EPL conditions will be applied to harvesting operations as best management 
practice only, except for schedule 4 condition 6 relating to filter strips on unmapped 
drainage lines. 

 
The Harvesting Plan identifies exclusions around unmapped streams as 0 metres.  This is 
extraordinary given that the Fisheries Licence (conditions 7.1, 7.4 and 7.5) similarly 
requires that 5m exclusion zones and 5m buffer zones be applied along unmapped 
drainage lines, from which logging is excluded,  It is hard to fathom why Forests NSW 
have got away with so blatantly refusing to apply a licence requirement.  While Forests 
NSW claim that they have discretion in relation to application of the EPL (which is 
contested), it is not accepted that Forests NSW can legally claim any exemption from the 
Fisheries licence. 
 

                                                
7
 Australian Koala Foundation Report 2010 that Koalas are in much more peril than hitherto thought to be the case 
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In relation to their operations under the Threatened Species Act 1995, May amendment, 
the following response was provided:  The TSA needs to be adhered to and a pre-harvest 
survey underway for Threatened Species (TS) will refer to records on a dbase provided by 
DECCW, Bio-data (subsequent to the Wildlife Atlas). From these records FNSW will apply 
a set of rules for the survey dependent on likely threatened species. 
 
The HPO advised in a subsequent email that:  
  

ñThis operation will be undertaken and be expected to adhere with the following 
legal requirements: 
  

Ö Licence Conditions issued by Forests NSW under the Forestry Act (1916)  
 

Ö State Forests of NSW Forest Practices Codes part 2 Timber Harvesting in 
Native Forests February 1999 

 

Ö State Forests of NSW Forest Practices Code part 4 Forest Roads and Fire 
Trails (February 1999) 

 

Ö Integrated Forestry Operations Approval issued under part 4 of the Forestry 
and National Parks Estate Act 1998 (IFOA) as amended May 2003  

 

Ö Threatened Species Conservation Licence (TSCL) issued under the 
Threatened Species Conservation Act (1995) as amended May 2003 

 

Ö Part 7 (Div 3) Fisheries Management Act (1994) as amended May 2003ò 
  
As of March 22nd 2010 the approved Pre logging Flora & Fauna Report was not complete.  
The HPO undertook to provide this report once prepared, along with the Harvest Plan.  
These documents were not supplied until 25th August 2010, well after logging had 
commenced.   
 
When asked how audits occurred it was explained that these are not a standard or routine 
event, i.e. that it is not mandatory for the authorised Department of Environment, Climate 
Change and Water (DECCW) to undertake these in relation to any given harvest operation 
under the IFOA.  
  

Preliminary survey of compartments prior to logging:  

Nativesrule undertook a pre-logging survey of compartments 134, 135 and 136 of 
Kerewong State Forest (KSF) in March and April 2010.  During this process a variety of 
threatened species records and issues were identified.  Records of all features with the 
exception of Stephenôs Banded Snake and the social tree were recorded by GPS points 
and with film.  The latter was recorded on film alone, the batteries of the GPS having run 
out at that remote point in c.136. 
 
These findings were reported to the regional ecologist.8  This occurred at a meeting 
27/4/2010, the primary purpose of which was to alert Forests NSW to an escalation in the 
proliferation of Camphor Laurel, Cinnamonum camphora.  Seedling germination of this 

                                                
8
  Notes from this meeting with regional ecologist April 2010 available on request.  
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noxious weed was occurring with the observable increase in light throughout Kerewong 
Cpt.136 as light penetrated from surrounding clearing by both AGS and single tree 
selection from surrounding areas. In 2009 FNSW personnel explained during an incidental 
meeting that this was a deliberate experiment in opening up the forest and altering light 
regimes to promote Blackbutt stand dominance.9  
 
Threatened species/markings and/or potential habitat features identified to the 
ecologist during preliminary community survey and prior to finalisation of harvest 
plan were: 
 

- Koala (pock) claw marks identified in all compartments a social tree identified in 
c.136. A social tree is 

-  Stephenôs Banded Snake, adjacent to compartment 134. 

- Habitat trees and stags (all compartments) 

- Rocky outcrop microbat habitat (compartment 136) 

(The ecologist agreed he had found all those features with the exception of Koalas which 
he did not rule out as a possibility, explaining that he had had little time to search 
compartments). 
 
It had been observed that germination of C. Camphora had been increasing, 
corresponding with greater light penetration of these compartments following heavy 
logging in surrounding ridgelines of both Kerewong and adjacent forests. 10.   In the 2010 
community inspections, C. camphora was found to be germinating across all terrain types 
in all compartments.  At times this was in extreme density, 10-15 seedlings per m2  being 
recorded.  It occurred as both seedling and as young trees, the former ranging typically 
between 2 cm ï 6 cm, the latter 0.25 - 0.5 m.  The young trees tended to exist on tracks or 
along drainage lines under canopy, whereas the seedlings were scattered through all 
types of terrain and often occurred quite far from tracks, and where canopy was thinner. 
 
It is greatly feared that this noxious weed will come to dominate Kerewong State Forest as 
a result of this logging operation, (and in particular precious drainage lines), regardless of 
planned pre or post logging fires. The reason for this is that the weed is presenting also 
along drainage lines where fire is not encouraged.  (However the intrusion of logging 
debris into those exclusion zones against prescriptions will assist fire to penetrate those 
areas). 
 
If fire does not penetrate the precious rainforest remnants typically lying within and around 
drainage lines, C. camphora is likely to increasingly dominate them over a short time.  If 
fire does penetrate them they, and numerous rainforest species, will be destroyed by that.  
It is obvious that it is dangerous to open up theses remnants to the edge effects of 

                                                
9
  An incidental meeting with FNSW personnel along Greens Highway occurred in 2008, well in advance of notice of the 

intent to log the unmapped drainage lines of Kerewong State Forest.  The local citizen who took the opportunity to advise 
the forestry officials of the proliferation of C.camphora seedlings is a weed professional and founding member of the Mid 
North Coast Weeds Advisory Committee. From where they sat in their truck forestry workers could see the example the 
citizen glanced around to find, i.e. 20-30 seedlings within one metre to the side of the track. At a meeting with Forestry 
Officers 22/2/2011, the Planning Manager for Central Region advised that he was one of those workers to whom this was 
reported at this incidental meeting.  
 
10

  The increase in C.camphora germination was first observed by citizens in 2008.  
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increased light, desiccation and weed invasion by removal of surrounding vegetation and 
dropping trees into them. 
 
Logging in this manner in KSF, and indeed any of these hardwood forests along the coast 
and coastal hinterland, where the Endangered Ecological Communities Warm Temperate 
and Lowland Subtropical Rainforests exist, is therefore a threatening process and this 
style of logging in these contexts needs to be declared as such. There is now irrefutable 
evidence that Camphor Laurel (and other weed invasion) proliferates with silvicultural 
practices such as AGS or single tree selection,11 and indeed any other highly mechanised 
method. Vehicles and heavy machinery are notorious for weed spread.  Having heavy 
machinery traverse a forest landscape is like asking for weed invasion.  These styles of 
logging operation promote excess light, spread weed seed on machinery and permit light 
and weed seed to penetrate and flourish in previously closed and protected canopies. 
 

Preïlogging Breaches: 

Pre- logging breaches identified included: 
 

Ö Inadequacy of Flora and Fauna Survey  

Ö Nil or inadequate mark up in relation to a range of features identified on the harvest 
plan 

Ö Inadequate mark up of drainage lines: 

Ö Nil mark up in relation to retention of habitat/food sources for threatened species 

Ö Failure to consider weeds as a problem and identify mitigation measures 

 

Inadequacy of Flora and Fauna Survey 

Forests NSWôs official opinion is that allocations of time provided for Flora and Fauna 
surveys under the IFOA conditions are adequate. The opinion of Forests NSW personnel 
however can be that these are not adequate,12 and this has been proven. 
 
In April 2010 koala presence reported as likely in Cpt. 13613, and known from previous 
records, was undetected in pre-logging Fauna survey.  The appropriate searches were not 
undertaken, despite confirmed sightings and Kerewong being preferred habitat. That 
Kerewong is a ôpreferred forest typesô was confirmed by FNSW personnel at a meeting 
22/2/2011.14 
  

                                                
11

 The Invasive Species Council Submission re Review of Noxious Weeds Act 1993, Appendix 3, Case study of ISC 
Appendix 3 Forestry and Weed Invasion, February 2011 
 
12

 Meeting 27/4/2010 
 
13

 The community reportings were based on studying individual trees for marks identical to thick indentations or pock 
marks purported to be a more reliable indication of koala use than scratches. Citizens in pre harvest survey were not at 
that time aware of star search or transect methods. 
 
14

 Only a traverse of the compartment was undertaken prior to logging and this by the regional ecologist.  None of the 
searches or mark up for koalas occurred despite the trigger for these existing in Kerewong (recorded species; preferred 
habitat) and therefore required under the Threatened Species Licence (See Appendix 3). This was admitted by Planning 
Manager Central Region at meeting 22/2/2011. 
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The presence of koalas has since been re-confirmed by three separate reports, sound and 
sightings in late 2010.  This was reported to FNSW at meeting February 22nd 2011, to 
ensure comprehensive future searches and official recording of sightings. 
 
It is obvious that 4 person hours per 200 ha for a fauna survey and 6 person hours per 200 
ha for a flora survey is not an adequate allocation of time to do a thorough survey for the 
presence of threatened species, (particularly if there should be multiple records).  Nor 
does it allow for comprehensive recommendation of measures to protect those species 
and their habitat from the impact of the heavily industrialised conditions that now prevail in 
a compartment undergoing heavy single tree selection. 
 
The need for adequate surveys is highlighted by the fact that many prescriptions are only 
applied to known localities.  If a threatened species requiring prescriptions to reduce 
logging impacts is not found then the prescription is not applied. 
 
This situation is exacerbated by the fact that logging contractors with neither training nor 
experience in threatened species protection are left to fell the landscape, largely 
unsupervised, and sometimes without adequate, or any, mark up of exclusion zones.15  
This latter has been admitted now by FNSW personnel.  (See next section), 
 
It has been proven in KSF compartments 134, 135 and 136 that the IFOA conditions are 
grossly inadequate to protect Koalas. The problem is exacerbated by Forests NSWôs 
refusal to implement the limited requirements. There was a total failure to follow up records 
of Koalas and to undertake the pre logging mark up that could have identified their 
presence in specific locations. (The community survey succeeded in this in part, but the 
ôprofessionalô Forests NSW survey did not).  As a result of this koala habitat was logged 
without any attempt to exclude core areas or otherwise mitigate impacts. 
 

Nil or inadequate mark up of a range of features identified on the harvest plan   

During pre and post logging survey by private citizens it was found that there was either nil 
or inadequate mark up in relation to range of features identified on the harvest plan.   
 
As a preamble to reference to neglecting to mark features the FNSW appendices to the 
Harvest Plan are referred to and in particular Appendix 2 ï Tree Marking Code.  Re trees 
to be retained it states, ñRetained trees referred to in this plan must be marked.  The only 
exception to the marking of the retained trees can occur where the understorey consists of 
thick impenetrable lantana greater than one metre high or other impenetrable understorey.  
The SFO must document and justify such situations as it becomes apparent during 
compartment mark-up.ò  The exception provided for in Appendix 2 does not occur in KSF 
Cpts. 134, 135, or 136. 
 

                                                
15

 That is, machinery operators with nil ecological training rely on visual marks and a harvest plan when felling in 
sensitive ecological terrain.  Forests NSW officials are not necessarily present.  There can be inadequate or missing 
essential mark up.  This is because there have been moves to omit the stage of ómark up ópersonnel and give contractors 
maps and GPS access and let them loose in the environment.  Perhaps this absurd scheme, to eliminate the ómark upô 
teams which would translate ecologistsô prescriptions into exclusion zones visible within the forest, is indicative of the 
commitment of Forests NSW to protection of threatened species.  Industry action put a stop to this scheme obviously 
designed as a factor in an economic rescue for a failing government department suffering disastrous fiscal effects of a 
flawed wood supply licence with BORAL. 
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Nil mark up of drainage lines  

Compartment 135: 3 ha area of the northernmost extremity of the zone logged (in this 
2010 operation). Recorded 18/2/2011.  No mark up was made of exclusion zones that 
should have been identified around the 1st and 3rd order drainage lines (between 459000 
and 460000).   
 
It is relevant at this point to report that during a meeting with the Central Region Planning 
Manager 22/2/2011 he stated that a possible cause of non-mark up of exclusion zones in 
Cpt. 135 could have been because trials were being conducted that involved providing 
logging contractors with GPS and maps.  This is a feeble excuse given the widespread 
failure to mark-up such features (see Pugh 2011), and does not negate the illegality of the 
operations.  
 

Inadequate mark up of drainage lines 

Compartment 136: Recorded 13/11/2010: An exclusion zone marker that should have 
been at least 30, (possibly 40) metres from stream was 9 metres from centre of stream.16 
GPS 56J 0458962; UTM 6500783. (At this point ridge and headwater habitat meet a 3rd 
order stream so it is difficult to ascertain whether the marker should have been at 30 or 40 
metres from stream centre). 
 

Nil mark up in relation to retention of habitat/food sources for threatened species 

 

Compartment 136: Nil mark up occurred for Koalas ï refer to Appendix 3 and note that 
Kerewong State Forest has been acknowledged as a ópreferredô' forest type.  Forests NSW 
personnel have admitted there has been nil mark up as per prescriptions for koalas, pre-
logging. 
 
Compartment 136: Despite threatened species sightings and their feed trees being 
identified in pre logging fauna survey and recorded on harvest plan, there is no mark up of 
the individual trees that are required to be retained.  This is the case with the Yellow 
Bellied Glider food sources.   
On 22nd February 2011, when members of Nativesrule met with Forests NSW personnel 
re threatened species protection, a Nativesrule member requested that the ecologist and 
planning manager identify the trees marking Yellow Bellied Glider feeding marks and 
sightings, and then indicate which trees had been marked for retention, within the 100 and 
200 metre modified felling habitat areas marked on the harvest plan.  The Forests NSW 
workers admitted that they were unsure of where the trees where although they could see 
the modified exclusion zone marked on the harvest plan. It was agreed all would go to 
have a look; this did not occur.  Nativesrule members cannot find any trees marked for 
retention as food source for Yellow Bellied Gliders. 
 

                                                
16

 Ridge and headwater exclusion zone met 3
rd

 order stream at this point 
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Extract from the Flora and Fauna survey re the Yellow Bellied Glider:  
 

¶ Records (heard and observed) occur within the compartments. 

¶ Within a 200 metres radius of a Yellow-bellied Glider call detection site 
record, 15 feed trees must be retained. Retained feed trees must have 
good crown development and should have minimal butt damage and 
should not be suppressed. Mature and late mature trees must be retained 
as feed trees where these are available. Retained trees must be marked 
for retention. 

¶ Within a 100 metres radius of each retained Yellow-bellied Glider sap feed 
tree, observation or den site record, 15 feed trees as described above 
must be retained. Yellow bellied Glider sap feed trees must not be counted 
towards these 15 feed trees. Retained trees must be marked for retention. 

¶ Trees retained must be of the same species as the sap/den tree or should 
be trees which shed their bark in long strips 

 
It appears that this prescription from the Terms of Licence under the Threatened Species 
Conservation Act 1995 for the LNE has been contravened, i.e. that ñRetained trees must 
be marked for retentionò. Given this failure, nobody can be confident that the prescription 
to retain the required trees of the necessary types and growth stages has been complied 
with. There is thus no evidence that any attempt has been made to implement any part of 
the prescription for Yellow Bellied Glider, 
 

 

Failure to consider weeds as a problem and identify mitigation measures 

 

Nativesruleôs assessment found Camphor Laurel to a significant and growing problem.  
Despite our entreaties the Harvesting Plan failed to consider this threat to the condition 
and species composition of the forest, and failed to consider how this impact could be 
mitigated.  This is an abrogation of their responsibilities. 
 
The IFOA (2.7.1) requires that in carrying our forestry operations ñSFNSW must give effect 
to the principles of ecologically sustainable forest management as set out in Chapter 3 of 
the document entitled, ñESFM Group Technical Frameworkò.  3.2.1.3 óForest ecosystem 
health and vitalityô states: 

¶ ensure the effects of activities/disturbances within forests, their scale and intensity, 
including their cumulative effects are controlled and are benign; 

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

 
The IFOA (4.26) requires: 

SFNSW must ensure that the scale and intensity at which it carries out, or authorises 
the carrying out of, forest products operations in any part of the Upper North East 
Region, does not hinder the sustained ecological viability of the relevant species of tree, 
shrub or other vegetation within the part. 

 
The Australian Forestry Standards state: 

4.5 Criterion 5ðForest management shall maintain forest ecosystem health and 
vitality 
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4.5.1 The forest manager shall identify, assess and prioritise any potential damage 
agents (such as weeds, insect and vertebrate pests and diseases and pathogens) 
that may impact on forest ecosystem health and vitality. 
é 
4.5.2 The forest manager shall implement practices to support the maintenance of 
forest ecosystem health and vitality and ensure that damage stays within tolerable 
levels. Management shall include procedures for forest health surveillance and 
control or eradication of damage agents. 
é 
4.5.4 The forest manager shall manage forests that have been degraded by 
damage agents to facilitate their rehabilitation. 

 
 

Potential breach of conditions: Tracks were cut into forest prior to preparation of harvest 
plan ï c. 135. Although a roading plan was provided the columns to indicate dates when 
works would occur was blank.  Appendix 4. 
 

Post-logging breaches  

Post logging community teams surveyed compartments 135 and 136 identifying breaches 
of IFOA licence conditions.  Dates: 5/9/2010, 13/11/2011,16/11/2010,16/2/2011, 
22/2/2011, 23/2/2011.  
 
Post logging operational breach types included: 

- tree retention  

- exclusion zones 

- the harming of threatened species/endangered ecological systems 

In relation to tree retention:  

- Inadequate numbers of habitat and recruitment Trees retained per 2 ha 

- Inadequate condition of habitat trees retained 

- Inadequate nature of recruitment trees retained 

- Non removal of logging debris from the perimeter of habitat trees 

- Habitat trees felled 

- Stags felled (in situations where they do not present a danger to logging operations) 

The following table lists the condition/existence of some of the habitat and recruitment 
trees retained in a definable area. 
It is impossible to assess whether any better quality trees existed for this purpose as all 
large trees have been felled.  Large stumps indicate there would have been better mature 
trees for retention or recruitment as habitat trees.   
 
Compartment 136: extreme end CPT 136/2 trail 
 

Marked Habitat and Recruitment Trees: Crown Development (P:poor, M:moderate, 
Good).  Butt damage (% circumference), Growth Stage (Y: young, M: mature, LM: Late 
Mature, S:senescent).  
 

 

Species Diameter 
Crown 

(P/M/G) 
Butt damage 

% 
Growth 

(Y/M/LM,S) 

Habitat 1 White 750 mm P 30% S 
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Mahogany? 

Recruitment No 
recruitment 
tree 

    

 
Comments: This tree exhibiting butt damage, on the margin of the 4 bar rainforest 
exclusion zone at the base of the logging slope, is very close to stuttering frog and yellow 
bellied glider habitat. Low debris surrounds 50% of circumference being branches and 
trunks and dead leaves of trees felled into/near the tree.  The tree being at the very edge 
of the exclusion zone of the rainforest can easily burn in the post-log fire as with all H trees 
in this compartment, most being near rainforest margin. This poses high risk to rainforest 
exclusion zone. No corresponding recruitment tree marked.  This is a gross oversight as 
multiple potential trees of sufficient size would have sufficed but lie around the immediate 
area, felled, picked or pushed over, Numerous rainforest species also killed. GPS:56J  
0458262;UTM 6499743 
 
  

 
Species Diameter 

Crown 
(P/M/G) 

Butt damage 
% 

Growth 
(Y/M/LM,S) 

Habitat 2 Not recorded 750 mm at 
breast 
height but 
totally 
hollow; fully 
burnt out to 
beyond 
chest height 

Very poor 
crown 

Impossible to 
measure 
almost as all 
burnt and only 
thin sections 
remaining to 
ground 

S 

Recruitment No apparent 
recruitment 
tree 

    

 
Comments: Debris completely surrounds habitat tree at height of 2 metres. Stacked up 
against tree are: branches, trunks and dead leaves of trees felled into/near the tree.  It is 
also at the very edge of the exclusion zone of the rainforest thereby inviting fire into 
exclusion zone. As with H tree 1, no corresponding marked recruitment tree.  GPS: 56J  
0458248; UTM 6499788 
 
 

 
Species Diameter 

Crown 
(P/M/G) 

Butt damage 
% 

Growth 
(Y/M/LM,S) 

Habitat 3 Not recorded Max 1 metre P Hollow burnt 
out base 

S 

Recruitment Nil sighted at 
this point in 
the vicinity of 
4 bar 
exclusion 
zone 

    

 
Comments: Habitat tree consisted of 3 forked trunk sections of a burnt out trunk covered 
in debris. Photo depicts hollow core, hollow from ground up. Very difficult to ascertain 
whether this tree was within exclusion zone owing to the zig-zagging nature of exclusion 
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zone.  No marked recruitment tree visible. The tree is completely surrounded by major 
trunks, branches full of dead leaves and many rainforest trees around it which indicate it is 
actually within a botanical rainforest area. Next to it an Allocasuarina with a GB sign 
perhaps for a feed tree for Glossy Black Cockatoo, but with almost no canopy, i.e. in poor 
condition, just as there was almost no canopy with the adjacent Habitat Tree.  GPS: 56J  
048261; UTM 6499780 
 

 
Species Diameter 

Crown 
(P/M/G) 

Butt damage 
% 

Growth 
(Y/M/LM,S) 

Habitat 4 Not recorded Not 
recorded 

P 50% of butt is 
missing  

S 

Recruitment Nil     

 
Comments: A high amount of debris, at least 50% of circumference is surrounded by 
branches and trunks and dead leaves of trees felled into/near the tree which itself is at the 
very edge of the exclusion zone of the rainforest. Impossible to record diameter as base is 
entirely hollow, burnt out for at least 2 metres above ground.  GPS: 56J  0458305; UTM 
6499936 
 
 

 
Species Diameter 

Crown 
(P/M/G) 

Butt damage 
% 

Growth 
(Y/M/LM,S) 

Habitat 5 Not recorded Not 
recorded; 
difficult 
owing to 
butt damage 

P Butt damage 
continues up 
length of trunk 
6-8 metres 

S 

Recruitment Nil     

 
Comments: The tree is dying.  Extensive termite tracks are visible all butt length with 
mound about 6 metres up.  A high amount of debris, at least 50% of circumference is 
surrounded by branches and trunks and dead leaves of trees felled into/near the tree 
which itself is at the very edge of the exclusion zone of the rainforest. GPS: 56J  0458326; 
UTM 6499923  Note: For H trees 4 and 5, the diameter and species were not recorded 
because these are burnt out shells which did not have entire trunks and diameter is a 
meaningless term in this situation.  
 
 
Inadequate condition of habitat trees retained  
 
The notes describe the condition of habitat trees.  In most cases across all compartments 
they are in late senescence; occasionally a young tree lacking an apparent hollow is 
marked. Those in late senescence are often burnt out at base without a full complement of 
trunk attached to the ground.  
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Fig 1: Typical condition of marked Habitat Trees. Note lack of basal trunk and termite damage. 
Cpt 135: GPS: 56J  0459746; UTM 64995533 

 
 

Inadequate condition of recruitment trees retained 
 
Where they are marked, recruitment trees are not sound, healthy, vigorous mature or late 
mature trees.  Stumps that exceed them in size are common. The recruitment trees often 
have poor crowns and are immature specimens. 
 
Non removal of logging debris from the perimeter of habitat trees ï this was the 
norm, never the exception.  Not one instance occurred where the base of a habitat tree 
was free from debris.  In almost all cases habitat trees were completely surrounded by 
logging debris, comprising dead trunks, crowns, branches and leaves.  Often debris was in 
piles metres high around habitat trees. There appears to be a deliberate intent to facilitate 
their burning in the post-logging burn. 
 
 

 

Fig 2: Habitat Tree 3, Cpt.136 GPS: 56J  048261; UTM 6499780.   
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Fig 3: The base of Habitat Tree 3 (C.pt 136): a burnt out hollow, now surrounded by and filled with 
debris, waiting to be annihilated in the post logging burn. GPS: 56J  048261; UTM 6499780 

 

Habitat Trees Felled 
 
Trees that could have provided habitat lie felled, abandoned, not marked, not retained,   
not used  

Fig 4: 1 (a): Below rocky escarpment C.136: Cut, abandoned trunk of un-marked, potential habitat 
tree now useless for arboreal species. GPS: 56J  0458911; UTM 6500571 
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Fig 5: 1 (b): Details of felled tree above, below rocky escarpment, C.136  GPS: 56J  0458911; 
UTM 6500571 

 
 

Habitat Trees/Stags Felled   This felled stag (Fig 6 (a), was in far better condition than 
most habitat trees left remaining.  At least it has a semi solid base, instead of being just a 
burn out hollow with butt damage, as for example, Habitat Tree 4, Fig 6 (b) 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Fig 6a:  (Left) Felled stag Cpt.136 on ridge at end of Trail 2  
GPS: 56J  0458315; UTM 6499987 

Fig 6b: (Right) Condition of Habitat tree 4, near felled stag.  
GPS 56J  0458305; UTM 6499936   
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In relation to exclusion zones:  

Trees felled into marked drainage lines. This occurred in all compartments 

Compartment 136: Recorded 5/9/2010: Along the eastern boundary of the section 
multiple trees pushed into 2 bar exclusion area of riparian zone. This was apparently 
deliberate and cannot be attributed to an unavoidable accident. GPS 56J  0459350; UTM 
6500528 
 

Fig 7: Photo left: 2 bar drainage line mark beyond which multiple felled trees protruded well into 
drainage line.  Photo right: felled trunk continues beyond photo and (soft) exclusion zone 
to near drainage line centre GPS 56J  0459350; UTM 6500528 

 

Compartment 136: Recorded 13/11/2010: Multiple trees pushed into 3 bar exclusion 
areas and all along the northern boundary of the section into 40 metre protection zone of 
ridge/headwater habitat area and 3rd order stream.  This was apparently deliberate and 
cannot be attributed to an unavoidable accident. GPS 56J  0458962; UTM 6500783 

Trees felled into rainforest exclusion zones 

Compartment 136: Recorded13/11/2010: Along northern boundary of what is 
simultaneously Stuttering Frog and rainforest exclusion zone, multiple trees pushed down 
or picked beyond exclusion marker. GPS 56J  0458147; UTM 6499822 
 

 

Citizen at level 
point between 
exclusion zone 

markers 
indicating 

boundaries. 
 

Photos below 
trees and 

debris within 
exclusion zone 

along many 
areas of 
boundary 

length. 
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Fig 8: Trees felled into rainforest and stuttering frog habitat drainage line exclusion zone 

 

Trees and debris within an exclusion zone 
established to protect rainforest and rare and 
threatened Stuttering Frog and Yellow Bellied 
Glider habitat.  Not only is the rainforest and this 
significant drainage line/ridge and headwater 
habitat now to be subjected to drying winds 
(desiccation), but it is also likely to BURN when 

the post log fire ignites the debris within the 
exclusion zone.  It is directly threatened by dried 
out eucalypt trunks branches and leaves.  These 
would not have existed pre-logging and pre-
breach in this inflammable state.   
 
With a hot fire the endangered ecological 

system and individual threatened speciesô habitat 
will be destroyed.  Without a fire hundreds of 

Camphor Laurel seedlings now germinating 
along this boundary can invade the rainforest 
within the drainage line to eventually dominate 
and render it a virtual monoculture incapable of 
sustaining biological diversity. 
 
Recent new studies from the CSIRO have 
confirmed previous suspicions in relation to 
C.camphora, i.e. that it not only damages aquatic 
and other life forms but also water quality. As 
FNSW were warned of this situation repeatedly 
prior to and during the preparation of the harvest 
plan and failed to respond adequately to this risk, 
they can be accused of gross environmental 
negligence.  The drainage lines of the forested 
hinterland are the primary source of water for the 
catchment. Through their operations FNSW are 
endangering the entire Camden Haven River 
system.  
 
Had adjacent canopy been retained and this 
eucalypt logging debris not been pushed into 
exclusion zone, the dangerous scenario 
presented in photo right would not have been 
possible. 
 

Fig 9: Trees felled into rainforest and stuttering frog habitat drainage line exclusion zone 
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Fig 10: Trees felled into rainforest and stuttering frog habitat drainage line exclusion zone 

Trees felled within rainforest exclusion zones 

Compartment 136: Recorded 16/2/2011: In the Stuttering Frog and rainforest exclusion 
zone two trees are felled. These are independent of multiple mixed species felled and left 
protruding into rainforest (and drainage line) exclusion zone. Stump 1: GPS 56J  
0458271; UTM 6499736 
 Stump 2: GPS 56J  0458271; UTM 6499739 
 
The two stumps are visible in the fore and mid-ground of the photo (left below), in which 
citizen indicates exclusion zone boundary, this being west of the eastern marker more 
clearly visible in photo (centre below).  

 

Fig 11:  Citizen walks in exclusion zone within which trees have been felled. Cut stumps of trees 
illegally felled within exclusion are visible to the left of the figure in fore and mid-ground, 
(right) which is at GPS 56J  0458271; UTM 6499739    

 


