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Introduction 

 

EDO NSW is a community legal centre specialising in public interest environmental law. 

We welcome the opportunity to provide comment on the Draft Protection of the Environment 

Operations (General) Amendment (Native Forest Bio-material) Regulation 2013 

(Draft Regulation). 

 

We note the proposed regulation is designed to permit burning of three categories of native 

forest bio-material for electricity generation. In brief, this includes bio-material from:  

 trees cleared under approved property vegetation plans (PVPs);  

 clearing and thinning under private native forestry PVPs; and  

 clearing and thinning under Integrated Forestry Operations Approvals (IFOAs) on 

public land. 

 

EDO NSW (2013) has previously recommended the continued exclusion of native forest bio-

material from the list of energy sources available for electricity generation. In response to the 

Government’s Draft Renewable Energy Action Plan, EDO NSW (2012) also noted: 

NSW needs to establish a more supportive policy and regulatory environment for renewable 

energy. Importantly, this environment must be consistent with ESD [ecologically sustainable 

development] and its principles. For example, the Act that underpins the federal RET 

[Renewable Energy Target] scheme includes an object: ‘to ensure the renewable energy 

sources are ecologically sustainable.’ … 

In creating an appropriate regulatory environment, EDO NSW reiterates that the burning of 

wood waste should not be considered a renewable energy source. We note that as well as 

requiring that renewable energy sources be ‘ecologically sustainable’, the federal RET 

scheme Act includes wood waste but excludes native logging as a source. 

 

In summary, EDO NSW does not support the Draft Regulation. We submit that native 

forest bio-material should not be made available for burning to generate electricity, or 

considered a ‘renewable energy’ source, for a number of reasons set out below: 

 

1. Definitional issues 

2. Limited information provided on the changes 

3. The ecological impacts of removing biomass 

4. Greenhouse gas emissions and carbon storage 

5. Impacts on air and water quality  

6. Creation of market demand and incentives for burning native forest biomass  

7. Compliance and the changing policy context. 

 

This submission has been prepared with input from the EDO NSW Expert Scientific 

Register, with specific thanks to Dr Renata Bali. 

 

 

Background 

 

The Protection of the Environment Operations (General) Regulation 2009 specifically 

prohibits the burning of ‘native forest bio-material’ to generate electricity. This prohibition has 
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been in force since 2003, consistent with government policy on preserving native forests 

(DECC 2009). 

 

The Government has now prepared a Draft Regulation to permit new categories of native 

vegetation from rural properties and state forests to be burnt to generate electricity (by 

excluding them from the definition of ‘native forest bio-material’).  This would include bio-

material obtained from: 

 trees cleared in accordance with Property Vegetation Plans (PVPs) approved under 

Part 4 of the Native Vegetation Act 2003 (NV Act) AND after an assessment under 

Chapter 7 of the Assessment Methodology described in the Native Vegetation 

Regulation 2005, Part 5; 

 pulp wood logs and heads and off-cuts resulting from clearing carried out under:  

o a private native forestry property vegetation plan (PNF PVP) approved under 

Part 4 of the NVA 2003; or  

o forestry operations carried out in accordance with an Integrated Forestry 

Operations Approval (IFOA) under Part 5B of the Forestry Act 2012; and 

 trees cleared as a result of thinning carried out under: 

o a PNF PVP approved under Part 4 of the NV Act; or  

o an IFOA under Part 5B of the Forestry Act 2012. 

 

 

1. Definitional issues  

 

Definitions in the Draft Regulation that would determine what bio-material can or cannot be 

burned for electricity  are potentially vague and open to subjective interpretation, especially 

in forestry operations (see draft insertions to cl 96, such as ‘pulp wood logs’, ‘saw logs’, 

‘thinning’).   

 

For example, ‘thinning’ is defined as “the selective removal of individual trees, or parts of 

trees, for the purposes of reducing competition between trees, allowing growth of remaining 

trees and improving or maintaining the structure and composition of native vegetation”.  

As there are no specifications or independent assessment tools to guide this process, it is 

assumed that thinning is at the discretion of (or ‘self-assessed’ by) forestry operators. 

Practices could therefore be altered to drive a new market in electricity generation that goes 

beyond authorised and necessary thinning, at the expense of ecological and carbon values. 

This is discussed further at part 4 below. 

 

 

2. Limited information provided on the changes 

 

The EPA (2013) has published a set of Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs) on the Draft 

Regulation changes. Beyond this two-page explanation, background information on policy 

drivers and the potential economic, social and environmental impacts of the Draft Regulation 

are limited. For example, EDO NSW is concerned that the proposed burning of bio-material 

will create incentives for increased land clearing, including illegal clearing that may go 
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undetected. This is a legitimate concern given that land clearing is identified as one of the 

two greatest threats to biodiversity in the EPA’s NSW State of the Environment 2012 report.1   

 

In response to the question, ‘Won’t this proposal mean more clearing?’ the EPA’s FAQs say:  

No. This is a conservative proposal that has been specifically designed to ensure there is no 

increase in the intensity of clearing or logging. The two additional materials proposed for 

exemption are already being generated through legal activities for other approved purposes. 

 

However, the basis of these statements, and any alternatives and options considered, are 

not clear; the Environment Department has noted the difficulty of making such assessments 

in the past (DECC (2009)).2 In addition, the Draft Regulation does not outline any specific 

safeguards or resources to monitor, review or publicly report on outcomes or compliance. 

Finally, these proposals, combined with future changes to PNF Codes and IFOAs (noted in 

the FAQs) may have cumulative effects on land clearing and regulatory compliance levels.3 

 

 

3. The ecological impacts of removing biomass 

 

The FAQs (EPA (2013)) do not explain what currently happens to the vegetation cleared 

under PVPs on private land. We understand it is likely that any cleared timber is used for 

construction (for example, fence posts), burnt as firewood for heating, mulched or windrowed 

and/or burnt in situ.  In the case of private and public forestry operations, only the 

marketable timber is transported from the site.  Generally, we understand that tree crowns 

and off-cuts are windrowed and left on site,4 with some windrowed and burnt in situ. 

 

Increasing logging intensity 

 

The FAQs state that the proposal in the Draft Regulation has been “specifically designed to 

ensure there is no increase in the intensity of clearing or logging” (EPA 2013). However, 

several Australian studies do raise this risk (Ajani (2011); Lindenmayer et al. (2002)).  

Any increase in the logging intensity in private or public native forests is likely to have a 

negative impact on native species of flora and fauna by: 

 decreasing the habitat resources available,  

 reducing habitat complexity by selectively clearing certain species, and/or  

 severing habitat connectivity. 

 

                                                           
1
 See, for example, http://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/soe/soe2012/summary.htm, ‘Biodiversity’:  

The current condition and extent of native vegetation is considered to be fair. Land clearing is 
recognised as the greatest threat to native vegetation but clearing levels have stabilised over the past 
six years and the total extent of woody vegetation appears to have remained stable since 2003. … 

2
 The Regulatory Impact Statement for the existing POEO (General) Regulation 2009 noted, ‘…it is difficult to 

quantify both the amount of native forest biomaterial that is currently being used in the co-firing process for 
electricity generation, and the change that will result from the amendment.’ See DECC (2009), p 65, ‘Burning of 
biomaterial: requirements for electricity generation’.  
3
 See NSW Environment Protection Authority (EPA), ‘Review of private native forestry code of practice’, at 

http://www.epa.nsw.gov.au/vegetation/pnfreview.htm. See also EPA, ‘Coastal IFOAs remake’, at 
http://www.epa.nsw.gov.au/forestagreements/coastIFOAs.htm. Accessed August 2013. 
4
 Woody debris collected into windrows can be used to prevent erosion. 

http://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/soe/soe2012/summary.htm
http://www.epa.nsw.gov.au/vegetation/pnfreview.htm
http://www.epa.nsw.gov.au/forestagreements/coastIFOAs.htm
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Lindenmayer et al. (2002) caution that there is a need to maintain a balance between 

ecological and economic benefits of native forests following the push for the ‘intensification 

of harvesting operations’ that occurred post Regional Forest Agreements.   

 

Lindenmayer et al. (2002) identified stand simplification as a major problem for the 

conservation of biodiversity and maintenance of ecological processes in managed forests 

around the world.  A key problem for biodiversity conservation in wood production forests 

subject to recurrent intensive harvesting is a shortage of old, large diameter logs (Grove et 

al. 2002).  Grove et al. (quoting Huston (1996)) emphasise the importance of coarse woody 

debris (CWD), noting that ‘No other manageable property of the forest environment has a 

greater impact on biodiversity…’5 

 

Grove et al. (2002) point out that Criterion 5 of the draft Australian Forest Standard 2001 is 

intended to maintain the capacity of forests to act as net carbon sinks, and to minimise the 

emission of greenhouse gases resulting from forest activities. It also describes the 

importance of good management of CWD and soil carbon.  However, the authors go on to 

note that fuelwood harvesting affects both of these elements, as the entire carbon content of 

the CWD would be released upon burning.  

 

Ecological value of coarse woody debris (CWD) 

 

There have been several recent reviews of conservation issues surrounding CWD in 

Australian forests (Lindenmayer et al. 2002), Tasmania (Grove et al. 2002) and in Victoria 

(Brown et al. 2009). Grove et al. list the ecological functions of CWD as: 

 Nutrient cycling 

 Carbon storage 

 Soil conditioner 

 Moisture reservoir and refuge from environmental extremes 

 Provision of physical habitat structure 

 Nesting/denning sites 

 Substrates for saproxylic organisms (dependent on decaying wood habitats) and 

epixylic organisms (dependent on substrates).  

 

Lindenmayer et al. (2002) found CWD (such as trees or other large woody plants that fall to 

the ground, large fallen branches and other debris) to be important resources for 

invertebrates, small mammals, birds and reptiles and to provide germination sites for ferns, 

mosses, liverworts and fungi.  Many taxa are reliant on old, large-diameter logs in highly 

decayed states which 40-year commercial rotations do not allow.   

 

Zhou (2007) notes that, as it is decomposing, CWD gradually releases carbon, nitrogen, 

phosphorus and other nutrients, somewhat like a ‘slow-release’ fertiliser. This: 

 enhances upper soil fertility and productivity (see also Harrington et al. 20126); 

                                                           
5
 ‘No other manageable property of the forest environment has a greater impact on biodiversity than CWD.  Even 

[timber] harvesting...probably has a greater effect on total forest biodiversity through the alteration and removal of 
CWD than through its effect as a disturbance that “resets” forest succession.’ 
6
 In Washington state, USA, Harrington et al. (2012) also found that logging debris cooled the soil, slowing the 

breakdown and release of soil carbon into the atmosphere and acted as a mulch to conserve soil water.  Logging 
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 promotes forest restoration and natural regeneration after harvesting; 

 protects the ecosystem from disturbance-related nutrient losses; and 

 maintains biodiversity stability and balance of forest ecosystems. 

 

Removal of CWD 

 

There is agreement amongst forest ecologists that CWD is a very important but very limited 

resource in managed forests.  Although the draft definitions exclude dead trees from being 

legally burnt for electricity, we remain concerned that the proposed amendments to allow the 

harvesting of a range of bio-materials will have a negative impact on forest biodiversity.7 

For example, the Draft Regulation does not give any indication of how the collection of bio-

materials might be accommodated within existing forestry prescriptions and regulations, 

or how the protection of dead trees and other compliance will be ensured.8 

 

The following is an example of negative biodiversity impacts of removal of CWD for burning. 

Grove et al. (2002) examined the potential impacts of harvesting fuelwood from wet eucalypt 

production forests in Tasmania. Whereas silvicultural practices in NSW generally involve 

selective logging (where individual or small groups of trees are felled on a mosaic pattern), 

wet sclerophyll forests in Tasmania are subject to a clearfell, burn and sow (CBS) regime.  

The authors modelled a number of silvicultural treatments, including the combination of CBS 

and fuelwood harvesting in the area surrounding the proposed Southwood wood-burning 

power plant.  In this case, the intention was to replace native forests with plantations.  They 

found that, while the impacts of CBS may be profound due to the short rotation lengths, the 

removal of fuelwood further exacerbated the effects. This led to: 

 an immediate, significant lowering of the volume of CWD, possibly leading to a 

complete absence at times; 

 an immediate reduction in small-scale connectivity amongst CWD; 

 an immediate reduction in representation of some CWD types; and 

 an absence of charred wood and ash-beds. 

 

As a result of these findings, Grove et al. (2002) predicted that, without amelioration, at least 

one threatened species, the Mount Mangana Stag Beetle, would be greatly impacted. 

 

Grove et al. (2002) and Lindenmayer et al. (2002) agree that Australia lags behind the rest of 

the world, particularly the US and Scandinavia, when it comes to prescriptions aimed at 

                                                                                                                                                                                     
debris also modifies the decomposition of dead roots and stumps, further increasing soil carbon and nutrient 
pools; its retention was associated with more soil nitrogen, calcium and magnesium.  Finally, CWD limits the 
establishment and growth of invasive plant species by reducing the area suitable for germination. 
7
 A common argument refuting this is that forest debris is burnt in situ anyway, and so is not available to fauna.  

However, as Grove et al. (2002) point out, approximately 50% of the CWD is burnt during post-logging burning, 
while the rest will continue to rot and release carbon over long periods.  While post-logging burning will tend to 
select for small CWD, biomass harvesting will target the large and critically important CWD. (On the ecological 
benefits of leaving wood ‘waste’ on the forest floor more  generally, see further Grove 2001; Bonham et al. 2002; 
Grove et al. 2002; Manning et al. 2012).  On the other hand, we note that some papers reviewed discuss the 
advantages of harvesting biomass in areas that are fire-prone such as California and Oregon (Stewart et al. 
2011; Harrington et al. 2012). 
8
 The removal of dead wood and dead trees is a key threatening process listed under the Threatened Species 

Conservation Act 1995 (NSW), recognising that this is a factor contributing to the loss of biodiversity.  This 
includes standing dead trees and woody debris on the ground. The Final Determination states that public land 
areas managed for wood production in NSW have specific prescriptions and regulations intended to protect 
standing dead trees and woody debris on the ground (NSW Scientific Committee, 2003).   
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retaining and recruiting logs within harvested areas. Lindenmayer et al. identify a need within 

commercial forests to recruit large-diameter living and dead trees and to maintain logs in 

different size classes and states of decay.  It is also important to maintain spatial and 

temporal continuity between logs. 

 

Manning et al. (2013) demonstrated how important CWD can be in speeding-up habitat 

restoration in disturbed environments.9  They found that the addition of CWD significantly 

increased reptile abundance after 4 years and that the spatial pattern and location of CWD 

also significantly affected reptile abundance.    

 

Furthermore, Rab (1992, in Lindenmayer et al. 2002) predicted that harvesting residual trees 

and ‘waste’ wood is likely to result in greater soil compaction and disturbance than sawlog 

removal alone. Logs are also more likely to be damaged by mechanical activity associated 

with harvesting ‘waste’ wood. 

 

The research we have reviewed suggests that the removal of CWD will exacerbate the 

negative impacts on biodiversity that are already associated with current silvicultural 

practices.  In particular, we submit that these proposed practices will further limit the 

availability of coarse woody debris to maintain and improve environmental outcomes. 

 

 

4. Greenhouse gas emissions and carbon storage 

 

Scientific debate remains about the level of carbon neutrality resulting from biomass burning. 

In our view, any proposal to increase biomass burning should first have considered and 

consulted on relevant scientific literature, particularly where relevant to NSW, to inform 

evidence-based policy development.   

 

Assumptions of carbon neutrality are based on the premise that, although burning wood 

results in greenhouse gas emissions, these get reabsorbed as more trees grow, thereby 

resulting in carbon neutrality. This assumes that the biomass is a ‘carbon-free’ asset and the 

carbon dioxide emitted when it is burnt can be excluded from the carbon footprint (Johnson 

2009). The relationship between emissions released and those offset is not straightforward, 

since trees take a long time to grow, thus resulting in a ‘carbon debt’. In addition, emissions 

calculations often do not take into account ancillary processes to convert biomass into 

energy.  Furthermore, electricity-generating plants are rarely powered by biomass alone but 

are supplemented with gas, coal or other fossil fuels.10 

 

Australian context 

 

In Australia, Ajani (2011) has found that burning wood to generate energy is unlikely to be 

carbon neutral.  She comments in an article for The Conversation: 

                                                           
9
 They experimentally added CWD in 4 different treatments (varying in grazing pressure and vegetation density) 

within temperate woodlands in south-east Australia.   
10

 For example, the FAQs on the Draft Regulation (linked above) note that the NSW Government’s Renewable 
Energy Action Plan includes ‘reviewing the opportunity for using bio-energy for co-firing purposes’. 
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In Australia, we log native forests on roughly 60-year cycles. If we log a 60-year-old stand of 

native forest for energy production today, the carbon emissions from logging will occur soon 

after. The forest will not regrow enough to return to today’s carbon stock level until 2070. … 

Logging native forests for energy is climate negative for virtually the entire logging cycle. 

Furthermore, the emissions from enacting this scenario today would max out over the next 

ten to 20 years: a critical time in our climate challenge. 

 

Indeed, Australian native forests present particularly good opportunities for storing carbon 

and achieving substantial removals of atmospheric greenhouse gases. For example, Keith, 

Mackey and Lindenmayer (2009) found that Australia’s temperate eucalypt forests are the 

‘champions’ of carbon storage. 

 

Manomet study  

 

One of the most comprehensive studies undertaken to date on this issue was conducted by 

Manomet Center for Conservation Sciences (Walker et al. 2010).  Based on a 

comprehensive lifecycle carbon accounting framework, it attempts to measure the 

atmospheric greenhouse gas implications of burning forest biomass, to estimate 

sustainability of surrounding forests and to describe the ecological impacts of increased 

biomass harvests.  

 

The results showed that, even considering forest regrowth, net emissions from biomass 

were still higher than coal after 40 years and still higher than natural gas after 90 years. 

The authors stressed that these results will vary from location to location.11 

 

In a scientific review conducted for the Clean Air Task Force, Booth (2010) found that the 

Manomet study results were highly conservative and that actual emissions are likely to be 

greater than reported.  Booth (2010) challenges eight of the assumptions made in 

Manomet’s modelling12  

 

The Manomet study also found that the most significant sustainability concerns associated 

with increased biomass harvests are the maintenance of soil productivity and biodiversity.  

Walker et al. (2010) recommended guidelines to ensure enough coarse woody debris (CWD) 

is left on the ground (particularly in nutrient poor sites) and that enough dead standing 

wildlife trees remain to promote biodiversity. 

                                                           
11

 Depending on: 

 the characteristics of the bioenergy combustion technology; 

 the fossil fuel technology it replaces; and  

 the biophysical and forest management characteristics of the forests from which the biomass is 
harvested. 

12
 These assumptions included: 

 Large trees are used for biomass fuel.  This does not reflect actual biomass harvesting which is more 

likely to remove low-diameter, low value material whose regrowth rates will be slower than modelled. 

 Harvested forest stands must not be recut pending carbon sequestration.  This is unlikely to occur. 

 A high percentage of tops and limbs are used as fuel (at least 65%).  Carbon recovery times are 

dependent on the percentage of tops and limbs left on the forest floor to rot and release carbon.  If they 

are harvested and burnt, carbon recovery will take longer.  

 Soil carbon emissions are negligible.  However, a significant amount is lost when soil is disturbed. 

 Wood from land clearing incurs little carbon debt.  No modelling was undertaken to substantiate this 

claim. 
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Although the tops and limbs of a tree carry up to a third of its nutrients, there is little 

consensus regarding what proportion of this material should be left in the forest to provide 

soil nutrients, protect against erosion and to provide wildlife habitat.13 Booth (2010) cautions 

that ensuring that sufficient material is left onsite to maintain soil productivity, would involve 

“foresters willingly forgoing a revenue stream from which they would otherwise profit”. We 

suggest that the significance of soil carbon and productivity is only likely to increase in the 

coming years and decades.  

 

 

5. Impacts on air and water quality  

 

In addition to greenhouse gas emissions, burning wood generates other emissions, many of 

which are detrimental to human health.  Biomass burning resulting from forest fires, 

agricultural and waste burning, logging and land clearing has been recognised as a major 

contributor of particles and gases to the atmosphere.  Wardoyo (2007) identified a list of 

noxious chemicals generated during biomass burning.14 Uncontrolled release of emissions 

from biomass burning therefore has the potential to have significant local health impacts. 

 

Intensification of logging and removal of additional biomass, particularly around riparian 

areas, also has the potential to exacerbate erosion and thereby have negative environmental 

impacts on water quality.  For example, windrowed logging debris, which can be used to 

mitigate erosion impacts, would not be able to serve this function if removed from the site. 

 

 

6. Creation of market demand and incentives for native forest biomass 

for burning 

 

Economist Judith Ajani (2011) presents a strong argument that native forest logging is 

environmentally and economically inferior to the plantation forestry industry.  She notes that 

sawn timber ceased to drive Australia’s native forest logging industry in the 1980s and that 

woodchip exports have not been driving native forest logging since 2008/9: ‘Between 85 and 

90% of Australia’s production of sawn timber and wood panels is now plantation based. 

                                                           
13

 Kelty et al. (2008, in Booth 2010) found that the removal of 9-25 dry tons of biomass per acre (in 
Massachusetts) could lead to soil nutrient depletion that lasted 70 years.   Any guidelines that could be 
practicably implemented would need to take into account details of each site’s nutrient status and both past and 
future harvesting plans. 
14

 Namely: 

 Particulate matter which has been linked to cardio-pulmonary failure, cancer, chronic coronary artery 

disease and asthma and for which there are no known safe levels of exposure (Raaschou-Nielsen et al 

2013 Air pollution and lung cancer incidence in 17 European cohorts: prospective analyses from the 

European Study of Cohorts for Air Pollution Effects (ESCAPE) The Lancet Available at: 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S1470-2045(13)70279-1 found that even an increase of 10 micrograms per 

cubic metre can increase the risk of lung cancer by 22%.) 

 Polynuclear/polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) which are carcinogenic; 

 Carbon monoxide is a major compound produced by wood burning; 

 Aldehydes which are toxic, irritating gases causing respiratory problems; 

 Organic acids; and 

 Semi-volatile and volatile organic compounds. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S1470-2045(13)70279-1
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Native forests represent a small and declining market share.’  Ajani therefore predicts that 

opening up logging to the energy market will increase logging levels.  

 

Biomass burning is undertaken in the US and its effects have been studied intensively in 

Massachusetts (Franklin et al. 2010) and in the western states (Harrington et al. 2012, 

Stewart et al. 2011).   

   

With the relaxation of native forest protections against burning for electricity in NSW, market 

incentives would likely emerge to collect, transport, process and deliver woody biomass to 

electricity-generating facilities.15  The potential economic implications of collecting wood from 

private properties (subject to clearing as per PVPs) and from private and public forestry 

operations in NSW are unknown. No issues paper, environmental report or regulatory impact 

statement is provided alongside the Draft Regulation to discuss these issues and options. 

 

Overseas studies suggest that the demand for biomass will increase over time, thereby 

raising pressure to obtain increasing amounts of woody debris from private and public lands.  

Any vagueness in definitions in the proposed amendments may therefore become very 

important.  For example, whereas decisions to fell a saw log tree under the current logging 

intensity may be based on tight effort and cost restraints (i.e. only a good quality saw log 

warrants the effort of removal), similar decisions could be relaxed in future if felled trees 

could be used for other monetary gain (e.g. pulp wood, off-cuts). Relevant questions include:  

How will the definitions of pulp wood logs and thinning be interpreted if additional ‘waste’ 

wood can be converted into an income stream?  How will logging prescriptions determining 

coupe size, habitat retention and/or erosion control be interpreted and regulated under more 

intensive harvesting regimes? 

 

 

7. Compliance and the changing policy context 

 

Finally, EDO NSW is concerned that the changes in the Draft Regulation raise significant 

questions of compliance, monitoring and enforcement; and we note that policy outcomes 

remain uncertain in advance of the review of the PNF Code, and the remake of four 

Integrated Forestry Operations Approvals (EPA (2013a, b)). For these and other reasons 

noted in this submission, we do not support the introduction of this Draft Regulation. 

 

The FAQs on the Draft Regulation state: ‘The EPA and the Office of Environment and 

Heritage (OEH) regulate forestry operations and native vegetation clearing, respectively’ 

while ‘Local government is the Appropriate Regulatory Authority (ARA) for small electricity 

generators.’  However, compliance issues may be more complicated than the FAQs suggest. 

The practical implications of ensuring compliance over very large and often remote areas of 

state forestry operations are already problematic. Furthermore, additional resources to 

monitor and ensure compliance with the Draft Regulation appear unlikely. For example, the 

review of the PNF Code is designed to ‘reduce red tape’; and ‘the objectives of the IFOA 

                                                           
15

 It is not clear how much power plant operators would be willing to pay per ton of biomass. In Massachusetts, 
Franklin et al. (2010) reported that small operators paid $1-$2 dollars per green tonne of biomass while larger 
utilities might be prepared to pay up to $20/tonne. The authors also reported that it was uneconomical to collect 
tree crowns and branches unless associated with whole-tree harvesting. 
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remake are to reduce the costs associated with implementation and compliance...’ (EPA 

(2013a, b)). 

 

Private Native Forestry is forestry undertaken on private land and conducted in accordance 

with the PNF Code.  The PNF Code is presently under review and a summary of the 

submissions received has been prepared by the EPA (2013c).  Concerns raised about the 

potential environmental impacts associated with PNF include the following: 

 current EPA compliance and monitoring levels are inadequate; 

 the Code does not require pre-logging surveys; 

 the Code should support further protection for threatened species; 

 a need for greater regulatory controls on PNF, including prohibiting firewood and 

woodchip production; 

 a focus on accelerated assessments results in reduced environmental protection; 

 the Code is not maintaining or improving environmental outcomes; and 

 the Code should increase protections for habitat trees.  

 

Although PNF operations are subject to the preparation of a PNF PVP that should ‘maintain 

or improve environmental outcomes’, the preparation of these documents is not subject to 

the same rigorous assessment and mapping procedures as applied to other PVPs.  

PNF PVPs are also approved via a ‘streamlined’ process that does not involve pre-logging 

surveys or assessment, as per Chapter 7 of the Assessment Methodology referred to in the 

Native Vegetation Regulation 2005 (i.e. using the Biometric and INS tools).  Private native 

forestry operations are also not subject to the same scrutiny as public forestry operations, as 

they are generally smaller and are located on private land. 

 

With the PNF Code still under review, and in the absence of any requirement for surveys or 

expert assessment, there are likely to be significant compliance issues arising for PNFs 

permitted to harvest bio-material.  Under the draft Code, forestry operators and loggers are 

themselves responsible for determining the presence of threatened species and their 

habitats, with little or no public or professional scrutiny.  The existing shortcomings with the 

process would be exacerbated by the income stream generated from harvesting biomaterial.  

 

Native vegetation cleared on private land in accordance with a PVP is subject to 

environmental assessment using the Biometric tool16 and/or the INS tool.17 Under the 

existing NV Act and assessment tools, the community has been relatively confident that the 

aim of PVPs is to maintain or improve environmental outcomes. However, the NV Act and 

the Threatened Species Conservation Act 1995 are now undergoing a major overhaul. In our 

view, the possible introduction of self-assessment codes for PVPs would seriously 

undermine existing controls on land clearing. Together with revised PNF PVPs, this may 

lead to significant reductions of biodiversity on private land.   

                                                           
16

 The Biometric tool assesses biodiversity losses and gains associated with clearing native vegetation on private 
land and includes a process for assessing thinning. The tool was designed to maintain or improve environmental 
outcomes and takes CWD into account as an indicator of biodiversity. 
17

 The INS tool sets out treatments to clear INS to restore woodlands and native grasslands prior to preparation 
of a PVP.  Invasive native scrub are plant species that invade communities where it has not been known to occur 
previously or a species that regenerates densely following natural or artificial disturbance (EPA (2006)). However, 
INS species are not invasive in all contexts, and they may provide important habitat for native fauna species, 
including threatened species.  It is therefore very important that these are assessed by an expert prior clearing. 



11 
 

REFERENCES 

 

Ajani J. (2012). ‘Oakeshott’s call for wood-powered electricity means more logging’, The Conversation 

(http://theconversation.com/au), 15 February 2011. 

 

Ajani J. (2011). ‘Is using native forests for energy really carbon-neutral?’ The Conversation 

(http://theconversation.com/au), 22 December 2011. 

 

Bonham K.J., Mesibov R. & Bashford R. (2002). ‘Diversity and abundance of some ground-dwelling 

invertebrates in plantation vs. native forests in Tasmania, Australia.’ For. Ecol. Man. 158: 237-47. 

 

Booth M.S. (2010). ‘Review of the Manomet Biomass Sustainability and Carbon Policy Study’, Report 

prepared for the Clean Air Task Force, July 2010. 

 

Brown G., Tolsma A. & McNabb E. (2009). ‘Ecological impacts of firewood collection – a literature 

review to inform firewood management on public land in Victoria’, Report prepared by Arthur Rylah 

Institute for Environmental Research, Dept. Of Sustainability and Environment. April 2009. 

 

EDO NSW (2013), ‘Submission on the NSW Energy from Waste Draft Policy Statement for Public 

Consultation’, May 2013, at: 

http://www.edo.org.au/edonsw/site/pdf/subs/130506DraftEnergyfromWastePolicy.pdf.  

 

EDO NSW (2012), ‘Submission on the Draft NSW Renewable Energy Action Plan’, October 2012 at 

www.edo.org.au/edonsw/site/pdf/subs/121026draft_renewable_energy_action_plan.pdf.  

 

Grove S. J. (2001). ‘Developing appropriate mechanisms for sustaining mature timber habitat in 

managed natural forest stands’, International Forestry Review 3(4): 272-84. 

 

Grove S., Meggs J. & Goodwin A. (2002). ‘A Review of Biodiversity Conservation Issues Relating to 

Coarse Woody Debris Management in the Wet Eucalypt Production Forests of Tasmania’. Technical 

Report 35/2002. 

 

Harrington T.B., Peter D.H., Slesak R.A. & Schoenholtz S.H. (2012). ‘Logging debris Matters: Better 

Soil, Fewer Invasive Plants’. Science Findings (145): August 2012. 

 

Huston M.A. (1996). ‘Models and management implications of coarse woody debris impacts on 

biodiversity’. Pp. 139-143 in J.W. McMinn and D.A. Crossley (Eds). Workshop on Coarse Woody 

Debris in Southern Forests: Effects on Biodiversity. USDA Forest Service, Athens, Georgia USA. 

 

Johnson E. (2009). ‘Goodbye to Carbon Neutral: Getting Biomass Footprints Right’, Environ. Impact 

Assess. Rev. 29(2009): 165-168. 

 

Keith H. Mackey B.G. and Lindenmayer D. (2009). ‘Re-evaluation of forest biomass carbon stocks 

and lessons from the world’s most carbon dense forest’. PNAS (106): 28 

 

Lindenmayer D.B., Claridge A.W., Gilmore A.M., Michael D. & Lindenmayer D.B. (2002). ‘The 

ecological roles of logs in Australian forests and the potential impacts of harvesting intensification on 

log-using biota’, Pac. Conserv. Biol. (8): 121-40. 

 

Manning A.C., Cunningham R.B. & Lindenmayer D.B. (2013). ‘Bringing forward the benefits of coarse 

woody debris in ecosystem recovery under different levels of grazing and vegetation density’, Biol. 

Conserv. 157 (2013): 204-14. 

http://theconversation.com/au
http://theconversation.com/au
http://www.edo.org.au/edonsw/site/pdf/subs/130506DraftEnergyfromWastePolicy.pdf
http://www.edo.org.au/edonsw/site/pdf/subs/121026draft_renewable_energy_action_plan.pdf


12 
 

 

NSW Department of Environment and Climate Change (2009). Final Regulatory Impact Statement – 
Protection of the Environment Operations (General) Regulation 2009, June 2009. 

 

NSW Environment Protection Authority (2006). ‘Managing invasive native scrub – Info Sheet 9’, at 

www.nativegetation.nsw.gov.au 

 

NSW Environment Protection Authority (2012), State of the Environment 2012, at 

http://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/soe/soe2012/summary.htm. 

 

NSW Environment Protection Authority (2013), ‘Native forest bio-materials amendment Q&As’, July 

2013, at http://www.epa.nsw.gov.au/licensing/natforestbiofuelqa.htm. 

 

NSW Environment Protection Authority (2013a), EPA website, ‘Review of private native forestry code 

of practice’, at http://www.epa.nsw.gov.au/vegetation/pnfreview.htm. 

 

NSW Environment Protection Authority (2013b), EPA website, ‘Coastal IFOAs remake’, at 

http://www.epa.nsw.gov.au/forestagreements/coastIFOAs.htm. Accessed August 2013. 

 

NSW Environment Protection Authority (2013c), Review of the Native Vegetation Regulation 2005 

and Private Native Forestry Code of Practice – Summary of submissions on private native forestry, 

2013, at http://www.epa.nsw.gov.au/resources/pnf/130377NVRevSubm.pdf. 

 

NSW Scientific Committee (2003). ‘Removal of dead wood and dead trees – Final Determination’, at 

www.environment.nsw.gov.au. 

 

Pulp and Paper Industry Strategy Group (2010). Final Report, March 2010. 

 

Rab M.A. (1992). ‘Impacts of timber harvesting on soil disturbance and compaction with reference to 

residual log harvesting in East Gippsland, Victoria – a review’, VSP Technical Report No. 13. 

Department of Conservation and Management, Melbourne. 

 

Stewart W., Powers R.F., McGown K., Chiono L. & Chuang T. (2011). ‘Potential Positive and 

Negative Environmental Impacts of Increased Woody Biomass Use in California.’  

 

Walker T., Cardellichio P., Colnes A, Gunn J., Kittler B., Perschel B., Recchia C. & Saah D. (2010). 

‘Biomass Sustainability and Carbon Policy Study’, Executive Summary. Report prepared by the 

Manomet Center for Conservation Sciences, June 2010. 

 

Wardoyo A.Y. (2007). ‘Biomass burning: particle emissions, characteristics, and airborne 

measurements’, PhD thesis submitted to Queensland University of Technology. 

 

Zhou L., Dai L., Gu H. & Zhong L. (2007). ‘Review on the decomposition and influence factors of 

coarse woody debris in forest ecosystem’, J. Forestry Res. 18(1):48-54 

 

 

http://www.nativegetation.nsw.gov.au/
http://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/soe/soe2012/summary.htm
http://www.epa.nsw.gov.au/licensing/natforestbiofuelqa.htm
http://www.epa.nsw.gov.au/vegetation/pnfreview.htm
http://www.epa.nsw.gov.au/forestagreements/coastIFOAs.htm
http://www.epa.nsw.gov.au/resources/pnf/130377NVRevSubm.pdf
http://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/

