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The North East Forest Alliance Inc strongly objects to DA183/1993.2 for the Redbank 

power station modification. 

The approval by the L&E Court for the modified development states (10217 of 1994): 

Development consent is granted to the construction and operation of a power plant … and 

to the  construction and operation of ancillary tailing collection, preparation and 

transportation facilities on adjacent land …. As specified in development application No. 

183/93 as modified … 

16 At least the majority of the fuel burnt at the power plant in any one year after 

commercial operation, on a dry tonne basis, is to be derived from coal washery tailings 

obtained either directly from the Warkworth mine washery or indirectly from tailings 

storage dams on the Warkworth mine leases.  

The applicant is seeking to modify the original court consent using Section 4.56 of the EPA Act 1979 

by claiming that the development is “substantially the same development as the development for 

which the consent was originally granted”. The SEE’s Table 1 basically claims that the only change is 

from coal to biomass, though their simplistic assessment fails to consider the multitude of changes: 

• Change the fuel source from coal to biomass – while pretending it may still include coal.  

• Increase in the volumes delivered to the site from 700,000t of coal tailings annually to 

somewhere around 1,000,000t of biomass annually  

• Change in delivery of fuel to site from primarily a conveyor system to trucks, with fuel being 

sourced from up to 400km away, with unconsidered impacts on local roads, bridges and 

rural villages.  

• Significantly increase the environmental impacts of the development by obtaining biomass 

from the logging and clearing of native forests, incentivising more intensive and extensive 

logging with a myriad of unconsidered impacts on soils, streams, ecosystems, flora, and 

fauna 

• Increase the emission of CO2 into the atmosphere on site by over 50%, with total CO2 

emissions associated with the development likely to be over 3 million tonnes per annum. 

• The release of significant pollutants into the environment that will affect human and 

environmental health in a very different way to coal pollutants. 

• The need to dispose of ash residues 

North East Forest Alliance Inc. 
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NEFA considers that the pretence that the development will result no emissions of CO2 on site to be 

false and misleading. In reality it is expected that some 700,000 tonnes of carbon will be released on 

site each year to form 2.57 million tonnes of CO2 released into the atmosphere each year at the site. 

When off-site releases are accounted for - emissions from harvesting machinery, soils, forest 

residues (roots, stumps, branches, bark, leaves), pre and post harvesting burns, and transport – the 

total CO2 emissions associated with the development will exceed 3 million tonnes per annum. There 

needs to be some honest carbon accountancy. 

NEFA considers this proposal an existential threat to our future as it will increase the removal of 

trees essential to keep climate heating below the Paris target of 2oC, and limit the growing threats of 

droughts, heatwaves and catastrophic fires.  Urgent action needs to be taken to stop the clearing 

and logging of native forests (proforestation) so as to restore their carbon carrying capacity. This 

proposal will increase tree loss and atmospheric carbon. With the collapse of forests already 

commenced, as evidenced by the 2019-2020 wildfires, it will worsen an already deteriorating crisis. 

NEFA considers that a new Development Application, including an Environmental Impact Statement, 

is required for what is a very different activity. This should include: 

1. An honest carbon balace that truthfully identifies the CO2 likely to be generated by the 

activity, both on and off site. 

2. An assessment of all pollutants generated by the burning of wood, including contaminants, 

both within and outside the stack as well as in the residue ash. This needs to include a full 

assessment of their affect on human health and identification of the neighbours and 

communities likely to be most affected.  

3. The identification of sources for biomass, there are considerable questions about the 

availability of the 1-1.2 million tonnes of wood biomass to feed into the boilers. Will this 

proposal result in a massive increase in landclearing? Will they, like many similar plants 

overseas, be forced to burn more polluting materials (ie tyres, waste) in order to keep the 

boilers going? The proponent needs to clearly identify the proposed sources.  

4. There needs to be an assessment of the environmental impacts of harvesting the material, 

including:  

a. a nutrient budget analysis to identify, and mitigate, the loss of nutrients through 

both the harvesting of trees for biomass and increased removal of woody material, 

as well as the loss of soil nutrients and the loss of nutrients through pre/post-logging 

burns. 

b. An assessment of the effect of increased logging intensity and extent due to biomass 

removal will have on soils, streams, ecosystems, flora and fauna. 

c. Consideration of the extremely poor performance of current land clearing and 

logging regulations for private lands, and the increased impacts that will eventuate 

from the current reductions of those limited protections underway. 

5. If the material is all obtained from forests and/or landclearing it would result in the removal 

of some 1.4 million tonnes of green wood from forests/plantations, and the proposal 

involves the transport of some 1 million tonnes into the plant each year, and the removal of 

some unspecified volume of ash. A full assessment of truck movements and routes, from the 

forests to the plant and to the ash disposal site, is required. This needs to include impacts on 

local road networks, bridges and towns. 
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1. Fuel: 
The SEE states: 

 

 

 

 

The SEE proposes altering Condition 16 by the inclusion of the use of up to 100% biomass, while still 

pretending to use coal tailings: 
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This claim that it still intends to use coal tailings seems to be a pretence. Elsewhere the SEE 

maintains the intent is to shift to 100% biomass with “Net Zero carbon dioxide emissions”, for 

example on p21 stating “operating on 100% biomass”. The Wilinson Murray air quality report 

clarifies the intent: 

 

The SEE identifies that the proposal is to still generate up to 151 Megawatts (MW) of electricity, 

increasing input from 700,000t of coal tailings annually to 850,000t of biomass annually. 

The SEE (p 26) notes that “Approximately 112 tonnes of biomass would be burned per hour, 

assuming a nominal fuel moisture content of 25%” and that: 

 

This represents 981,120 tonnes of biomass per annum, even assuming the 850,000t refers to dry 

weight, the figures don’t match. Basically it can be assumed, with 25% moisture content, that the 

proposal is to burn over a million tonnes per annum.  

Freshly cut trees have a moisture content of 39% (DPI 2017), so 850,000t of dry biomass would 

require the felling of 1.4 million tonnes per annum of live green trees. 

DPI’s (2017) North Coast Residues report identifies that the total volume of biomass available from 

public and private forests on the north coast, “The total estimated volumes for the North Coast are 

close to one million tonnes”, with around half from public lands.  

It appears that the biomass to fuel Redbank is not going to come from public forests, as in response 

to questions in estimates, the Forestry Corporation made it clear that they have no intent to provide 

biomass to Redbank: 

Mr DAVID SHOEBRIDGE: Is there any intention or is there any planning to provide biomass 

from the native forests?  

Mr CHAUDHARY: No. 

Mr DAVID SHOEBRIDGE: Regarding the proposed Redbank energy park in Singleton in the 

Hunter Valley, which is proposed to burn one million tonnes of native hardwood annually, do 

I understand that there is no current contract and no intention to have any of that come from 

public native forests?  

https://www.parliament.nsw.gov.au/lcdocs/transcripts/2520/Transcript%20-%20UNCORRECTED%20-%20PC%204%20-%20Deputy%20Premier,%20Regional%20NSW%20Industry%20and%20Trade%20(Barilaro).pdf
Susie Russell
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Mr CHAUDHARY: Yes. It will not be from public native forest.  

In estimates the EPA also indicated that they will only consider approving sawmill wastes (see 

Section 5). It needs to be recognised that much of this is already committed to other uses: 

residues generated from “dry mill” processing are largely already committed, and to some 

extent a significant proportion of green residues as well. However many of the current uses 

for the green mill residues are for low-value applications. 

Sawmill residues (green) were estimated to range between 46,000 tonnes for around 

Bulahdelah to 118,000 tonnes/year for facilities around Kempsey (100 km radius). Green 

offcuts represented approximately 68% of the total volume of green residues produced. 

Current markets for some of the green residues vary depending on location; the power/heat 

market is stronger further up North, whereas landscaping markets are strong for processors 

within 150km of Bulahdelah, especially those closer to Sydney. 

So there are considerable questions about the availability of the one million tonnes of wood biomass 

to feed into the boilers. Will this proposal result in a massive increase in landclearing? Will they, like 

many similar plants overseas, be forced to burn more polluting materials (ie tyres, waste) in order to 

keep the boilers going? The proponent needs to clearly identify the sources.  

2. Emissions: 
NEFA considers that the pretence that the development will result no emissions of CO2 on site to be 

false and misleading. In reality it is expected that some 700,000 tonnes of carbon will be released on 

site each year to form 2.57 million tonnes of CO2 released into the atmosphere each year at the site. 

When off-site releases are accounted for - emissions from harvesting machinery, soils, forest 

residues (roots, stumps, branches, bark, leaves), pre and post harvesting burns, and transport – the 

total CO2 emissions associated with the development will exceed 3 million tonnes per annum. There 

needs to be some honest carbon accountancy. 

The proposal will result in the release of significant pollutants into the environment that will affect 

human and environmental health in a very different way to coal pollutants, and thus requires a 

comprehensive assessment.  The consideration of other pollutants is superficial and limited to 

pollutants within the stack, without considering compounds formed by the released pollutants in the 

air or pollutants within the ash residue. 

2.1. Carbon Dioxide 

The SEE (p11) states “This provides the opportunity for the proponents to generate electricity with 

Net Zero CO2 emissions”, and on p21:  

 

The SEE (p28) summarises the Wilkinson Murray Air Quality Impact Assessment as finding” 

Susie Russell

Susie Russell

Susie Russell

Susie Russell

Susie Russell

Susie Russell

Susie Russell



NEFA Submission to DA183/1993.2 

6 
 

 

The Wilkinson Murray report claims to have only assessed “Scope 1 – Direct (or point-source) 

emissions – emissions from sources owned or operated by the facility”, deciding to ignore emissions 

associated with the extraction or transport of biomass or other goods, or workers transport. 

 

These fanciful figures are then used to claim: 

 

 

While the SEE attempts to identify potential site emissions from a variety of pollutants, despite 

claiming to only asses “emissions from sources owned or operated by the facility” it makes no 

attempt to identify the site emissions of CO2, rather pretending they don’t exist. This is therefore 

erroneous and misleading, as the pretence that emissions will be balanced by forest regrowth is an 

offsite (and incorrect) assumption. The assessment also fails to consider the CO2 emissions 

associated with harvesting machinery, soil losses, forest residues, transport and the like.    
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Contrary to the SEE’s claims, the substitution of biomass for coal will dramatically increase the 

release of CO2 and a variety of other pollutants.  

A recent review by Chatham House concluded that since "woody biomass is less energy dense than 
fossil fuels, and contains higher quantities of moisture and less hydrogen, at the point of combustion 
burning wood for energy usually emits more greenhouse gases per unit of energy produced than 
fossil fuels. Overall, while some instances of biomass energy use may result in lower lifecycle 
emissions than fossil fuels, in most circumstances, comparing technologies of similar ages, the use of 
woody biomass for energy will release higher levels of emissions than coal and considerably higher 
levels than gas". 
 

As noted by the National Toxics Network (Bremmer 2016): 

  

As identified previously, it is assumed that the 850,000 tones of biomass proposed to be burnt 

represents the dry weight. Given that 40% of the original green wood is water, this means the 

volume of green wood removed from the forest is in the order of 1.4 million tonnes per annum. 

Generally half this volume will be carbon, representing 700,000 tonnes per annum of carbon being 

burnt on site, when combined with oxygen to form CO2 this represents the release of 2.57 million 

tonnes of CO2 into the atmosphere each year at the site. This is without accounting for emissions 

from harvesting machinery, soils, forest residues (roots, stumps, branches, bark, leaves), pre and 

post harvesting burns, and transport. In total CO2 emissions associated with the development will 

exceed 3 million tonnes per annum. 

As noted by the National Toxics Network (Bremmer 2016): 

https://www.chathamhouse.org/sites/files/chathamhouse/publications/research/2017-02-23-impacts-demand-woody-biomass-climate-forests-brack-final.pdf
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It needs to be recognised that while harvesting for biomass will increase tree removal, a significant 

proportion of those additional trees (roots, stumps, offcuts, branches, leaves) will be left in the 

forest to rot or burn, and thus generate additional CO2 emissions. DPI’s (2017) North Coast Residues 

report identifies: 

For native forests, residue estimations were conservative, as we only considered logs that 

met the specifications for pulpwood as available for extraction (typically 10 cm small end 

diameter overbark, and a minimum of 2.5 m in length – no species restrictions – and the 

crown was typically left in the forest). This was partly due to the fact that the local industry 

already has experience harvesting and transporting pulpwood from the forest. Extracting 

pulpwood only, means that a significant proportion of the residues generated (stump, bark, 

leaves, small branches, large and defective stem sections) are left in the forest, 

The values assume that a substantial proportion of the biomass (typically at least 20% of the 

total biomass) is left in the forest after harvest. 

2.2. The importance of retaining forests to reduce atmospheric 

CO2. 

On the 26 February 2020 a number of Australia's leading scientists wrote an open letter to Australian 

parliaments calling for the immediate nationwide cessation of all native forest logging in response to 

the climate, fire, drought and biodiversity loss crises currently facing Australia 

An open letter to the Parliament of Australia, 

Sadness at the losses from the fires sears our souls. Worse might lie in wait. We write to ask 

you to respond to the climate, fire, drought and biodiversity loss crises with an immediate 

nationwide cessation of all native forest logging.  

We need our forestry workers to be immediately redeployed to fire services support and 

national park management to help protect the forests and us from fire.  

https://www.tai.org.au/content/bushfire-response-international-experts-open-letter-call-native-logging-ban
Susie Russell
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Large, old-growth trees are important for carbon capture and storage and they keep on 

capturing carbon for their entire life. Logging increases fire hazard in the short term. Many 

native species rely on unlogged forests.  

Our timber needs can be met from existing plantations, with no need to log native forests. 

Native forest logging is heavily subsidised by our taxes, which can be better spent on fire 

mitigation.  

This is above politics –please show the leadership Australia desperately needs. 

Climate heating, native vegetation and bushfires are intimately linked in that they all affect each 

other through the carbon and water cycles and other interactions. As the climate heats and rainfall 

becomes more erratic extreme fire weather is becoming more frequent and intense. Droughts and 

heatwaves dry foliage and kill plants, while desiccating potential fuels, increasing the flammability of 

vegetation. Burning forests promotes more flammable vegetation while releasing stored carbon to 

accelerate climate heating.  

Compounding these interactions are land clearing and logging. Clearing forests releases carbon, 

increases regional temperatures and reduces rainfalls, thereby increasing fire risk, which is worsened 

by fragmentation and edge effects. Logging forests releases carbon, dries and heats the 

microclimate, changes fuel arrays and increases the loss of water through transpiration to make 

forests more vulnerable to burning. 

The climate is heating at an accelerating rate, and along with it the threat of catastrophic wildfires. 

While we urgently need to reduce our emissions to limit global heating, we can only keep global 

temperature rises to below 2oC if we increase removal of carbon from the atmosphere using natural 

climate solutions. The only realistic means of rapidly achieving carbon sequestration of the 

magnitude required is to protect native forests to allow them to realise their carbon carrying 

capacity. 

Globally, terrestrial ecosystems currently remove an amount of atmospheric carbon equal to one-

third of what humans emit from burning fossil fuels, which is about 9.4 GtC/y (109 metric tonnes 

carbon per year). (Moomaw et. al. 2019). Forests cover about 30% of the Earth’s terrestrial surface 

and store around 90% of terrestrial vegetation carbon (Besnard et. al. 2018). 

Loss of carbon from deforestation and degradation has contributed 35% of the accumulated 

anthropogenic carbon dioxide concentration in the atmosphere, and annually is around 10% of 

global anthropogenic emissions (Keith et. al. 2015). In Australia, an estimated 44% of the carbon 

stock in temperate forests has been released due to deforestation (Wardell-Johnson et. al. 2011), 

with stocks further reduced by around 50% in logged forests (Mackey et. al. 2008, Moomaw et. al. 

2019). 

The 2016 ratified Paris Climate Agreement declared a commitment to hold “the increase in the 

global average temperature to well below 2 °C above preindustrial levels” with a goal of limiting 

warming to 1.5oC.  The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC 2018), identifies that to 

achieve this the world needs to slow global emissions immediately and reach net zero carbon 

dioxide (CO2) emissions by around 2050. Even then we need to remove copious quantities of carbon 

from the atmosphere. The IPCC (2018) identify: 

All pathways that limit global warming to 1.5°C with limited or no overshoot project the use 

of carbon dioxide removal (CDR) on the order of 100–1000 GtCO2 over the 21st century. CDR 

Susie Russell
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would be used to compensate for residual emissions and, in most cases, achieve net negative 

emissions to return global warming to 1.5°C following a peak (high confidence). 

... 

Model pathways that limit global warming to 1.5°C with no or limited overshoot project the 

conversion of 0.5–8 million km2 of pasture and 0–5 million km2 of non-pasture agricultural 

land for food and feed crops into 1–7 million km2 for energy crops and a 1 million km2 

reduction to 10 million km2 increase in forests by 2050 relative to 2010 (medium confidence). 

Land use transitions of similar magnitude can be observed in modelled 2°C pathways 

(medium confidence). 

Goldestein et. al. (2020) warn: 

Given that emissions have not slowed since 2017, as of 2020, this carbon budget will be 

spent in approximately eight years at current emissions rates. Staying within this carbon 

budget will require a rapid phase-out of fossil fuels in all sectors as well as maintenance and 

enhancement of carbon stocks in natural ecosystems, all pursued urgently and in parallel. 

Limiting global warming below the 2°C threshold set by the Paris Climate Agreement is contingent 

upon both reducing emissions and removing greenhouse gases (GHGs) from the atmosphere. There 

has been considerable emphasis on failed mechanical schemes for increasing carbon capture and 

storage when for millions of years trees have effectively performed this function. There is growing 

recognition that we need to utilise natural climate solutions to have any chance of limiting global 

heating to below 2oC. These include protecting remnant vegetation from further degradation, 

encouraging regrowth of natural ecosystems, widespread planting of trees. and restoring soil carbon 

on agricultural lands. 

It has long been recognised that we need natural climate solutions (NCS) to have any chance of 

limiting the worst effects of climate change (Sohngen and Sedjo 2004, Wardell-Johnson et. al. 2011, 

Keith et. al. 2015, Griscom et. al. 2017, Houghton and Nassikas 2018, Fargione et. al. 2018, Moomaw 

et. al. 2019, Goldestein et. al. 2020).  As well as reducing atmospheric carbon, natural climate 

solutions have a multitude of environmental benefits including reducing flammability, enhancing 

rainfalls, reducing temperatures, enhancing streamflows (except for reforestation), protecting and 

enhancing natural habitats, restoring habitat linkages and improving soils.  

Griscom et. al. (2017) calculate that natural climate solutions can provide 37% of cost-effective CO2 

mitigation needed through to 2030 for a >66% chance of holding warming to below 2°C, and 20% of 

cost-effective mitigation between now and 2050, further noting: 

Thereafter, the proportion of total mitigation provided by NCS further declines as the 

proportion of necessary avoided fossil fuel emissions increases and as some NCS pathways 

saturate. Natural climate solutions are thus particularly important in the near term for our 

transition to a carbon neutral economy by the middle of this century. 

Griscom et. al. (2017) consider that "Forest pathways offer over two thirds of cost-effective NCS 

mitigation needed to hold warming to below 2oC and about half of low-cost mitigation opportunities 

pathway".  

Fargione et. al. (2018) quantified the potential of natural climate solutions to increase carbon 

storage and avoid greenhouse gas emissions in the United States, finding "a maximum potential of 

1.2 (0.9 to 1.6) Pg CO2e year−1, the equivalent of 21% of current net annual emissions of the United 

States", and concluding "The conservation, restoration, and improved management of lands in the 

United States represent a necessary and urgent component of efforts to stabilize the climate". Their 

Susie Russell
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solutions include reforestation of marginal farmland, extending logging cycles, increasing soil carbon, 

and avoiding emissions. They found that reforestation has the single largest maximum mitigation 

potential, followed by extending logging cycles on private lands, stopping forest and grassland 

clearing, improving farming practices and soil carbon, and restoring wetlands.  

 
Fig. 1. from Griscom et. al. (2017): Climate mitigation potential of 20 natural pathways. We estimate 
maximum climate mitigation potential with safeguards for reference year 2030. Light gray portions of bars 
represent cost-effective mitigation levels assuming a global ambition to hold warming to <2 °C (<100 USD 
MgCO2e−1 y−1). Dark gray portions of bars indicate low cost (<10 USD MgCO2e−1 y−1) portions of <2 °C levels. 
Wider error bars indicate empirical estimates of 95% confidence intervals, while narrower error bars 
indicate estimates derived from expert elicitation. Ecosystem service benefits linked with each pathway are 
indicated by coloured bars for biodiversity, water (filtration and flood control), soil (enrichment), and air 
(filtration). Asterisks indicate truncated error bars. 

 

The first step has to be to stop deforestation. Goldestein et. al. (2020) observe "From 2000–2012, 

the aggregate of thousands of local decisions drove the loss of 2.3 million km2 of forest cover 

worldwide. Human-driven loss was attributable primarily to agricultural expansion in tropical regions 

and to forestry in boreal and temperate regions". 

While reforestation has the highest potential carbon benefits if undertaken on a large scale, it 

requires an enormous amount of additional land, and will take some decades after establishment 

before the carbon sequestration benefits begin to manifest. As observed by Moomaw et. al. (2019) 

"newly planted forests require many decades to a century before they sequester carbon dioxide 

rapidly". We cannot remove sufficient carbon by growing young trees during the critical next 

decade. 

By contrast there are vast areas of forest in various states of degradation and regrowth that have the 

potential to rapidly increase their carbon sequestration and storage just by stopping cutting them 

down. Moomaw et. al. (2019) consider: 

... growing existing forests intact to their ecological potential – termed proforestation – is a 

more effective, immediate and low-cost approach that could be mobilized across suitable 

forests of all types. Proforestation serves the greatest public good by maximizing co-benefits 
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such as nature-based biological carbon sequestration and unparalleled ecosystem services 

such as biodiversity enhancement, water and air quality, flood and erosion control, public 

health benefits, low impact recreation and scenic beauty. 

Proforestation produces natural forests as maximal carbon sinks of diverse species (while 

supporting and accruing additional benefits of intact forests) and can reduce significantly 

and immediately the amount of forest carbon lost to non-essential management. Because 

existing trees are already growing, storing carbon, and sequestering more carbon more 

rapidly than newly planted and young trees (Harmon et al., 1990; Stephenson et al., 2014; 

Law et al., 2018; Leverett and Moomaw, 2019), proforestation is a near-term approach to 

sequestering additional atmospheric carbon: a significant increase in “negative emissions” is 

urgently needed to meet temperature limitation goals. 

Globally, existing forests only store approximately half of their potential due to past and 

present management (Erb et al, 2018), and many existing forests are capable of immediate 

and even more extensive growth for many decades (Lutz et al, 2018). During the timeframe 

while seedlings planted for afforestation and reforestation are growing (yet will never 

achieve the carbon density of an intact forest), proforestation is a safe, highly effective, 

immediate natural solution that does not rely on uncertain discounted future benefits 

inherent in other options. 

In sum, proforestation provides the most effective solution to dual global crises – climate 

change and biodiversity loss. It is the only practical, rapid, economical and effective means 

for atmospheric carbon dioxide removal among the multiple options that have been 

proposed because it removes more atmospheric carbon dioxide in the immediate future and 

continues to sequester it into the long-term future. Proforestation will increase biodiversity of 

species that are dependent on older and larger trees and intact forests and provide 

numerous additional and important ecosystem services (Lutz et al., 2018). Proforestation is a 

very low-cost option for increasing carbon sequestration that does not require additional 

land beyond what is already forested and provides new forest related jobs and opportunities 

along with a wide array of quantifiable ecosystem services, including human health. 

Moomaw et. al. (2019) "conclude that protecting and stewarding intact diverse forests and 

practicing proforestation as a purposeful public policy on a large scale is a highly effective strategy 

for mitigating the dual crises in climate and biodiversity and ultimately serving the ‘greatest good’ in 

the United States and the rest of the world". 

Logging is the primary cause of carbon loss from forests, for example for the USA Moomaw et. al. 

(2019) consider "Together, fires, drought, wind and pests account for ~12% of the carbon lost in the 

U.S.; forest conversion accounts for ~3% of carbon loss; and forest harvesting accounts for 85% of the 

carbon lost from forests each year".  

Houghton and Nassikas (2018) assessed the potential to take up the equivalent of 47% of global CO2 

emissions just by stopping clearing and degrading native vegetation, identifying "the current gross 

carbon sink in forests recovering from harvests and abandoned agriculture to be -4.4 PgC/year, 

globally. The sink represents the potential for negative emissions if positive emissions from 

deforestation and wood harvest were eliminated". 
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Houghton and Nassikas (2018) conclude that: 

... negative emissions are possible because ecosystems are below their natural carbon 

densities as a result of past land use. That is, potential negative emissions are directly 

coupled to past positive emissions. There is nothing magical about these negative emissions. 

They simply restore carbon lost previously. The corollaries of this conclusion are (i) that 

negative emissions will diminish as forests recover to their undisturbed state (negative 

emissions will only work for a few decades) and (ii) that much of that recovery will have 

occurred before 2100, according to these simulations. 

Sohngen and Sedjo (2004) cite one of their studies that "showed that forests could account for 

approximately a third of total abatement over the next century". 

Trees are essential elements of the earth's carbon cycle, essential for mopping up excess 

atmospheric carbon and putting it out of harm's way. Trees continue to take up CO2 and store 

exponentially increasing volumes of carbon in their wood and soils as they age. The older trees and 

forests are the more carbon they store making them vital components of the solution to rapidly 

escalating climate heating. 

Because of their extent fires can release significant volumes of carbon, largely as CO2, though this is 

primarily carbon sequestered in dead biomass and a portion of it may end up as char sequestered in 

alluvial deposits or soils if fires are not too frequent. Some trees may be killed, though the dead 

standing trees may slowly release their carbon over decades. 

Logging is by far the biggest threat to terrestrial carbon stores. Cutting down and bulldozing trees 

releases their stored carbon, with at best a small fraction stored in timber products with a life of a 

few decades. Within our logged forests the volumes of carbon stored have been halved and 

continue to decline as retained old trees die out, logging intensifies and return times become more 

frequent. 

A significant part of the solution to the climate crisis is to protect native forests from clearing and 

logging to allow them to regain their carbon carrying capacity. This will provide immediate results 

as growing trees take up and store ever increasing volumes of carbon as they age. We can take 

immediate and meaningful action on climate heating just by stopping logging of public native 

forests and offering incentives to private landholders to protect theirs. 

Native forests play a crucial role in the storage of carbon and the sequestration of carbon dioxide 

from the atmosphere.  Old growth forests are the most significant carbon storehouses, with most 

carbon stored in the oldest and biggest trees (Roxburgh et.al. 2006, Mackey et. al. 2008, Sillett et.al 

2010, Dean et. al. 2012, Stephenson et. al 2014, Keith et. al. 2014b).  Forests also remove carbon 

dioxide from the atmosphere and sequester it in live woody tissues and slowly decomposing organic 

matter in litter and soil. (Zhou et. al. 2006, Luyssaert et. al. 2008) 
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Forests accumulate carbon when their photosynthesis driven gross primary production (GPP), is 

greater than their carbon loss through ecosystem (plant and microbial) respiration (ER), giving them 

a positive net ecosystem production (NEP). These have diurnal variations, with photosynthesis 

dominant during the day and respiration at night. 

With the urgent need to sequester carbon from the atmosphere we should be managing our forests 

as carbon sinks. As Mackey et. al. (2008) conclude; 

The remaining intact natural forests constitute a significant standing stock of carbon that 

should be protected from carbon-emitting land-use activities. There is substantial potential 

for carbon sequestration in forest areas that have been logged commercially, if allowed to 

regrow undisturbed by further intensive human landuse activities 

2.3. Other pollutants: 

The SEE (p26) identifies that the proposed burning of biomass will increase emissions of solid 

particles by 40% to 14 (mg/m3), Nitrogen oxides by 57%  to 243 mg/m3, and elements or 

compounds containing antimony, arsenic, cadmium, lead or mercury by 187% to 0.046 mg/m3, 

though claims these are all “well below EPA limits”.  

These claims require scrutiny, particularly as they are limited to pollutants just within the stack and 

therefore do not consider compounds formed outside the stack or the pollutants in the residue ash, 

as the National Toxics Network (Bremmer 2016) identifies: 
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Dr. Ellen Moyer (http://www.huffingtonpost.com/ellen-moyer-phd/burning-trees-to-make-

ele_b_1601275.html) considers: 

As yet another consequence of their bottom-of-the-barrel efficiency, biomass incinerators 
(even after air pollution control equipment) release copious amounts of a wide array of air 
pollutants besides carbon dioxide, including particulates (soot), carbon monoxide, sulfur 
oxides, nitrogen oxides, heavy metals, volatile organic compounds, radionuclides, and 
dioxins. Biomass plant developers admit in their air permit applications that their projects 
will routinely emit air pollutants. Something they don't admit is that fuel pile fires are a 
common occurrence when fuel is stored uncovered outdoors, as is invariably the case due to 
the mammoth fuel quantities required. Fires often burn for weeks, with no emissions 
controls.  

Because routine biomass plant air emissions increase human morbidity and mortality by 
causing or exacerbating asthma, heart disease, and cancer, numerous medical societies have 
spoken out forcefully against biomass plants. For example, the Massachusetts Medical 
Society, with over 23,000 physicians and medical students, adopted a resolution that states 
that biomass power plants "pose an unacceptable risk to the public's health by increasing air 
pollution."  

The problem of the disposal of residues is not considered, as the National Toxics Network (Bremmer 

2016) identifies: 

http://www.huffingtonpost.com/ellen-moyer-phd/burning-trees-to-make-ele_b_1601275.html
http://www.huffingtonpost.com/ellen-moyer-phd/burning-trees-to-make-ele_b_1601275.html
http://www.maine.gov/dep/waste/legislative/documents/legisreportcddfinal.pdf
http://www.maine.gov/dep/waste/legislative/documents/legisreportcddfinal.pdf
http://www.massmed.org/AM/Template.cfm?Section=Search8&template=/CM/HTMLDisplay.cfm&ContentID=32796
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Dr. Ellen Moyer (http://www.huffingtonpost.com/ellen-moyer-phd/burning-trees-to-make-

ele_b_1601275.html) considers: 

Another dangerous byproduct that comes out the back end of a biomass plant is ash. A typical 50 
megawatt biomass plant produces 1.5 tons of ash per hour. Ash from burning wood (even trees 
directly from the forest) contains dioxins and heavy metals such as arsenic. Another concern is 
radionuclides such as cesium-137 that are released from nuclear testing and accidents and are 
sequestered by trees and thus end up in the ash. Radionuclides and metals are released in air 
emissions or ash - those are the only two possibilities. Regulators turn a blind eye to 
radionuclides, however, and do not require testing for radionuclides. They likewise usually do not 
require testing for dioxin, a "known human carcinogen." Up to 80 percent of wood ash generated 
in northeastern U.S. is landspread on agricultural soils. 

3. Ecology 
The SEE (p15) claims “The impact of the development on the environment in regard to noise, 

ecology, hydrology and stormwater would not change”. The SEE’s Table 2 (p22) “assessment of the 

likely impact of the modification on both the natural and built environments” is limited to the 

impacts on the development site, while ignoring the offsite impacts.  

The SEE fails to identify the sources of the biomass. Given the Forestry Corporation’s unequivocal 

commitment that the biomass “will not be from public native forest” (Section 1), it is therefore 

assumed that the biomass will be sourced from private forests and the limited available waste 

streams. Management of clearing (see Section 3.1.) and logging (see Section 3.2.) of private lands is 

poor and rapidly worsening. 

Logging and clearing operations occur over thousands of hectares of native forests inhabited by a 

variety of threatened species, many of which are threatened by extinction. They involve removal of 

trees and shrubs used by a variety of species for food, nesting and denning, extensive soil 

disturbance resulting in erosion and stream pollution, reductions in carbon sequestration and 

storage, and changes in evapotranspiration affecting microclimates, air moisture, temperature and 

stream flows.  

Eucalypt trees are long lived organisms, taking decades to begin to flower and seed, over a century 

to begin to develop the hollows required by a plethora of native species for denning and nesting, 

and have lifespans measured in centuries. They can grow to massive sizes and are not quickly 

replaced. Logging impacts are long-lasting, so they are compounded by repeat events, and combined 

with clearing have landscape scale impacts. 

Logging and clearing are high impact activities with significant environmental impacts that deserve 

due consideration. Numerous activities with far smaller footprints and impacts require Development 

Applications (DAs) be submitted to Councils, including mapping of tree removal and ecosystems, 

site-specific flora and fauna surveys, and species impact statements. Most importantly they require 

http://www.huffingtonpost.com/ellen-moyer-phd/burning-trees-to-make-ele_b_1601275.html
http://www.huffingtonpost.com/ellen-moyer-phd/burning-trees-to-make-ele_b_1601275.html
http://www.pfpi.net/%E2%80%9Crenewable%E2%80%9D-biomass-power-cuts-forests-pollutes-the-air-drains-rivers-and-worsens-global-warming
http://crofsblogs.typepad.com/h5n1/2012/01/high-levels-of-cesium-found-in-ash-in-wood-stoves-of-homes-in-fukushima.html
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/004896979490491X
http://www.nih.gov/news/pr/jan2001/niehs-19.htm
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/004896979490491X
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public exhibition of proposals and reports, giving neighbors and the broader community a right to 

raise concerns and objections. 

Under the Local Land Services Act, land clearing can be self-assessed and most is unexplained while 

logging only requires a desktop assessment of impacts, and neither require any notification of 

neighbours or give the public a right to object, critique claims or raise issues. Unlike with 

Development Applications, neither clearing or logging require any surveys to assess, identify and 

map the distribution of threatened species and ecosystems as part of an approval process. This 

includes Koalas. Intentional ignorance allows them to kill and maim threatened species with 

impunity.     

With most land-clearing “unexplained” it is obviously up to landowners to self-assess, with no 

environmental assessment requirements. Even when Local Land Services are involved, the Auditor 

General found clearing is “not effectively regulated and managed”, being fraught with problems of 

weak processes, poor assessments, inadequate protection, limited monitoring and poor 

enforcement. With no pre-clearing survey requirements, the identification of “core Koala habitat” as 

category-2 sensitive regulated land appears to be the only constraint requiring Koalas to be 

considered, though, given the small areas mapped and the lax enforcement by LLS, this provides no 

substantial protection for Koala habitat. It is mostly a clearing free-for-all, including for Koala habitat. 

The Property Vegetation Plans seen have been simplistic desk-top assessments that rely on remotely 

mapped attributes (oldgrowth, rainforest, stream orders), with no ground surveys or assessments 

what-so-ever (unless a landowner challenges the oldgrowth or rainforest mapping). There is no on-

ground assessment of biodiversity values.  The EPA do not see it as their responsibility to identify 

localities of threatened species or ecosystems, and even when notified of their presence will not 

require landowners to look for them. Despite logging affecting large areas, the assessments are 

nowhere near the standard required for a Development Application. 

While the PNF Code of Practice has numerous prescriptions for threatened species, there are no 

requirements to look before they log. With most landowners primarily interested in maximizing 

profits and contractors chasing dwindling sawlogs (Jamax Forest Solutions 2017), there is no 

incentive to look for threatened species that will require increased tree retentions, even if they had 

the expertise. As noted by Jamax Forest Solutions (2017) “Whilst many PNF landowners are aware of 

PNF requirements, many still don’t know or don’t want to know”, and the logging contractors 

“generally only undertake a visual assessment of each property to determine if it is viable to 

harvest”. 

The extremely poor level of assessment is clearly illustrated by the treatment of 

Threatened/Endangered Ecological Communities (TECs, EECs). The Auditor General (2019) observed: 

LLS has produced guidelines to assist regional service officers to determine the viability of 

TECs in the long term however they lack specific criteria and training to adequately guide 

such decisions. 

LLS staff in most regions have received some specific training in plant ecology, including the 

identification of plant community types, but limited training in identifying threatened 

ecological communities. Records provided indicate that staff in two of the larger regions 

have received little or no such formal training since the reforms were implemented in 2017. 

In relation to EEC’s, Jamax Forest Solutions (2017) cite the following responses from contractors:  
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• EPA not prepared to make a call and identify boundary in the field, leaving the decision to 

less qualified people (contractor/landowner). If you do get EPA out in the field, they have 3 

different opinions/boundaries  

• moving goalpost, previously an EEC would cut out if other species present, now can have a 

"sprinkle" of other species. Have to identify yourself but EPA won't commit to a decision on 

in/out, won't draw a line in the sand. But they will prosecute you if they think you got in a 

different location that where they would have put it.  

• difficult to identify in the field and left solely with the landowner  

• EEC goalposts keep changing - gone from limited number of species to anything is possible  

• what's mapped isn't EEC in field;  

The bipartisan inquiry Koala populations and habitat in New South Wales found: 

Committee comment  

7.91 Based on the evidence received, the committee believes that the regulatory 

framework for private native forestry does not protect koala habitat on private land. In 

fact, the 'number of quite stringent protections for koalas' that government witnesses 

asserted the PNF Code contains are weakened substantially, or indeed non-existent, when 

practically applied. The committee finds it unacceptable that land identified as core koala 

habitat can be cleared because of departmental delays.  

7.92 The committee concludes that many of the issues with the Private Native Forestry 

Codes of Practice stem from their reliance on protections under SEPP 44. Once again, the 

committee reiterates its disappointment at the systemic failure to approve koala plans of 

management under SEPP 44. Because of this failure, it is clear that protection of 'core 

koala habitat' under the Private Native Forestry Codes of Practice is not occurring as the 

NSW Government claims it is in its submission.  

As illustrated by the 2020 Koala wars the Nationals are progressively implementing their agenda of 

removing all impediments to logging and clearing. They want a free-for-all on private lands and they 

are getting it. 

The prime focus of the Koala wars was stopping core Koala Habitat identified in a Council Koala Plan 

of Management in accordance with a State Environmental Planning Policy (SEPP) from (a) being 

excluded from logging, and (b) requiring consent before it can be cleared. The Liberals had agreed to 

this in December 2019, 9 months previously, on the proviso that the Nationals come up with 

alternative protection for Koalas on private lands. The Nationals had put forward no alternatives, 

preferring to declare war on Koalas.  

Under the National’s brazen misinformation campaign on the SEPP the Liberals quickly surrendered, 

altering the SEPP to make it harder to identify core Koala habitat, while allowing the Nationals to put 

forward their own Local Land Services Amendment Bill – the Koala Kill Bill. While the Bill was 

dropped after being referred to a committee for review on the casting vote of Catherine Cusack, the 

Government is proceeding to implement its intent by other means.   

Decisions will soon be made on the protection provided for Koalas in the final PNF Codes (to replace 

the prohibition on logging core Koala habitat) and how they intend to regulate clearing of Koala 

habitat under the LLS Act. 

While the Koala Wars were meant to be all about the Koala SEPP, the Nationals used the resultant 

capitulation of the Liberal Party to stop “greenie councils” limiting land use activities. The Liberals 
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agreed to remove Council’s rights to regulate logging, with the intent to allow logging across all 

Council environmental zones. They are also seeking to extend this to cover clearing in environmental 

zones. 

The NSW North Coast has around 2.8 million hectares of private native forests (DPI 2018), of which 

Council’s Local Environment Plans prohibit logging of 167,217 ha (6%) and require development 

consent for 602,597 ha (25%). These protections will be over-ridden. 

As an additional bonus, the Liberals intend removing Council’s rights to create environmental zones, 

currently the Planning Minister is assuming their role though there are more draconian plans that 

will effectively stop environmental zones being created throughout NSW if adopted. 

There needs to be a nutrient budget analysis to identify, and mitigate, the loss of nutrients through 

the harvesting of trees for biomass, as well as the loss of soil nutrients and the loss of nutrients 

through pre/post-logging burns. DPI’s (2017) North Coast Residues report identifies: 

Nutrient losses due to harvest varied according to nutrient type and region – for BAU  
harvest, the highest losses were of nitrogen, and the relative proportions ranged from 18.3% 
to 25.5% (Table 5.1). Harvest of biomass for bioenergy lead to similar losses (Table 5.1). For 
phosphorus, which is one of the key growth-limiting nutrients, losses ranged from 7-22% for 
BAU harvest with similar values for additional biomass extraction (Table 5.1). As additional 
biomass removal includes a proportion of large branches, this leads to typically higher losses 
of calcium, K and Mg compared to BAU harvest (Table 5.1). Overall losses of those nutrients 
though are of a lower scale than for N.  
… 
A comprehensive nutrient budget analysis would consider long-term dynamics of losses 

(including any losses due to post-harvest regeneration burns) and inputs (e.g. via rainfall), 

which was outside the scope of this study. Regeneration burns oxidise much of the harvest 

slash and litter, and some nutrients (particularly N) are lost from the system by volatilisation 

and the convection of particulate matter. Where the regeneration burn is most intense, 
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organic matter within a centimetre or more of the soil surface is also oxidised1. Losses of up 

to 200 kg /ha of N due to burning are typical for forest soils16. 

 

3.1. Land clearing free-for-all. 

The WWF report Deforestation Fronts: Drivers and Responses in a Changing World (Pacheco et. al. 

2021) identifies 24 “active deforestation fronts” worldwide, identifying eastern Australia as number 

14 of the major deforestation fronts due to cattle ranching and large scale logging, and as the only 

developed country on the list. 

  
WWF (2021) Deforestation Front.                                  Global Forest Watch (2021), forest loss 

In the forward Marco Lambertini, Director General of WWF International states: 

Yet forests today are in crisis, devastated by fires, converted and degraded for agriculture, 

for fuel and for timber. The mismanagement of the world’s forests is ramping up carbon 

emissions, ravaging biodiversity, destroying vital ecosystems, and affecting the livelihoods 

and wellbeing of local communities as well as societies globally. And the situation is getting 

worse. The world’s current unsustainable food systems mean that instead of repurposing 

degraded land for sustainable agricultural use, forests, savannahs and grasslands continue 

to be destroyed. 

… 

We know what has to be done: protect critical biodiversity areas and sustainably manage 

forests, halt deforestation and restore forest landscapes, recognize and protect the tenure 

rights of indigenous peoples and local communities, support local people to build sustainable 

livelihoods, enhance landscape governance, and transform our economies, food and financial 

systems to better account for the value of nature. … 

Let’s use this crisis as a wake-up call to halt nature loss, and safeguard forests, one of our 

world’s most precious resources. 

WWF (Pacheco et. al. 2021) note in relation to eastern Australia “Vegetation laws are governments’ 

preferred approach to reduce deforestation but have had a chequered history and are now 

universally weaker than they were in the mid-2000s”. 

The recently released Global Forest Watch identifies: 

https://www.wwf.ch/sites/default/files/doc-2021-01/Deforestation%20Fronts%20summary%20English.pdf
https://www.globalforestwatch.org/map/country/AUS/5/?mainMap=eyJzaG93QW5hbHlzaXMiOnRydWV9&map=%3D&utm_campaign=news&utm_medium=miragenews&utm_source=miragenews
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In 2010, New South Wales had 11.8Mha of natural forest, extending over 15% of its land 

area. In 2019, it lost 910kha of natural forest, equivalent to 247Mt of CO₂ of emissions. 

From 2001 to 2019, New South Wales lost 1.66Mha of tree cover, equivalent to a 13% 

decrease in tree cover since 2000, and 441Mt of CO₂ emissions. 

The June 2019 Auditor General report on Managing Native Vegetation found that “The clearing of 

native vegetation on rural land is not effectively regulated and managed”, being fraught with 

problems of weak processes, poor assessments, inadequate protection, limited monitoring and poor 

enforcement. Leading her to conclude (in part): 

The clearing of native vegetation on rural land is not effectively regulated and managed 

because the processes in place to support the regulatory framework are weak. There is no 

evidence-based assurance that clearing of native vegetation is being carried out in 

accordance with approvals. Responses to incidents of unlawful clearing are slow, with few 

tangible outcomes. Enforcement action is rarely taken against landholders who unlawfully 

clear native vegetation.  

The rules around land clearing may not be responding adequately to environmental risks.  

The Code, which contains conditions under which the thinning or clearing of native 

vegetation can be approved on regulated land, is intended to allow landholders to improve 

productivity while responding to environmental risks. That said, it may not be achieving this 

balance. For example, the Code allows some native species to be treated as ‘invasive’ when 

they may not be invading an area, provides little protection for groundcover and limited 

management requirements for set asides. There is also limited ability under the Code to 

reject applications for higher risk clearing proposals.  

 
Graphs adapted from DPIE Woody vegetation change, Statewide Landcover and Tree Study (SLATS) for 2018  

Land clearing in NSW has developed into a free-for-all since the rules were changed in 2016. In 2018 

clearing of woody vegetation doubled to 60,800 ha and 72% of the 75,000 ha of Rural Regulated 

Land cleared was described as “unexplained”. 

The Natural Resources Commission's belatedly released July 2019 report on land clearing gives 

another damning assessment of NSW's land clearing free-for-all, revealing that the ”average annual 

area approved pre-reform” was 2,703 ha/annum, with this increasing by 14 times to 37,745 ha from 

June 2018 to May 2019.  This is excluding unapproved clearing and "invasive native species", with 
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over 140,000 ha approved for clearing in 2018/19 under the guise of 'invasive native species'. The 

NRC note “Widespread use of Part 3 of the Code – which relates to thinning – poses a risk to 

biodiversity state-wide”, and the Auditor General (2019) concludes “the Code allows some native 

species to be treated as ‘invasive’ when they may not be invading an area””. 

The refusal by the NSW Government to punish illegal clearing, and the allowance of “self-assessable” 
clearing has led to most land clearing being “unexplained”. The NSW Government has no idea of 
what is going on, and the lack of enforcement has resulted in a free-for-all mentality. The Natural 
Resources Commission (2019) considered “Compliance frameworks are inadequate and high rates of 
unexplained clearing pose a major risk”, noting:  

However, the available data indicate that there is a major risk from unexplained clearing. 

Based on total area, the area of unexplained clearing identified in the first five months of the 

reform alone (7,100 hectares) exceeded the annual pre-reform average (6,350 hectares). 

Extrapolating this to an annual figure indicates that the trigger would be exceeded 

significantly. Further, when the proportion of unexplained to approved clearing is considered, 

nearly 60 percent of the total area cleared under the reforms is unexplained, which is of 

concern. The Commission notes that not all unexplained clearing is necessarily unlawful 

clearing but data were not available to indicate the proportion of unexplained clearing that is 

found to be unlawful. 

Maintaining biodiversity values under the reforms relies on landholders complying with the 

Code and a key measure of the reforms’ success is a reduction in the amount of unlawful 

clearing. The available data indicate that there is a major risk from unexplained clearing or 

that systems for monitoring unexplained clearing are inadequate. 

The Auditor General (2019) commented: 

There are significant delays in identifying unlawful clearing and few penalties imposed.  

Unexplained land clearing can take over two years to identify and analyse, making it difficult 

to minimise environmental harm or gather evidence to prosecute unlawful clearing. Despite 

around 1,000 instances of unexplained clearing identified by OEH and over 500 reports to the 

environmental hotline each year, with around 300 investigations in progress at any one time, 

there are only two to three prosecutions, three to five remediation orders and around ten 

penalty notices issued each year for unlawful clearing. Further, OEH is yet to commence any 

prosecutions under the current legislation which commenced in August 2017.  

The principal measure relied upon to mitigate clearing impacts are requirements to permanently 

protect part of the land in set asides, NRC (2019) identified that “when all certifications and 

notifications for approval are considered” (aside from “invasive species”) “less than 54 percent of the 

state-wide area approved to be cleared (45,553 hectares) was set aside”, noting: 

The two LLS regions where the set aside areas were lowest relative to the area approved to 

be cleared were Central Tablelands (which had 1,404 hectares approved to be cleared and 35 

hectares or 2.5 percent set aside) and Northern Tablelands (which had 6,915 hectares 

approved to be cleared and 453 hectares or 6.5 percent set aside). Additionally, North Coast, 

North West and South East had set aside areas that were less than 20 percent of the area 

approved to be cleared. 

The Auditor General (2019) further concluding: 

There are processes in place for approving land clearing but there is limited follow-up to 

ensure approvals are complied with.  

… 
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There is limited follow-up or capacity to gauge whether landholders are complying with the 

conditions of approvals and effectively managing areas of their land that have been set aside 

for conservation (i.e. 'set asides').  … 

Allowing significant areas to be cleared while setting aside parts of the area is not redressing 

biodiversity and habitat loss, it is just facilitating it. There is still a net loss no matter how much is set 

aside. 

A publicly available Native Vegetation Regulatory Map was a key component of the Government’s 
vegetation reforms intended to provide landholders and regulators with clarity and certainty about 
what management activities they can undertake on land. The NRC (2019) noted “the lack of a public 
map is likely to impact on outcomes related to landholder clarity and certainty, reduces opportunities 
to improve the map and increases the risk of unlawful clearing”. The Auditor General (2019) 
commenting: 

The release of the Native Vegetation Regulatory (NVR) map has been delayed, limiting 

landholders' ability to determine if their plans for clearing are lawful.  

… However, in November 2016 the then Minister for Primary Industries advised Parliament 

that the two largest land categories of the NVR map will not come into effect until the 

relevant Ministers are satisfied stakeholders have sufficient confidence in the maps’ 

accuracy. Not releasing the map has made it harder for landholders to identify the portions 

of their land that are regulated and ensure they comply with land clearing rules. … 

While the mapping has been available for years the NSW Government still refuses to release it. The 

LLS website accessed on 1 February 2021 still relies on a “transitional” regulatory map, stating: 

Transitional Native Vegetation Regulatory Map currently in force 

On commencement of Part 5A of the Local Land Services Act 2013 (LLS Act) in August 2017, a 

transitional Native Vegetation Regulatory Map (NVR Map) was published for use during the 

transitional period. The transitional NVR Map does not include all categories defined in the 

legislation. … 

During the ‘transitional period’, landholders are responsible for determining the 

categorisation of their land in accordance with section 60F of the Local Land Services Act 

2013 (LLS Act). 

The Land Management (Native Vegetation) Code 2018 specifies “Clearing is not authorised by this 

Code if the person who carries out the clearing harms an animal that is a threatened species and that 

person knew that the clearing was likely to harm the animal”. With no requirements to look for 

threatened species before clearing, this clause is testimony to the scam “What you don’t know won’t 

hurt you”, allowing people to blindly bulldoze the home of threatened species. 

3.2. The PNF Code of Practice 

The Private Native Forestry Code was introduced by the NSW Government in August 2007 and sets 

the minimum operating standards for harvesting in private native forests. These were made as a 

Regulation under the Native Vegetation Act 2003, with four Codes of Practice for separate 

geographic regions.  Under the Code, broadscale clearing for the purpose of private native forestry is 

taken to be “sustainable” and “improve or maintain” environmental outcomes (even when it causes 

extensive environmental degradation) if: 

• it complies with the requirements of the PNF Code, and 
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• any area cleared in accordance with the Code is allowed to regenerate and is not 

subsequently cleared. 

The announcement included $30 million restructuring funds for the timber industry. These were 

only meant to be an interim measure while the Government developed a new Act to regulate private 

native forestry over the next few years. 

Under the Native Vegetation Act 2003, harvesting and associated forestry operations conducted for 

the purposes of PNF require an approved PNF Property Vegetation Plan (PNF PVP). PNF operations 

under a PNF PVP must be conducted in accordance with the PNF Code of Practice (PNF Code). The 

PNF Code has been granted biodiversity certification under the Biodiversity Conservation Act. This 

means that once a PVP has been approved, landholders do not need to separately apply for a licence 

under the BC Act as threatened species are taken to have been adequately dealt with. 

No further assessment is required over the life of the plan and only the PNF Code current when the 

approval was granted needs to be complied with. There is no need to consider additional 

information, or even to apply improved species prescriptions or species information when PNF 

Codes are updated. This is contrary to the principles of Ecologically Sustainable Forest Management 

and requirements for adaptive management. Theoretically they are meant to be monitoring their 

activities, review the outcomes, and change their procedures to improve outcomes.  But they don’t 

look, don’t monitor, and only weaken logging rules.   

This rorting is most obvious with core Koala habitat identified in KPoMs, as any “core Koala habitat” 

identified after a PVP is approved does not need to be excluded from logging, even though the PNF 

Code current at the time required “core Koala habitat” to be excluded from logging.  The Koala 

Inquiry reported 200 properties in KPoM certified core Koala habitat that have pre-existing logging 

approvals, which therefore approve the continued logging of mapped core Koala habitat as if it had 

never been identified.     

These approvals currently last for 15 years, though the LLS Amendment Act proposed extending this 

to 30 years. It is outrageous that these superficial 15 year PNF PVPs do not need to be updated when 

additional information comes to light, or that updated logging rules aren’t automatically applied. The 

idea of not ensuring there is a new and hopefully professional assessment, along with an exemption 

from having to comply with new logging rules, for 15 years is bad enough, the idea of extending this 

to 30 years is outrageous.   

The PNF PVP process is just a simplistic desk-top approval that does little to redress environmental 

constraints. Those observed by NEFA simply show CRA mapped rainforest and oldgrowth (except 

where it has been remapped by OEH) and stream orders. These are mapped data requiring no 

ground truthing, except where the land-owner requests deletions. There is no on-ground 

environmental assessment or surveys for threatened species. They do nothing to identify the 

presence of Koalas or potential Koala habitat. They are token superficial assessments. 
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Forest Operation Plan (obtained under GI(PA) request) for a property at Tyalgum. Note that the only 

identified features are vegetation extent, mapped rainforest and stream orders. It is a token plan. It is 

revealing that while the key claims to identify Endangered Ecological Communities it fails to recognise that 

the rainforest is the Endangered Ecological Community Lowland Rainforest, which is likely to be more 

extensive than mapped. Also the key claims to identify proposed roads, proposed road crossings, log 

landings, broad forest types, Aboriginal objects or places, Heritage sites, areas of mass movement, 

dispersible or highly erodible soils, rock outcrops, threatened species records etc, though none are shown. 

It's not that they don't occur, but rather that the EPA didn't bother to identify them, even those readily 

identifiable from existing information. It is a total failure of process that even proposed roads and creek 

crossings are not identified, which had significant consequences. Similarly Tweed Shire Council's 

Environmental Zones are not delineated, which also had significant consequences. It is no wonder that the 

EPA want to keep their inept shoddy plans secret. 

As an example of the remapping process, at Whian Whian in 2013 (Pugh 2014) NEFA found the that 

OEH had remapped obvious Critically Endangered Lowland Rainforest of Subtropical Australia (listed 

and mapped under the Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999) as either 

cleared land or part of the logging area. We presented the EPA with detailed mapping (and results of 

ground surveys) that showed the blatant errors, with the egregious result of remapping Critically 

Endangered rainforest as either cleared or for logging for the life of the PNF PVP. The EPA refused to 

investigate our well documented complaint, or provide us with any documents on their remapping 

process under a GI(PA) Act request.     

https://d3n8a8pro7vhmx.cloudfront.net/ncec/pages/127/attachments/original/1427330688/NEFA_Final_Audit_Whian_Whian.pdf?1427330688
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Examples of Lowland Subtropical rainforest at Whian Whian remapped by OEH as either cleared land (right) 

or assigned to the logging area (left). 

The veil of secrecy surrounding private property logging hinders public accountability and 

encourages lax enforcement by captured regulatory agencies. As detailed in NEFA’s submission to 

the Koala Inquiry: The glimpses we have had of the regulator's performance since 2007 reveal 

numerous transgressions including approving thousands of hectares of core Koala habitat identified 

in a KPoM for logging, wrongly remapping thousands of hectares of oldgrowth for logging, wrongly 

remapping critically endangered lowland rainforest for roading, and turning a blind eye while roads 

were pushed through exclusion areas for Koalas and threatened plants.  

As of 13 January 2020 there was 467,341 ha approved for PNF in NSW, with 95% of this on the north 

coast. The NSW Government found that on the North Coast there is a significant overlap between 

highly suitable koala habitat and PNF forests with high timber values, with "highly suitable koala 

habitat" comprising: 

• 55% of areas with very high timber values 

• 38% of areas with high timber values 

It is a safe bet that no effort has been made to identify the presence of Koalas in the majority of 

these operations, and that nothing is being done to protect where they occur. 

The PNF Code of Practice is the regulatory mechanism that is meant to protect attributes such as 

soils and threatened species. There is nothing in the EPA's guidelines relating to Private Native 

Forestry that require surveys for any threatened species. Rather the species-specific protections 

identified in the code only apply to a 'known record' on Wildlife Atlas or 'site evidence' where a 

landowner may incidentally come across evidence of a threatened species and report it.  

For koalas, the specific provisions for the PNF Code of Practice are: 
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 (a) Forest operations are not permitted within any area identified as ‘core koala habitat’ within 

the meaning of State Environmental Planning Policy No. 44 – Koala Habitat Protection 

 (b) Any tree containing a koala, or any tree beneath which 20 or more koala faecal pellets (scats) 

are found (or one or more koala faecal pellets in Koala Management Area 5) must be retained, 

and an exclusion zone of 20 metres (50 metres in Koala Management Area 5) must be 

implemented around each retained tree.  

(c) Where there is a record of a koala within an area of forest operations or within 500 metres of 

an area of forest operations or a koala faecal pellet (scat) is found beneath the canopy of any 

primary or secondary koala food tree (see Table I below), the following must apply:  

(i) A minimum of 10 primary koala food trees and 5 secondary koala food trees must be 

retained per hectare of net harvesting area (not including other exclusion or buffer 

zones), where available.  

(ii) These trees should preferably be spread evenly across the net harvesting area, have 

leafy, broad crowns and be in a range of size classes with a minimum of 30 centimetres 

diameter at breast height over bark.  

(iii) Damage to retained trees must be minimised by directional felling techniques.  

(iv) Post-harvest burns must minimise damage to the trunks and foliage of  retained 

trees.  

Clause (a) is next to useless in most areas as LLS maintain that only 4,960 ha of “core Koala habitat” 

has been identified in three Comprehensive Koala Plans of Management approved over the past 25 

years, and that there are 200 pre-existing PVPs that over-ride its mapping as core Koala habitat. DPIE 

have a different interpretation of “core Koala habitat, claiming a total area of 15,809 ha identified in 

5 CPoMs, and while 6,922 ha of this is claimed to be mapped as Sensitive Regulated Land (with 

urban and environmental zones excluded), the LLS doesn’t accept it for regulation of PNF. 

Clauses (b) and (c), like all species specific provisions in the PNF Code of Practice, are triggered by 

either a 'known record' of a koala in the Atlas of NSW Wildlife or 'site evidence' of the presence of 

koalas found by the landholder and/or a logging contractor. There is nothing in the EPA's guidelines 

relating to Private Native Forestry that require surveys for any threatened species. There are very 

few records in the Atlas of NSW Wildlife for private lands and no incentives for landowners or 

contractors to look for or report the presence of Koalas. 

Most PNF logging operations are undertaken in areas where there have been no surveys for 

threatened species and thus there are no "known" records. Therefore the reliance is on incidental 

"site evidence" which is unlikely to be accidentally found for most threatened species, and even 

where evidence (such as quoll or Koala scats) may be found and identified by an experienced person, 

the landowner or contractor have a clear financial incentive not to admit to it.  This means that while 

the PNF code has many potentially useful prescriptions for threatened species they are practically 

useless. 

As detailed in NEFA’s submission to the Koala Inquiry, NEFA have undertaken brief fauna surveys of 

2 active PNF operations in the northern rivers, revealing the unrecorded presence of Marbled 

Frogmouth, Masked Owl, Koalas and various threatened plants on both properties, with the addition 

of Alberts Lyrebird, Pouched Frog and Sooty Owl on one property. The significance of this is that all 

these species had specific habitat retention requirements in the PNF Code that were required to 
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mitigate logging impacts (such as wider stream buffers, increased tree retention and exclusion 

areas), that weren’t applied until NEFA identified their presence.  

At Tyalgum (see NEFA’s submission to the Koala Inquiry,: 2.2.1. Private Case Study 2: Tyalgum 

private forestry) NEFA identified 2 Koala High Use Trees (trees with 20 or more Koala scats beneath 

them). NEFA and the community also identified the Vulnerable Marbled Frogmouth, Masked Owl, 

and Durobby (Syzygium moorei), and the Endangered Green-leaved rose walnut (Endiandra muelleri 

subsp.bracteata). Even then the EPA refused to undertake, or require, surveys to identify other 

occurrences of these threatened species for application of required prescriptions.   

At Whian Whian in 2013 (Pugh 2014), where private land was being logged by the Forestry 

Corporation, NEFA and the community did manage to undertake more thorough surveys. Over the 

course of events NEFA found and reported a total of 16 Koala high use trees and Community Surveys 

found an additional 10 Koala high use trees with limited searching, bringing the total to 26 such trees 

in an area where the Forestry Corporation had only identified 2. The PNF Code required 20m buffers 

around all such trees.  

The surveys also found the Marbled Frogmouth, Sooty Owl, Masked Owl, Alberts Lyrebird and 

Pouched Frog; the Endangered plants Endiandra muelleri ssp. Bracteata and Marsdenia longiloba; 

and the Vulnerable plants Corokia whiteana, Hicksbeachia pinnatifolia and Tinospora tinosporoides, 

none of which had been identified by the Forestry Corporation. A total of 8 Koala high use trees (and 

numerous threatened plants) were found to have had roads and tracks constructed within 20m of 

them contrary to the PNF Code. It took immense community effort and angst to get Koalas, and 

other species, the protection they were entitled to, and even then the EPA identified roading into 12 

exclusion areas after they had been identified. 

Regrettably it is clear that both the Conservation and Management Strategy and NSW Recovery Plan 

requirements relating to identifying and protecting important habitat areas, identifying improved 

and standardised survey methods, and monitoring and reviewing the effectiveness of mitigation 

measures, are not being complied with on private lands 

4. Transport 
After the SEE (p16) tries to downplay the significance of transport changes by claiming “the delivery 

of fuel would require on average 70 trips, which is well within the existing consent which provided 

for up to 100 trips”, conveniently ignoring that most fuel was brought in by conveyor belts rather 

than trucks. Though the SEE (p19) does admit the proposal will increase the vehicle movements 

to/from the site”. 

The SEE (p 26) notes that “Approximately 112 tonnes of biomass would be burned per hour”, with 

the plant operating 24 hours per day this is 38.4 tonnes per truck. 

The traffic impact assessment only considers impacts accessing the powerplant while ignoring the 

broader traffic impacts resultant from obtaining and transporting the fuel. The SEE Section 6.2 

summarises traffic impacts, noting: 

 

https://d3n8a8pro7vhmx.cloudfront.net/ncec/pages/127/attachments/original/1427330688/NEFA_Final_Audit_Whian_Whian.pdf?1427330688
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While previously most coal was brought in by conveyor belt from nearby mines, this proposal is to 

truck in timber from up to 400km away. This is a whole new ball game, which requires assessment. 

The SEE does not consider the additional traffic need to remove ask residue from the site or where it 

will be disposed of. Neither does it consider the additional traffic from workers and deliveries. There 

needs to be a comprehensive traffic assessment, including back to the source.   

5. Approvals: 
The See notes that the proposal is so different that it will require a new Environmental Pollution 

Licence: 

 

In response to questions in estimates, the EPA indicated that approval of sources from native forests 

would be very limited and that they had as yet held no discussions with Hunter Energy: 

Ms MACKEY: The way the biomass operates is that they have explicit orders under our 

resource recovery orders, and it is clear what they can and cannot use in terms of what you 

are calling "offcuts". So I want to just go into a bit of detail around those offcuts. The offcuts 

that can be used from native forestry are those that have already been through the mill—for 

example, the sawdust, of which they have great piles. But it is not the offcuts. For example, if 

you go into a native forest—one of our State forests that has been harvested—you will see 

remnants of trees and the undergrowth that are left in the forest. They cannot take that and 

use that as part of that resource recovery order. 

… 

… Mr MATT KEAN: Can I just give you some comfort that New South Wales legislation does 

not permit logging native forests to produce wood for electricity generation? However, there 

are some specific exemptions for certain types of native vegetation and waste materials. 

… The Hon. MARK PEARSON: But the question is: Is it possible? We have just been given an 

assurance from Ms Mackey that there is no way that any of this biomass will be taken from 

forests but only from timber mills after logs have been taken and the so-called unwanted 

material comes off the logs. How is it possible for that to provide one million tonnes of 

biomass every year just to this one facility? 

Ms MACKEY: So in terms of Redbank there is a process that is underway at the moment that 

is going through the planning process, but there has been no application to the EPA around 

amending or seeking a different licence for that Redbank site. There would absolutely be due 

consideration to the current regulatory arrangements, including any resource recovery orders 

that we have relating to biomass as a part of that development project. It was at the stage 

before at the moment. We have had no engagement with Redbank. 

Redbank have made no attempt to obtain in principle approval for their operation, either in relation 

to the sourcing of the fuel or the emissions proposed. Surely this should be a pre-requisite. 

 

https://www.parliament.nsw.gov.au/lcdocs/transcripts/2524/Transcript%20-%20Tuesday%202%20March%202021%20-%20UNCORRECTED%20-%20PC7%20-%20Energy%20and%20Environment%20-%20Kean.pdf
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