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This Report for the Forest Audit Program Module 4 Operational Planning (“Report”) has been prepared in accordance with Part IXD of the Environmental Protection Act 1970. The report of Environmental Audit represents the Auditor’s opinion of the environmental condition of the audited coupes and its suitability for beneficial uses at the date it is signed.  

This report:
1. has been prepared by Andrew Roy and the audit team identified in Section 2.10 for the Department of Sustainability and Environment; 

2. may be used and relied on by the Department of Sustainability and Environment;

3. may be used by and provided to EPA and the relevant planning authority for the purpose of meeting statutory obligations in accordance with the relevant sections of the Environment Protection Act 1970; 
4. may be provided to other third parties but such third parties’ use of or reliance on the Report is at their sole risk, as this Report must not be relied on by any person other than those listed in 1-3 above without the prior written consent of GHD; and
5. may only be used for the purpose of assessing conformance under Module 4 Operational Planning between 1 July 2010 – 30 June 2011.

GHD and its servants, employees and officers (including the Auditor) otherwise expressly disclaim responsibility to any person other than the Department of Sustainability and Environment arising from or in connection with this Report. 

To the maximum extent permitted by law, all implied warranties and conditions in relation to the services provided by GHD and the Report are excluded unless they are expressly stated to apply in this Report.

The services undertaken by the Auditor, his team and GHD in connection with preparing this Report:

· Were undertaken in accordance with current profession practice and by reference to relevant environmental regulatory authority and industry standards in accordance with section 53V of the Environment Protection Act 1970.

· The opinions, conclusions and any recommendations in this Report are based on assumptions made by the Auditor, his team and GHD when undertaking services and preparing the Report (“Assumptions”), as specified throughout this Report.

· GHD and the Auditor expressly disclaim responsibility for any error in, or omission from, this Report arising from or in connection with any of the Assumptions being incorrect.

· Subject to the paragraphs in this section of the Report, the opinions, conclusions and any recommendations in this Report are based on conditions encountered and information reviewed at the time of preparation of this Report and are relevant until such times as the site conditions or relevant legislations changes, at which time, GHD expressly disclaims responsibility for any error in, or omission from, this Report arising from or in connection with those opinions, conclusions and any recommendations.” 

The Auditor and GHD have prepared this Report on the basis of information provided by the Department of Sustainability and Environment, which the Auditor and GHD have not independently verified or checked (“Unverified Information”) beyond the agreed scope of work.
Executive summary
The Department of Sustainability and Environment (DSE) commissioned GHD to undertake an audit under DSE’s Forest Audit Program 2011/2012 to assess conformance against control points (Module 4 Operational Planning) related to the development of coupe planning documentation (Forest Coupe Plans) such as legislative requirements and regulations and industry guidelines and the effectiveness of these processes for coupes established during the 2010/11 harvesting season.
Module 4 outlines that a Forest Coupe Plan is to be prepared in accordance with the Code, and also be consistent with provisions and prescriptions contained in the relevant Forest Management Plan and other regulatory documents and guidelines.  However, specific Forest Coupe Planning compliance elements contained in the Code and other regulatory documents are included in the separate Module 5 Harvesting and Closure audits.  Therefore, the Module 4 audit focusses on examining the processes used to prepare a Forest Coupe Plan.  It contains no specific compliance elements, but instead measures conformance against control points derived from regulatory documents and industry guidelines as outlined in the workbook.  Therefore conformance in a Module 4 audit has been defined as ‘Conformance’ or ‘Area for improvement’ for each control point.

The scope for the environmental audit was completed in accordance with the environmental auditor guidelines issued by the Environment Protection Authority (EPA) for the preparation of an environmental audit in relation to the risk of any possible harm or detriment to the environment.  The audit scope and method was also developed to meet the specific requirements of the Department of Sustainability and Environment’s Forest Audit Program.  

Table 1 provides a summary of the audit information in accordance with EPA publication 1147.

Table 1
Summary of Audit Information

	Auditor
	Mr Andrew Roy

	Auditor term of appointment
	17 October 2006 to 19 January 2013 

	Name of person requesting audit
	Lee Miezis, Executive Director Forests and Parks, Department of Sustainability and Environment (DSE)

	Relationship to premises/location
	DSE (Forest and Parks Division) is responsible for the regulation of commercial timber harvesting activities conducted in Victoria’s State Forests.  This Operational Planning Audit is part of the Forest Audit Program developed by DSE.

	Date of request
	17/08/2011

	Proposed completion date of the audit
	30/11/2012

	Reason for Audit
	An audit under the Department of Sustainability and Environment Forest Audit Program 2011/2012 to assess processes undertaken in the development of coupe planning documentation (Forest Coupe Plans) such as legislative and regulatory requirements and the effectiveness of these processes for coupes established during the 2010/11 harvesting season.  

	Description of activity to be audited
	The systems and processes used by DSE in developing Forest Coupe Plans (FCP), and an assessment of their effectiveness.

	EPA Region
	State wide

	Site/premises name
	11 forest coupes across three FMAs

	· Building/complex sub-unit No.
	N/A

	· Street/Lot – Lower No. 
	N/A

	· Street/Lot – Upper No. 
	N/A

	· Street Name
	N/A

	· Street type (road, court, etc.)
	N/A

	· Street suffix (North, South etc.)
	N/A

	· Suburb
	N/A

	· Postcode
	N/A

	GIS Coordinate of Site centroid

· Longitude / Northing (GDA94)

· Latitude / Easting (GDA94)
	N/A

	
	N/A

	Proposed members of support team

Auditor
	Vanessa McKenzie, Auditor Assistant

Alan Cole, Principal Forester


Audit conclusions 

The audit assessed eleven Forest Coupe Plans, located in the Horsham, Bendigo and Mid Murray West Forest Management Areas of Victoria.  A low standard of conformance was achieved across most element groups. A good level of conformance was achieved in the elements concerned with consulting with experts in relevant fields. 

Eleven areas for improvement were identified from twenty control points.  For a detailed account of these control points see Section 4.2 of this report.  
In summary, areas for improvement were identified for the following control points:
4A-1
Does a process exist to ensure the organisation appropriately prepares/modifies, reviews and endorses a FCP?

4A-2
Is the process an accredited management system?  Is the accreditation current?
4A-4
Who has responsibility and authority for preparing/modifying the FCP?  Are adequate organisational resources allocated to the task (financial, personnel)? Are appropriate and competent resources available/involved in the preparation of FCPs? Are procedures in place to ensure that competent person(s) are involved in the FCP development/modification process?

4A-6
Is there a formal document control system? What procedures are in place to ensure FCP documentation has been approved and distribution controlled?
4A-8
What tools are used to determine coupe boundaries, coupe area, roading requirements?  Are they accurate and effective?

4A-9
How are relevant coupe values (environmental, social etc), hazards and risks identified? What procedures are in place to ensure that these coupe values are recorded and tracked throughout the planning process and ultimately recorded on the FCP? Is the process accurate and effective? Are the methods defensible?

4A-10
Is field measurement and monitoring required for determination of coupe values? How do you know that the data is complete, representative, accurate and precise?

4A-11
Are internal/external audits undertaken to assess performance of the process?
4A-15
Any special exclusion zones or harvesting modification as specified in the TRP approval is planned for in FCPs?
4A-17
Is there evidence that the planning process complies with relevant Action Statements and Regulatory Orders? 

4A-18
Is there evidence of the precautionary principle having been applied to protect biodiversity values in the planning process?
Recommendations 
This report has incorporated a number of recommendations for improvement where it was considered by the auditor that the Forest Coupe Plan preparation and implementation could be improved.  These are:
· Recommendation 1:  DSE review the method of preparation of the FCP to achieve a document that can be electronically reproduced in its final and approved form, adds value to the role of the target audience and clearly communicates necessary information.
· Recommendation 2:  DSE review the document Forest Coupe Planning Guidelines 2006 on the basis of the findings of this audit and incorporate into this document clear directions on levels of authority and the requirements to prepare, review and approve a FCP prior to distribution.

· Recommendation 3:  DSE review the document Forest Coupe Planning Guidelines 2006 to ensure that the appendices reflect current CIS generated templates.

· Recommendation 4:  DSE review all tiers of documentation applicable to the Horsham FMA to ensure a consistent approach to biodiversity conservation and forest management.

· Recommendation 5:  DSE considers implementing a programme to achieve accreditation in its operational planning management system.

· Recommendation 6:  DSE review the document Forest Coupe Planning Guidelines 2006 to ensure that references to other documentation are current.
· Recommendation 7:  DSE enforce a system of version control into the preparation of FCPs so that is transparent if a document is a draft or final document.

· Recommendation 8:  All prints of the DSE FCP generated by CIS default to a “draft” watermark, and that it is a selection option for a “final” to be produced.
· Recommendation 9:  All amendments to the FCP are to be included in an amendment section within the FCP, and require approval.

· Recommendation 10: It is recommended that FCP amendments be removed from the role of the Coupe Diary, and that changes are reflected in the FCP. 

· Recommendation 11:  FCPs contain a distribution list identifying the names and roles of individuals to receive the document.

· Recommendation 12:  DSE standardise the quality of mapping included in the FCP in line with the guidelines to ensure that all the features identified in the WUP and FCP are displayed on operational mapping and that the maps include a detailed legend.

· Recommendation 13:  DSE review the guidelines in relation to the undertaking of pre-operational coupe inspections and develop a survey template to document this activity.

· Recommendation 14:  DSE initiates a schedule of regular internal and external auditing and review. 
· Recommendation 15:  DSE include in their guidelines and Management Procedures clear instruction on determining the status of old mine sites as historic sites or operational hazards.
· Recommendation 16:  DSE incorporates operational controls in the FCP for old mine sites.
· Recommendation 17:  DSE ensures that the approver of FCPs is charged with the responsibility on ensuring special exclusion zones or harvesting modifications as specified in the WUP approval are planned for in the FCPs.

· Recommendation 18:  DSE schedule harvest activities to be consistent with the requirements of the biological assets identified in the WUP process.
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1. Introduction

1.1 Background

The Department of Sustainability and Environment (DSE) is the regulator of timber harvesting operations on public land in Victoria.  Timber harvesting operations and associated activities conducted in State forest must be undertaken in accordance with the Sustainable Forests (Timber) Act 2004.  This Act is the overarching legislative document for management of commercial harvesting in Victoria, and includes requirements that these operations comply with the Code of Practice for Timber Production 2007 (the Code).  The Code is the key regulatory instrument applicable to commercial timber harvesting in Victoria, and is developed under the Conservation, Forests and Lands Act 1987.  The Management Procedures for Timber Harvesting, Roading and Regeneration in Victoria’s State Forests 2009 (the Management Procedures) provide additional guidance to DSE and VicForests in meeting requirements of the Code, as well as specify environmental and operational requirements additional to the Code.   

In accordance with the Conservation, Forests and Lands Act 1987 and the Code, the State forests in Victoria are divided into Forest Management Areas (FMAs).  For each FMA, a Forest Management Plan (FMP) has been prepared by DSE.  The FMAs are either managed by DSE/DPI or VicForests.  

1.1.1 DSE/DPI forestry

At the time of commissioning this audit, DSE managed the timber harvesting and commercial firewood operations in State forests across Victoria, apart from East Gippsland, Gippsland, Central and North East FMAs (managed by VicForests).  In the areas managed by DSE, three yearly Wood Utilisation Plans (WUPs) were developed annually to provide a list of areas scheduled to be harvested, associated road requirements, details of the locations and approximate timing of timber harvesting, and the details of any associated access roads. The WUPs are prepared in accordance with the relevant FMP and the Code. 

The Victorian Department of Primary Industries (DPI) Forestry is now responsible for the management of all timber harvesting on public land in Victoria west of the Hume Highway.  This responsibility was transferred from DSE to DPI on 23 December 2011.  Commercial timber production east of the Hume Highway will continue to be managed by VicForests, with DPI overseeing VicForests activities.  DSE continues to manage domestic firewood collection and native forests on public land for other activities and purposes.

Therefore, components of this report make assessments against processes and instruments that have transferred from DSE to DPI.  The recommendations made in this report therefore apply to activities that were conducted by DSE at the time, but are more relevant to DPI’s consideration moving forward.

1.2 Forest Coupe Plans

A separate Forest Coupe Plan (FCP) is prepared for each commercial timber harvesting operation undertaken in State Forests, as identified in relevant WUPs or TRPs.  Forest Coupe Plans specify operational requirements and utilise a range of reconnaissance information to inform content.  This includes mapping and marking boundaries for specific measures taken to establish exclusion zones in proposed forest coupes to protect environmental or cultural values. 

It is the system and processes used by DSE in developing FCPs, and an assessment of their effectiveness, that is the focus of this audit.
1.3 Coupe Information System
At the time of this audit, the Coupe Information System (CIS) was being decommissioned and replaced.  It is acknowledged that CIS was designed for VicForests harvesting conditions and did not readily transfer to harvesting in the west of the state.  Therefore DPI will no longer use CIS and instead develop their own system specifically for use in minor produce harvesting.
1.4 Scope of this report

DSE has commissioned GHD to undertake an audit under the DSE Forest Audit Program 2011/12 to check conformance (Module 4 Operational Planning) with the development of coupe planning documentation (Forest Coupe Plans) for the 2010-11 harvesting season. 
Table 2 below summarises the appointment details of the auditor.  

Table 2
Detail on the Appointment of the Auditor and Site Background

	Auditor
	Mr Andrew Roy

	Auditor term of appointment
	17 October 2006 to 19 January 2013 

	Name of person requesting audit
	Lee Miezis, Executive Director Forests and Parks, Department of Sustainability and Environment (DSE)

	Relationship to premises/location
	DSE (Forest and Parks Division) is responsible for the regulation and management of commercial timber harvesting activities conducted in Victoria’s State Forests.  This Operational Planning Audit is part of the Forest Audit Program developed by DSE.

	Date of request
	17/08/2011

	Proposed completion date of the audit
	30/11/2012

	Reason for Audit
	An audit under the Department of Sustainability and Environment Forest Audit Program 2011/2012 to assess processes undertaken in the development of coupe planning documentation (Forest Coupe Plans) such as legislative and regulatory requirements and the effectiveness of these processes for coupes established during the 2010/11 harvesting season.  

	Description of activity to be audited
	The system and processes used by DSE in developing Forest Coupe Plans (FCP), and an assessment of their effectiveness.

	EPA Region
	State wide

	Site/premises name
	11 forest coupes across three FMAs

	· Building/complex sub-unit No.
	N/A

	· Street/Lot – Lower No. 
	N/A

	· Street/Lot – Upper No. 
	N/A

	· Street Name
	N/A

	· Street type (road, court, etc.)
	N/A

	· Street suffix (North, South etc.)
	N/A

	· Suburb
	N/A

	· Postcode
	N/A

	GIS Coordinate of Site centroid

· Longitude / Northing (GDA94)

· Latitude / Easting (GDA94)
	N/A

	
	N/A

	Proposed members of support team

Auditor
	Vanessa McKenzie, Auditor Assistant

Alan Cole, Principal Forester

Melinda Mylek, Forester


1.5 Site description 

The areas to be targeted in this audit include coupes established in the following FMAs:

· Horsham (2 coupes established during 2010/11).
· Bendigo (27 coupes established during 2010/11).
· Mid Murray West (4 coupes established during 2010/11).
Assessment under this audit was required at a desktop strategic level. In order to achieve a strategic desktop level audit, GHD defined the target FMA’s and coupes for review as set out in Table 3 below.

Table 3
Number of selected coupes per FMA

	FMA
	Number of Selected Coupes

	Horsham
	All Coupes (2)

	Bendigo
	5 Coupes (to be randomly selected)

	Mid Murray West
	All Coupes (4)


The Forest Audit Program Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) tool is not designed to assess the extent, duration or context of planning breaches addressed in coupe planning.  Therefore no EIAs were made in this report.
A total of three FMA’s were audited, one Workbook 4A was completed for each FMA, and individual coupes were used as reference to verify conformance with the audit control points.
2. Audit scope

2.1 Scope of the audit
The scope for the environmental audit was completed in accordance with the environmental auditor guidelines issued by the Environment Protection Authority (EPA) for the preparation of an environmental audit in relation to the risk of any possible harm or detriment to the environment (EPA Publication 952.2, August 2007).  Definition of the scope of the environmental audit is an important step in the process for undertaking a Statutory Environmental Audit conducted in accordance with Part IXD of the Environment Protection Act 1970.
EPA Publication 952 “Environmental Auditor Guidelines for the Preparation of Environmental Audit Reports on Risk to the Environment” (EPA Publication 952) provides guidance to environmental auditors undertaking an environmental audit pursuant to section 53V of then Environment Protection Act 1970.  The auditor has referred to the information contained in this guideline to address the requirements for the scope of the audit.

This audit was undertaken in accordance with the scope specified in the two procedural modules of the FAP: Module 1 Overview (Appendix A) and Module 2 Audit Process (Appendix B).  The scope of the audit is outlined in FAP Module 4 for auditing of Operational Planning for selected coupes within the three FMAs.  This module has been developed to provide the necessary information and tools to carry out an audit of harvest planning activities, procedures and processes that enable the preparation of Forest Coupe Plans.  

Module 4 outlines that a Forest Coupe Plan is to be prepared in accordance with the Code, and also be consistent with provisions and prescriptions contained in the relevant Forest Management Plan and other regulatory documents and guidelines.  However, specific Forest Coupe Planning compliance elements contained in the Code and other regulatory documents are included in the separate Module 5 Harvesting and Closure audits.  Therefore, the Module 4 audit focusses on examining the processes used to prepare a Forest Coupe Plan.  It contains no specific mandatory compliance elements, but instead measures conformance against control points derived from regulatory documents and industry guidelines as outlined in the workbook.  Therefore conformance in a Module 4 audit has been defined as ‘Conformance’ or ‘Area for improvement’ for each control point.

The FAP Module 4 Operational Planning and the associated workbook are attached in Appendix C.  The workbook defines the ‘Audit Control points’ for which conformance was measured. The audit makes recommendations for the control points that the auditor believes require improvement.  

2.2 The objectives of the audit

The objective of the audit was to assess whether the processes undertaken in the development of coupe planning documentation considered relevant legislative and policy requirements and industry guidelines, and the effectiveness of these processes.
2.3 The activities and components of the activities to be considered
FAP Module 1 Overview, FAP Module 2 Audit Process, and FAP Module 4 Operational Planning describe the key audit scope of work as follows:

· A pre-audit meeting with DSE to review and provide comment on the audit plan and discuss any issues raised by the auditee or stakeholders.
· Selection of the 11 audit coupes from the three FMAs.
· A desk-based assessment to review of key audit control points within the Module 4 Operational Planning workbooks.  This included a review of legislative requirements, management prescriptions and procedures relating to the planning activities.  Complete a workbook for each of the three FMA areas nominated by DSE.
· Collection of further information through a range of interviews with DSE managerial and technical staff.
· Preparation of a draft report consistent with the requirements of EPA Publication No 952.2 (2007) Environmental Auditor Guidelines for Preparation of Environmental Audit Reports on Risk to the Environment.
· Review and provide feedback on matters of fact in the draft audit report by the auditee prior to finalisation of the draft report to make sure all relevant information has been reviewed.
· Preparation and submission of the final audit report.

The outcomes of the audit have involved:

· Development of an audit plan that specified the coupes to be audited and the scheduling of audits.
· Completion of the audit as outlined in the approved plan.
· Development of a draft report.
· Development of a full audit report detailing findings after consultation with DSE.
The audit was restricted to these considerations, and did not consider other activities conducted at the premise or associated with any other land-based operations at the site.

2.4 The segment of the environment to be audited

The geographical extent of the segment of the environment to which the activity may pose a risk is the area within the 11 coupes selected within the three FMAs for coupes established during the 2010/11 harvesting season.
2.5 The elements of the environment to be considered

The elements of the environment (as defined in the Environment Protection Act 1970, as set out in FAP Module 1) considered in undertaking the audit are:

· Land
· Surface water
· Groundwater
· Vegetation
· Aesthetics
· Wildlife
· Climate
· Fish
2.6 Beneficial uses of the segment

The actual and potential beneficial uses of the segment of the environment need to be identified before any risk of possible harm or detriment to them can be assessed.

The beneficial uses to be protected for certain segments of the environment are declared in State environment protection policies (SEPP).

In the case of this audit, the following beneficial uses are considered broadly relevant to the FAP (as set out in FAP Module 1 Overview):

· Life, health and wellbeing of humans.
· Life, health and wellbeing of other forms of life, including the protection of ecosystems and biodiversity.
· Local amenity and aesthetic enjoyment.

2.7 Exclusions from the scope of works

Section 2.2.1 of FAP Module 1 Overview describes the elements that are defined as being beyond the scope of the FAP.  These are:
· Compliance with rules, regulations or guidelines that relate to Occupational Health and Safety (OH&S) matters.
· Timber harvesting practices undertaken in plantations or on non-State forest.
· Roading activities conducted in State forests that are not associated with timber production.
· Silvicultural practices conducted in State forests that are not associated with commercial timber production (i.e. fire recovery silviculture and ecological thinning).
· Land use decisions and associated “forest policy”.
· The plantation management planning processes, this exclusion does not relate to the assessment of compliance against relevant prescriptions contained in such planning documents (e.g. those relating to forest operational planning, roading, harvesting and regeneration practices).
· Assessing methods used in the development of the Allocation Order.
· Practices associated with production and collection of domestic forest produce (including firewood) on all land tenures.
· Recreational activities undertaken in State forests.
· Livestock grazing activities undertaken in State forests.
· Apiary activities undertaken in State forests.
· Fire suppression and management practices undertaken in State forests, with the noted exception of post-harvest burning undertaken in State forests.

2.8 Relevant audit control points
The audit control points seek to ensure that the objectives of the audit are met, and have been derived from the FAP Module 4 Operational Planning and associated workbook:

· Workbook 4A:  Planning and Processes.

As stated in Section 2 of FAP Module 4 Operational Planning, there are no specific compliance elements applying to this module, rather the focus of the audit is on examining the processes used to prepare the Forest Coupe Plans (FCPs).

During the audit process, the following was considered:

· Is there a process in place to ensure that issues identified during the development of WUPs are recognised throughout the coupe planning procedure and ultimately represented in Forest Coupe Plans?

· Is this process documented and implemented?

· Is a documented process in place for the approval of Forest Coupe Plans, and is this process followed?

2.9 Auditor team and their roles

The audit was led by:

· Andrew Roy - EPA appointed Environmental Auditor (Natural Resources), GHD
The auditor support team was:

· Vanessa McKenzie – Auditor Assistant, GHD
· Alan Cole – Forestry Consultant
The specific roles of each of the audit team members within the scope of the current audit are described below.  Detailed information on the roles and responsibilities of the auditor and audit team, to be followed during this audit, is available in Section 2.4 of FAP Module 2 Audit Process.
Andrew Roy

· Andrew was the Lead Auditor for the Forest Audits.  

· He oversaw the audit process, including liaison with DSE and stakeholders, and was responsible for the development of the audit plan and preparing the audit report.  

Vanessa McKenzie

· Vanessa provided support to the audit team, including preparation for the audit and project management.

Alan Cole
· Alan was the specialist forester on the audit and was responsible for the audit components of the Operational Planning of the Forest Coupe Plans. 

3. Audit approach

The audit approach was developed based on information of the key audit steps and deliverables set out in Modules 1, 2 and 4 of the Forest Audit Program Toolbox.  
3.1 Project inception meeting

The auditor (Andrew Roy) and team members Vanessa McKenzie and Alan Cole met with DSE staff at the commencement of the project to confirm the audit scope, identify information needs and key audit contacts, and to confirm and agree timing for key deliverables.  

3.2 Information gathering

GHD obtained all available data from DSE.  After the project inception meeting, information requests were issued to DSE.  Where relevant, additional information requests were made to DSE prior to holding the audit interviews.  After the interviews, a final information request was made to DSE.  
3.3 Health and safety

GHD set out to comply with DSE occupational health and safety (OHS) standards and was familiar with DSE OHS policy and procedures. 
Under GHD’s procedures a safety plan was not required as field work was not conducted for this audit.
3.4 Selection of coupes to be audited

Section 4 of FAP Module 2 Audit Process describes the method for target selection, with Section 4.2.2 Target selection for Module 4 being most relevant to this audit.  

As discussed in Section 1.5 above, assessment under this audit was required at a desktop strategic level. In order to achieve a strategic desktop level audit, GHD has defined the target FMA’s and coupes for review as set out in Table 3 above.
A Master Coupe List for the selected FMA’s was supplied by DSE in August 2011.  This information was used to randomly select (using the RANDBETWEEN function in excel) the appropriate number of coupes to be audited within the Bendigo FMA.  The exceptions are Horsham and Mid Murray West FMAs; these FMAs had a small number of harvested coupes, as such all were included in the current audit.  
3.5 Sourcing of relevant information and evidence

During the audit process, information was collected through interviews and the examination of reports and other documents.  Information gathered through interviews was verified by acquiring supporting information from independent sources where possible, such as observations, records and results of existing activities or measurements.  

Areas for improvement when compared against the specified audit control points were recorded.  In some incidences insufficient information was provided.  If a sub-sample of evidence was provided, it resulted in a conformance.  If it was insufficient to show evidence of the process in question, it resulted in an ’Area for improvement’.  

3.6 Audit desk-based assessment

The desk-based assessment involved a review of the key audit control points within the Module 4 Operational Planning workbook.  This included a review of legislative requirements, management prescriptions and industry guidelines relating to the planning activities.  An electronic workbook was developed and completed for each selected Forest Coupe Plan (FCP).
The procedures for the desk-based assessment included: 

· A conformance review of legislative requirements and relevant policies and procedures relating to the conduct of operational planning activities as they relate to conformance elements.
· Review of coupe plans and other documentation for each of the audited coupes.
· Interviews with DSE operational planning staff.
3.7 Environmental impact assessment

The Environmental Impact Assessment Tool does not relate to the FAP Module 4 Operational Planning. 
3.8 DSE stakeholder consultation

No liaison or consultation with stakeholders is required for the FAP Module 4 Operational Planning.
3.9 Environmental audit report

The audit findings and this draft report are consistent with the requirements of Environment Protection Act 1970 and EPA Publication No 952.2 (2007) Environmental Auditor Guidelines for Preparation of Environmental Audit Reports on Risk to the Environment.  

This draft report documents positive and negative findings, and all areas for improvement that were detected.  

Areas for improvement were reviewed by the auditee prior to finalisation of the draft report to make sure all relevant information has been reviewed.  

Evidence has been used to support audit findings in the audit report.  

Audit conclusions capture the nature and extent of any harm, or risk of possible harm, to beneficial uses of any segment of the environment, consistent with the Environment Protection Act, 1970.

Following issue of the draft report, GHD’s Lead Auditor met with DSE to discuss the draft audit report consistent with Module 2.  

Following this meeting, a final audit report was prepared consistent with the requirements set out in Module 2.
4. Audit findings 
4.1 Operational planning: summary of conformance
Forest Coupe Plans (FCPs) were assessed as being prepared for most operations audited. However there were many areas for improvement identified under the audit control points developed for Workbook 4A Planning Processes. The audit workbook addressed control points relating to the embedding of regulatory conditions (including those outlined in the Allocation Order) into the FCP and the Code of Practice for Timber Production 2007. 

Only one workbook was used for this audit: Workbook 4A Planning Processes. This workbook contained five process components and twenty process control points. This audit was the first audit to be conducted under the DSE Forest Audit Program in Operational Planning using this workbook.

The audit found that the DSE Forest Coupe Plan is compiled from six individual sections (the sixth being the coupe diary), with the majority of the content populated by the Coupe Information System (CIS). Input by locally based staff with detailed knowledge of the sample coupes appeared to be limited to handwritten notations on coupe mapping. The FCP is typically ten to twelve pages in size and does not contain an index to locate document content. Page numbers are allocated to sections; not across the entire document. Locating content within the document cannot be done by reference to an index and document page. Much of the content of the FCP is CIS generated references to standard procedures or confirmation that a hazard or value is not present. It is the auditor’s opinion that in its current form the FCP is of limited value to the role of operational staff.

The FCPs appear to lack version control. It was not readily apparent if all the sections of the FCPs provided for the audit were copies of previous FCPs, the final approved FCP or incomplete CIS generated versions or sections of that document. 

DSE did not appear to maintain electronic versions of a final, complete and approved FCP. This is the current industry practice as it enables copies of the document to be electronically supplied to contractors, contractor staff and stakeholders. It appears that reproductions of the final approved FCP can only be sourced by photocopying file records maintained in district offices. 

The quality of the FCPs presented to the auditor was poor, and did not achieve an acceptable industry standard.

Recommendation 1:  DSE review the method of preparation of the FCP to achieve a document that can be electronically reproduced in its final and approved form, adds value to the role of the target audience and clearly communicates necessary information.
Table 4 summarises the conformance findings for the DSE Operational Planning against the Audit control points.

Table 4
Summary of conformance findings for Operational Planning audit control points

	Conformance Level
	Operational Planning

	Conformance
	9

	Area for improvement
	11


4.2 Detailed audit findings

This section specifically covers the audit findings relating to DSE’s conformance with the individual control points and is provided to document details of the audit findings.

Process component 1 

A process is in place to ensure a proposed Forest Coupe Plan (FCP) complies with all relevant legislation, including the Allocation Order, Codes of Practice and current approved TRP or WUP in the harvesting and selling of timber resources.
4.2.1 4A-1 Process control point

Does a process exist to ensure the organisation appropriately prepares/modifies, reviews and endorses a FCP?

Audit Findings: Area for improvement

Only two FCPs provided to the auditor had been approved. Both however had been approved by the author. Six of the supplied FCPs were incomplete, with sections of the document not being provided to the auditor. 

The auditor was advised by DSE that the FCPs are not approved until harvesting in the coupe is intended.  Nonetheless, it became evident during the audit that DSE does not have the ability to readily reproduce electronic versions of completed and approved FCPs. 

The auditor notes that the FCP document can be made available to the public, and yet the document Forest Coupe Planning Guidelines 2006 (the guidelines) does not give clear instructions on who has the authority to prepare and approve a FCP. The guidelines only stipulate that the Licensee and Harvesting Team Leader signatures must be obtained before the FCP is released for distribution:

“Before harvesting can commence, the following signatures must be obtained on the master hard copy of Coupe Declarations:

a) The Licensee and the Harvesting Team Leader must sign that they have received a copy of the Forest Coupe Plan ……”
However the direction to obtain DSE staff signatures if less specific:

“Each part of the Forest Coupe Plan may be printed out and the relevant signatures obtained.”

The appendices of the guidelines include examples of the component sections of the FCP; however these appendices do not reflect the current CIS generated FCP sections.

The auditor was advised by DSE during interviews that two of the Horsham FCPs were never finalised due to storm damage providing an alternative firewood resource.

Whilst acknowledging that the Horsham FMA sample FCPs had not been finalised or implemented, a number of discrepancies were noted between the three tiers of documentation provided. The Horsham FMP refers to the endangered Red Tailed Black Cockatoo and outlines management strategies of protecting habitat trees to support this species, yet the FCP states that there are no biodiversity issues relevant to DSE contractors or licensees.  It is understood that information about biodiversity issues is only required to be addressed on the FCP if the species habitat was present in the coupe during the WUP process.  However, the FCP mentions Special Management Zones and Habitat Trees, so it is assumed that habitat is present in the coupe.  A further discrepancy was noted with regard to the retained basal area, The two forest planning documents (the Horsham FMA WUP and the relevant Management Plan) refer to a minimal retained basal area after harvest (10 m2 and 8-10 m2 respectively), and yet the FCPs refer to a lower and different retained basal area figure (8 m2 and 6 m2 respectively).  

A process to ensure the organisation appropriately prepares/modifies, reviews and endorses a FCP is not clear due to the lack of obvious version control. The FCP is made up of six separate “parts” (refer Table 1 of the Forest Coupe Planning Guidelines 2006); four of those “parts” or sections are generated by the CIS. Anyone who has access to CIS can reproduce individual sections of the FCP. Note: only a DSE officer can print all parts of the FCP or those parts relevant to the Licensee.  Whilst a draft water mark is available, unless this is selected sections of the FCP can only be distinguished from the “approved” document by print date. It was not clear if the sections of the FCP presented for audit are pre-approval copies, copies of the “approved” version or post “approval” versions, as the date of the FCP distribution may not be known and the status of the reproduction is not declared.

Therefore it was concluded that, given the lack of process to ensure the organisation appropriately prepares/modifies, reviews and endorses a FCP, this process control point is an area for improvement.
Recommendation 2:  DSE review the document Forest Coupe Planning Guidelines 2006 on the basis of the findings of this audit and incorporate into this document clear directions on levels of authority and the requirements to prepare, review and approve a FCP prior to distribution.

Recommendation 3:  DSE review the document Forest Coupe Planning Guidelines 2006 to ensure that the appendixes reflect current CIS generated templates.

Recommendation 4:  DSE review all tiers of documentation applicable to the Horsham FMA to ensure a consistent approach to biodiversity conservation and forest management.

4.2.2 4A-2 Process control point

Is the process an accredited management system?  Is the accreditation current?

Audit Findings: Area for improvement

No evidence was provided to the auditor to confirm that DSE have achieved accreditation for the operational planning management system.
Therefore it was concluded that, given the lack of an accredited management system, this process control point is an area for improvement.
Recommendation 5:  DSE considers implementing a programme to achieve accreditation in its operational planning management system.

4.2.3 4A-3 Process control point 

Is there a manual, procedure or guidance describing the process?

Audit Findings: Conformance

A series of documents are available to provide procedures and guidance in the operational planning.  These documents include but are not limited to the Code of Practice for timber production 2007, regional Wood Utilisation Plans (WUP’s), Regional Forest Management Plans, Management Procedures for timber harvesting, roading and regeneration in Victoria’s State Forests 2009 and the Forest Coupe Planning Guidelines 2006. 

Some of these documents are over five years old and in need of review, for example the guidelines refer to sections of the Management Procedures for timber harvesting, roading and regeneration in Victoria’s State Forests 2009 that do not exist.

Recommendation 6:  DSE review the document Forest Coupe Planning Guidelines 2006 to ensure that references to other documentation are current.

4.2.4 4A-4 Process control point 

Who has responsibility and authority for preparing/modifying the FCP?  

Are adequate organisational resources allocated to the task (financial, personnel)? 

Are appropriate and competent resources available/involved in the preparation of FCPs?

Are procedures in place to ensure that competent person(s) are involved in the FCP development/modification process?

Audit Findings: Area for improvement

The DSE guidelines do not make clear who has responsibility for preparing the FCP or what level of competence they should have. Many of the FCPs submitted for the audit were unsigned. As previously stated there is no clear requirement in the guidelines for the FCP document to be signed or approved prior to distribution; the only clear requirement is for the “Harvesting commencement declaration”. 

The auditor could not make a determination on “if adequate organisational resources are available or if appropriate and competent resources are involved in the preparation of FCPs” as many of the FCPs submitted had not been signed, and the two signed FCPs were approved by the author.

Variations, amendments or additional instructions to standard operational procedures are documented in Section 3 of the FCP. This is a CIS generated section of the FCP, so for a variation to be captured in the final FCP the CIS needs to be updated prior to approval. 

Modifications to the FCP after the operational commencement are documented in the Coupe Diary. According to the guidelines the Coupe Diary is a formal part of the FCP (part 6 of Table 1 pp 3), yet it is a physically separate document intended to capture day to day events. Amendments to the FCP documented in the Coupe Diary must be made by a DSE Officer, but they do not require review or approval. This procedure does not ensure that competent persons are involved in the modification process of the FCPs. A more robust industry practice is for an amendment section to be included in the FCP, with any amendments requiring the approval. The role of the Coupe Diaries should be seen as separate and distinct from the FCP.
Therefore it was concluded that this process control point is an area for improvement.
Recommendation 7: DSE enforces a system of version control into the preparation of FCPs so that is transparent if a document is a draft or final document.

Recommendation 8: All prints of the DSE FCP generated by CIS default to a “draft” watermark, and that it is a selection option for a “final” to be produced.
Recommendation 9:  All amendments to the FCP are to be included in an amendment section within the FCP, and require approval.
Recommendation 10: It is recommended that FCP amendments be removed from the role of the Coupe Diary, and that changes are reflected in the FCP. 

4.2.5 4A-5 Process control point 

Do those personnel preparing or modifying a FCP have access to experts in relevant fields (i.e. forestry, Aboriginal cultural heritage, ecology etc)?

Audit Findings: Conformance

Evidence was provided to the auditor to confirm that DSE has access to experts in relevant fields such as forestry, Aboriginal cultural heritage and ecology both internally and externally. It was noted that consultation with experts in their fields also occurs during the WUP/TRP process prior to the preparation of FCPs.

4.2.6 4A-6 Process control point 

Is there a formal document control system? What procedures are in place to ensure FCP documentation has been approved and distribution controlled.

Audit Findings: Area for improvement

As discussed in Process control point 4A-4 many of the FCPs submitted for the audit were not approved for distribution, in fact the Auditor was advised that the FCP does not get approved until harvesting is intended. There is no clear requirement in the guidelines for the FCP document to be signed or approved prior to distribution. There are no guidelines outlining level of authorities to approve the FCP.

The guideline does outline a process to control the distribution to the licensee and general public and describes where the coupe plan is to be available, however the document does not contain a distribution list identifying individuals who will receive the document.
Therefore it was concluded that, given the lack of a formal document control system and procedures in place to ensure FCP documentation has been approved and distribution controlled, this process control point is an area for improvement.
Recommendation 11: The Auditor was advised by DSE that the FCPs contain distribution information, however the FCPs provided for this audit did not contain details of controlled distribution.  Therefore, it is recommended that all FCPs contain a distribution list identifying the names and roles of individuals that are to receive the document.   
4.2.7 4A-7 Process control point 

Is there a change management procedure? How are FCP issues included in the analysis of proposed changes?

Audit Findings: Conformance

At a CIS and FCP level a change management procedure is in place.  As a minimum the CIS is updated following the initial coupe reconnaissance, and the details of the Licensee, the Contractor and the DSE officer must be entered into CIS within three days of the FCP being signed by the Licensee. A more common industry practice however is for the identity of the Licensee and the harvesting contractor to be included in the FCP prior to finalisation.

Under the guidelines the Coupe diary forms part of the FCP, and amendments to the FCP are acknowledged in coupe diary, and any additional amendments to maps are notated on the maps.

The limitation with this approach is that the role and authority of the FCP is diluted by the use of a coupe diary and notations to maps. Amendments to the FCP via the coupe diary or map notations do not require peer review or approval from a senior forest officer.

At a procedural level it is not clear if a change management procedure is in place. The Forest Coupe Planning Guidelines were last revised in May 2006, and the scheduled review date is listed as “as required”. No evidence of internal or external systems review or auditing has been provided.

4.2.8 4A-8 Process control point 

What tools are used to determine coupe boundaries, coupe area, roading requirements?  Are they accurate and effective?

Audit Findings: Area for improvement

The guidelines give clear instructions on what tools are available to create FCP mapping (CIS mapping and ArcView) and what features must be included. The effective deployment of these tools would enable accurate and effective determination of coupe boundaries, areas and roading requirements. None of the mapping observed complied fully with the guideline’s directions as to what must be included in a FCP map. The recommended mapping tools were not universally applied in the production of FCP maps. 
Draft copies of the FCP mapping was provided for two of the FCPs.  Whilst the mapping in the Bendigo region included a CIS mapping overview, the operational maps were based on topographic maps with hand drawn notations and did not provide a legend. The mapping from the Mid Murray West region was of a higher standard.  One map provided detail on biodiversity, archaeological sites and a legend. However the Section 1 of this FCP was not provided, as a consequence the auditor could not determine if all the FCP features had been captured in the mapping. The map one FCP in the Mid Murray West region did not identify the WUP value of Sedgy Riverine Forest identified in this coupe.
Therefore it was concluded that, given the lack of accurate and effective tools used to determine coupe boundaries, coupe area, roading requirements, this process control point is an area for improvement.
Recommendation 12:  DSE standardise the quality of mapping included in the FCP in line with the guidelines to ensure that all the features identified in the WUP and FCP are displayed on operational mapping and that the maps include a detailed legend.

4.2.9 4A-9 Process control point 

How are relevant coupe values (environmental, social etc), hazards and risks identified? What procedures are in place to ensure that these coupe values are recorded and tracked throughout the planning process and ultimately recorded on the FCP? Is the process accurate and effective? Are the methods defensible?

Audit Findings: Area for improvement

Whilst procedures are in place to identify relevant coupe values, such as the coupe reconnaissance, CIS downloads, the WUP consultation process and the inclusion of values in WUP listing, the process does not appear to be effectively transposed into the FCP. The result being the ineffective identification of relevant coupe values in the FCP and a potential failure to communicate these values to operational staff.

Specifically the Bendigo FMA WUP lists a “large old tree site” in a coupe; but this value is not shown on the FCP mapping. The Auditor was advised that the tree is displayed on the map as an SMZ, however the map provided for the audit did not have the SMZ present.  The Mid Murray West FMA WUP lists a Sedgy Riverine Forest in River Spur but this value cannot be identified on the mapping as the mapping has no legend. Also the Mid Murray West FMA WUP lists a Wetland in the Iron Punt coupe, however the FCP does not list this as a biodiversity asset in Section 1 nor can it be identified on the FCP map.
It was concluded that, while procedures are in place to ensure that these coupe values are recorded and tracked throughout the planning process and ultimately recorded on the FCP, the process does not appear to be transposed into the FCP, and therefore this process control point is considered an area for improvement.

4.2.10 4A-10 Process control point 

Is field measurement and monitoring required for determination of coupe values? How do you know that the data is complete, representative, accurate and precise?

Audit Findings: Area for improvement

No evidence was provided to demonstrate that field measurement and monitoring to determine coupe values had taken place.

Initial coupe reconnaissance including desktop, office based data collection and field assessment is undertaken during the WUP development process and entered into the CIS. The harvest operation would normally take place within three years of a coupe being listed on the WUP. 

In developing the FCP the guidelines state:

“Features and values identified during the coupe reconnaissance and WUP preparation must be confirmed and accurately located in the field before being specified in the Forest Coupe Plan.”
The guidelines however do not refer to any form or template that should be used to capture information observed during a pre-operational inspection to confirm and accurately locate in the field features and values identified in the WUP preparation.  The Auditor was advised by DSE that a template does exist, however this was not provided as evidence through the audit process.

Therefore it was concluded that, given the lack of field measurement and monitoring required for determination of coupe values, or evidence that the data is complete, representative, accurate and precise, this process control point is an area for improvement.
Recommendation 13:  DSE review the guidelines in relation to the undertaking of pre-operational coupe inspections and develop a survey template to document this activity.

4.2.11 4A-11 Process control point 

Are internal/external audits undertaken to assess performance of the process? What were the results?

Audit Findings: Area for improvement

No evidence was provided to demonstrate that internal or external audits have been undertaken.

Internal and external audits and reviews are useful tools to ensure that systems and processes are robust, synchronised and current. 

Recommendation 14: DSE initiates a schedule of regular internal and external auditing and review.

4.2.12 4A-12 Process control point 

Soil erosion hazard or class is included in planning process? Maximum slope to be harvested is specified and assessed in planning?

Audit Findings: Conformance

Eight of eleven FCPs conformed to this control point.
Section 1 of the FCP describes the soil and slope values.  The auditor was not provided with Section 1 of three out of the eleven FCPs.  Section 1 was provided for one FCP, however the soil and slope assessment was not undertaken.  These features should normally be assessed during the coupe reconnaissance process and recorded in CIS. 
4.2.13 4A-13 Process control point 

Historic and archaeological values identified in planning process using a robust methodology? Have appropriate controls been proposed?

Audit Findings: Conformance

Eight of eleven FCPs conformed with this control point by including Section 1 of the FCP which describes the historic and archaeological values identified in planning process.
The auditor was not provided with Section 1 of two FCPs. Section 1 was provided for one FCP, however a historical issue was identified but not described.  For example, a 50 metre buffer was prescribed, however neither the historic site nor buffer were shown on the operational mapping. In two coupes in the Bendigo region old mine sites were listed in the operational hazard section but not in the historical assets section. The FCP does not make clear if these old mine sites had been assessed for historic heritage and no controls were documented for these sites for either heritage or workplace health and safety.
Recommendation 15:  DSE include in their guidelines and Management Procedures clear instruction on determining the status of old mine sites as historic sites or operational hazards.

Recommendation 16:  It is understood that old mine sites are protected and depicted through the SMZ process of the FCP maps, however it is recommended for clarity that DSE incorporates the details of the operational controls in the FCP.
4.2.14 4A-14 Process control point 

Has the requirements for consultation and Cultural Heritage Management Plans been considered?

Audit Findings: Conformance

Eight of eleven FCPs conformed to this control point by including Section 1 of the FCP which describes the requirements for consultation and Cultural Heritage Management Plans. In the FCPs where Section 1 was provided either no issues were identified or consultation had been initiated to establish the nature and any controls needed to manage the asset

4.2.15 4A-15 Process control point 

Any special exclusion zones or harvesting modification as specified in the WUP approval is planned for in FCPs?

Audit Findings: Area for improvement

As discussed in 4A-9 the Bendigo FMA WUP lists a “large old tree site” in for one coupe and this value is not shown on the FCP mapping. The Mid Murray West FMA WUP lists a Sedgy Riverine Forest in River Spur but this value cannot be identified on the mapping as the mapping has no legend.  Also in the Mid Murray West FMA WUP a Wetland is listed in a coupe, however the FCP does not list this as a biodiversity asset in Section 1, nor can it be identified on the FCP map.

In the Horsham FMA WUP, a coupe is listed as a Group Selection silvicultural system, but the FCP prescribes a Single Tree selection.
Therefore it was concluded that, given the lack of any special exclusion zones or harvesting modification as specified in the WUP approval being planned for in FCPs, this process control point is an area for improvement.
Recommendation 17: DSE ensures that the approver of FCPs is charged with the responsibility of ensuring special exclusion zones or harvesting modifications as specified in the WUP approval are planned for in the FCPs.
4.2.16 4A-16 Process control point 

Seasonal closures/ restrictions considered in planning?

Audit Findings: Conformance

Section 1 of the FCP also describes seasonal closures and restrictions considered in planning.  The auditor was not provided with Section 1 of three FCPs.
In three of the FCPs supplied to the auditor the recommended harvesting period is listed as 2008-2009, and one coupe listed as 2009-2010; outside the audit period for coupes established during the 2010/11 harvesting season. 

As eight of eleven FCPs included Section 1 of the FCP which describes the seasonal closures/ restrictions considered, it was concluded that there was conformance against this audit control point.
Recommendation 18:  DSE schedule harvest activities to be consistent with the requirements of the biological assets identified in the WUP process.

Process component 2 

Outline directive/requirement from legal or other obligation Forest management planning must comply with measures specified in relevant Flora and Fauna Guarantee Action Statements and Flora and Fauna Guarantee Orders.
4.2.17 4A-17 Process control point 

Is there evidence that the planning process complies with relevant Action Statements and Regulatory Orders?

Audit Findings: Area for improvement

The auditor was not provided with Section 1 of three FCPs, this section describes biodiversity assets to be managed in the FCP.

In the FCPs where Section 1 was provided the auditor observed some irregularities with the FCPs in the Horsham FMA. The FCPs do not list any biodiversity issues relevant to DSE contractors, whilst the Horsham Forest Management Plan describes management activities to enhance the habitat of birds and animals such as the endangered Red-tailed Black Cockatoo.   As discussed in a previous control point, it is understood that information about biodiversity issues is only required to be addressed in the FCP if the species habitat was present in the coupe during the WUP process.  However, there seems to be a number of discrepancies as in one of the FCPs, CIS statements list the coupe as a Powerful Owl habitat, and yet this fact is not disclosed in the FCP or the map.  And in another the FCP mentions Special Management Zones and Habitat Trees, yet it states that there are no biodiversity issues found or relevant to the contractor.  

Even though eight of eleven FCPs included Section 1 of the FCP, it is the opinion of the auditor that these were not in line with the WUP documents and did not provide evidence that the planning process complies with relevant Action Statements and Regulatory Orders, and is therefore considered an area for improvement.
Process component 3 

To facilitate the protection of biodiversity values, application of the precautionary principle to the conservation of biodiversity values, consistent with monitoring and research to improve understanding of the effects of forest management on forest ecology and conservation values; must be addressed when developing and reviewing plans.

4.2.18 4A-18 Process control point 

Is there evidence of the precautionary principle having been applied to protect biodiversity values in the planning process?
Audit Findings: Area for improvement

The auditor was not provided with Section 1 of three FCPs, this section describes biodiversity assets to be managed in relation to the precautionary principal in the FCP. 

In the FCPs where Section 1 was provided the auditor noted that the Nuggerty coupe diary describes marking out an SPZ, and yet this SPZ is not listed in the FCP or shown on the map. In the Days Lane Nth 1 FCP the large old tree site and Powerful Owl habitat is not shown on any mapping.

Other examples of a failure to adopt a precautionary principal have been discussed in 4A 15, 16 and 17 above.

A precautionary approach would also be facilitated by documented pre-operational site inspections with a focus on biodiversity values. Whilst site inspections are required for the WUP preparation, three years can lapse between this process and the harvest operation, and biodiversity values can change in that time. Seasonal factors can also influence the presence or absence of biodiversity values. 

Even though eight of eleven FCPs included Section 1 of the FCP, it is the opinion of the auditor that there was little evidence of the precautionary principle having been applied to protect biodiversity values in the planning process s, and is therefore considered an area for improvement.

Process component:  To facilitate the protection of biodiversity values, consideration of the advice of relevant experts and relevant research in conservation biology and flora and fauna management at all stages of planning and operations must be addressed when developing and reviewing plans.
4.2.19 4A-19 Process control point

Relevant experts have been consulted.
Audit Findings: Conformance

Consultation with specialists to determine management prescriptions takes place at WUP development.

Process component 4 

To facilitate the protection of biodiversity values, use of wildlife corridors, comprising appropriate widths of retained forest, to facilitate animal movement between patches of forest of varying ages and stages of development, and contributing to a linked system of reserves must be addressed when developing and reviewing plans.

4.2.20 4A-20 Process control point

Protection measures for biodiversity values have been provided.
Audit Findings: Conformance

The zoning scheme and the nature of the silvicultural systems practiced by DSE such as single tree selection, group selection, thinning from above and below is considered by the auditor to facilitate retained forest and wildlife linkages.

DSE advised they consider that the application of Special Protection and Special Management Zones; following the requirements of the Code of Practice for timber production 2007; and the application of buffers in the development of the WUP, effectively ensures that protection measures for biodiversity values have been provided. The auditor accepts this position.

5. Audit implementation and workbook 4A: planning processes

It became clear during the audit that DSE do not have the ability to readily reproduce electronic versions of completed and approved FCPs. The intended scope of this audit was that it would be conducted as a desktop study with documentation provided to the auditor for review. Under the current documentation processes a more effective audit approach would be for the auditor to visit selected forest management area offices to witness file copies of FCPs and supporting documentation.

6. Conclusions and recommendations

6.1 Audit conclusions 

The audit objective was to assess whether the processes undertaken in the development of coupe planning documentation (Forest Coupe Plans) are compliant with legislative and regulatory requirements, and the effectiveness of these processes for the coupes established during the 2010/11 harvesting season.  This audit was the first of its type utilising the audit control point developed for Workbook 4A Planning Processes. 
The audit assessed eleven Forest Coupe Plans, located in the Horsham, Bendigo and Mid Murray West Forest Management Areas of Victoria.  A low standard of conformance was achieved across most element groups. A good level of conformance was achieved in the elements concerned with consulting with experts in relevant fields. 

Eleven ’Areas for improvement’ were identified from twenty control points.   While a total of eleven areas for improvement were identified, these related to poor documentation or inadequate management control measures in the development of forest coupe plans.  

For a detailed account of these control points see Section 4.2 of this report.  
In summary, the areas for improvement were identified for the following control points:
4A-1
Does a process exist to ensure the organisation appropriately prepares/modifies, reviews and endorses a FCP?

4A-2
Is the process an accredited management system?  Is the accreditation current?
4A-4
Who has responsibility and authority for preparing/modifying the FCP?  Are adequate organisational resources allocated to the task (financial, personnel)? Are appropriate and competent resources available/involved in the preparation of FCPs? Are procedures in place to ensure that competent person(s) are involved in the FCP development/modification process?

4A-6
Is there a formal document control system? What procedures are in place to ensure FCP documentation has been approved and distribution controlled?
4A-8
What tools are used to determine coupe boundaries, coupe area, roading requirements?  Are they accurate and effective?

4A-9
How are relevant coupe values (environmental, social etc), hazards and risks identified? What procedures are in place to ensure that these coupe values are recorded and tracked throughout the planning process and ultimately recorded on the FCP? Is the process accurate and effective? Are the methods defensible?

4A-10
Is field measurement and monitoring required for determination of coupe values? How do you know that the data is complete, representative, accurate and precise?

4A-11
Are internal/external audits undertaken to assess performance of the process?
4A-15
Any special exclusion zones or harvesting modification as specified in the TRP approval is planned for in FCPs?
4A-17
Is there evidence that the planning process complies with relevant Action Statements and Regulatory Orders? 

4A-18
Is there evidence of the precautionary principle having been applied to protect biodiversity values in the planning process?
6.1.1 Risks to beneficial uses

The audit did not identify any imminent environmental hazards or unacceptable risk to the beneficial uses relevant to this audit, being:

· Life, health and wellbeing of humans.
· Life, health and wellbeing of other forms of life, including the protection of ecosystems and biodiversity.
· Local amenity and aesthetic enjoyment.

6.1.2 Recommendations

This report has incorporated a number of recommendations for improvement where it was considered by the auditor that the Forest Coupe Plan preparation and implementation could be improved.  These are:
· Recommendation 1:  DSE review the method of preparation of the FCP to achieve a document that can be electronically reproduced in its final and approved form, adds value to the role of the target audience and clearly communicates necessary information.
· Recommendation 2:  DSE review the document Forest Coupe Planning Guidelines 2006 on the basis of the findings of this audit and incorporate into this document clear directions on levels of authority and the requirements to prepare, review and approve a FCP prior to distribution.
· Recommendation 3:  DSE review the document Forest Coupe Planning Guidelines 2006 to ensure that the appendices reflect current CIS generated templates.
· Recommendation 4:  DSE review all tiers of documentation applicable to the Horsham FMA to ensure a consistent approach to biodiversity conservation and forest management.
· Recommendation 5:  DSE considers implementing a programme to achieve accreditation in its operational planning management system.
· Recommendation 6:  DSE review the document Forest Coupe Planning Guidelines 2006 to ensure that references to other documentation are current.
· Recommendation 7:  DSE enforce a system of version control into the preparation of FCPs so that is transparent if a document is a draft or final document.
· Recommendation 8:  All prints of the DSE FCP generated by CIS default to a “draft” watermark, and that it is a selection option for a “final” to be produced.
· Recommendation 9:  All amendments to the FCP are to be included in an amendment section within the FCP, and require approval.
· Recommendation 10: It is recommended that FCP amendments be removed from the role of the Coupe Diary, and that changes are reflected in the FCP.
· Recommendation 11:  FCPs contain a distribution list identifying the names and roles of individuals to receive the document.
· Recommendation 12:  DSE standardise the quality of mapping included in the FCP in line with the guidelines to ensure that all the features identified in the WUP and FCP are displayed on operational mapping and that the maps include a detailed legend.
· Recommendation 13:  DSE review the guidelines in relation to the undertaking of pre-operational coupe inspections and develop a survey template to document this activity.
· Recommendation 14:  DSE initiates a schedule of regular internal and external auditing and review.
· Recommendation 15:  DSE include in their guidelines and Management Procedures clear instruction on determining the status of old mine sites as historic sites or operational hazards.
· Recommendation 16:  DSE incorporates operational controls in the FCP for old mine sites.
· Recommendation 17:  DSE ensures that the approver of FCPs is charged with the responsibility on ensuring special exclusion zones or harvesting modifications as specified in the WUP approval are planned for in the FCPs.
· Recommendation 18:  DSE schedule harvest activities to be consistent with the requirements of the biological assets identified in the WUP process.
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