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Executive Summary

This report documents the methodology and findings of an environmental audit of timber production on public land in Victoria for the 2008-09 financial year.  The objective of the audit is to assess and report on compliance of timber harvesting operations, undertaken during the 2008-09 financial year, with all relevant legislation, regulations and government policies aimed at achieving sustainable forest management.  The audit was undertaken in accordance with the scope and methodology developed by the Department of Sustainability and Environment (DSE or the Department) through its Forest Audit Program (FAP).

Table 1
Summary information in accordance with EPA Publication 1147

	Summary information required

	EPA file reference no.
	68515-1

	Auditor
	Jodie Mason

	Auditor term of appointment
	14 July 2008 - 14 July 2012

	Name of person requesting audit
	Stephen Colquitt, Project Manager, Department of Sustainability and Environment (DSE)

	Relationship to premises/location
	DSE is the regulator of commercial timber harvesting activities on public land in Victoria

	Date of request
	27-Sep-10

	Date EPA notified of audit
	30-Sep-10

	Completion date of the audit
	25-Feb-11

	Reason for audit
	Required by the DSE Forest Audit Program

	Description of activity
	Preparation and implementation of Forest Coupe Plans, including elements of planning, timber harvesting, road construction and post-harvest rehabilitation (excludes regeneration activities and outcomes).

	EPA region
	State wide

	Dominant — Lot on plan
	N/A - State Forest

	Additional — Lot on plan(s)
	N/A - State Forest

	Site/premises name
	27 coupes across Victoria

	o Building/complex sub-unit No.
	N/A - State Forest

	o Street/Lot — Lower No.
	N/A - State Forest

	o Street/Lot — Upper No.
	N/A - State Forest

	o Street Name
	N/A - State Forest

	o Street type (road, court, etc)
	N/A - State Forest

	o Street suffix (North, South etc)
	N/A - State Forest

	o Suburb
	N/A - State Forest

	o Postcode
	N/A - State Forest

	GIS coordinate of site centroid7
	N/A

	o Latitude (GDA94)
	N/A

	o Longitude (GDA94)
	N/A

	Members and categories of support team utilised
	Andrew Hill (Terrestrial Ecology - flora)

	Outcome of the audit
	Audit report with recommendations

	Further work or requirements
	Four (4) recommendations were made, relating to control of noxious weeds; fire salvage machinery cleaning protocols; closure of roads no longer needed; and disposal of excess bark when not undertaking regeneration burning.

	Groundwater segment
	N/A

	Surrounding land use
	Surrounding land includes State forest, State park and national park managed for multiple uses including timber harvesting, recreation, biodiversity conservation and water storage and management.


The audit assessed 27 coupes across Victoria, 25 of which are managed by VicForests and two of which are managed by DSE.  Twenty-five coupes were selected according to a risk-based approach that considered risk of environmental impact arising from harvesting activities by scoring each coupe according to its attributes of slope, soil erosion hazard, silviculture, the presence of rainforest and proximity to other protected values.  The weighted selection process favoured the selection of coupes with a relatively higher risk of environmental impact, with 60%, 25% and 15% of the coupes selected from the High, Medium and Low risk categories, respectively.  The selected VicForests coupes were spread across the High, Medium and Low risk categories, while the selected DSE coupes were both from the Low risk category.

Two of the 27 coupes were selected on the basis that they occur within water supply catchments managed by Melbourne Water.
The audited coupes included five fire salvage coupes and one thinnings coupe.  The scope of the audit excluded practices associated with production and collection of domestic forest produce such as firewood.
The Department managed stakeholder consultation relating to the development of the FAP and the audit.  Interest by stakeholders resulted in the management of rainforest being a focus of coupe selection for this audit.  Two community observation days were held following the audit where the audit process could be observed and findings discussed.

The audit was undertaken during November and December 2010, with the field component completed in November.  There were no harvesting activities current in the selected coupes at the time of the audit.  Compliance or non-compliance was noted for defined audit criteria within six Compliance Element groups.  Where a non-compliance was identified, the actual or potential environmental impact was determined in accordance with the Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) tool, as defined in the FAP, to provide an EIA risk rating of Severe, Major, Moderate, Minor or Negligible.  During reporting of audit findings, a sixth category of impact was added to the EIA tool, termed ‘No impact’ to more accurately reflect that some identified non-compliances resulted in no environmental impact.
The differences in forest types, the landscape within which they occur and the harvest intensity between the audited coupes managed by VicForests and those managed by DSE are expected to result in differences in risk of environmental impact.  Attributes that contribute to a higher risk of environmental impact include steep slopes, higher soil erosion hazard, silvicultural systems requiring more intensive harvesting, and proximity to other special values.  In general, VicForests coupes were on steeper topography, had coupes with higher soil erosion hazard, had more intensive harvesting systems and were proximal to a higher proportion of other special values than were the DSE coupes.  Due to these differences, it is not appropriate for the reader to draw direct comparisons between the level of compliance or environmental impact of DSE-managed coupes and those managed by VicForests.  Further, due to differences in audit criteria, it is not appropriate for the reader to draw direct comparisons between compliance scores presented in this first audit report against the new FAP and those reported for the annual audit process managed by EPA Victoria in the period from 2003 to 2007.
The audit identified a number of individual examples of good practice, including instances of conservative delineation of rainforest boundaries; minimisation of snig tracks; good examples of snig track rehabilitation on a steep slope; minimisation of vegetation clearance widths for road construction; reuse of existing landings and road alignments and effective use of natural outslope drainage where possible.

Table 2 summarises the audit findings for DSE and Vicforests, including EIA risk ratings.

Table 2
Summary of audit findings for DSE and VicForests

	Agency
	Coupes audited
	Compliances (% compliance)
	Non-compliances
	Environmental Impact Assessment Tool rating

	
	
	
	
	No impact
	Negligible
	Minor
	Moderate
	Major
	Severe

	VicForests
	25
	1934 (93%)
	139
	31
	47
	28
	31
	2
	0

	DSE
	2
	71 (87%)
	11
	9
	2
	0
	0
	0
	0

	TOTAL
	27
	2,005 (93%)
	150
	40
	49
	28
	31
	2
	0


Figure 1 summarises compliance and EIA risk ratings for each Compliance Element.
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Figure 1
Summary of compliance for each Compliance Element

A total of 139 non-compliances were identified across the 25 VicForests coupes and 11 across the two DSE coupes.

The Forest Coupe Plans Compliance Element group (Forest Coupe Plans – general; and Exclusion zones Compliance Elements), which addressed the development of Forest Coupe Plans and planning for exclusion zones, had the greatest number of criteria and the second highest proportion of criteria in compliance of the six groups.  The main areas of non-compliance identified in the Forest Coupe Plans Compliance Element group related to planning for the control of noxious weeds, with two minor errors also identified in labelling of species habitat on maps.  The Operational Provisions Compliance Element group (Operational provisions Compliance Element), which had only eight applicable audit criteria, had all criteria assessed as being in compliance.  A large proportion of the criteria in the Operational Provisions Compliance Element group, such as suspension of operations in wet conditions, were unable to be assessed due to there being no harvesting current during the audit.  

Of the six groups, the Biodiversity Conservation Compliance Element group (Protection of biodiversity values; Habitat trees; Rainforest; and Forest health Compliance Elements) had the lowest level of compliance, with around 75 percent of the applicable criteria assessed as compliant.  Areas of non-compliance included systemic weaknesses identified with monitoring and control of noxious weeds.  In general, the areas identified for protection of significant habitat and rainforest had been marked appropriately and harvesting activities excluded.  Notable exceptions to this were machine entry into two areas of rainforest and their buffers.  Both of the rainforest buffers had been identified in Forest Coupe Plans and maps and harvesting had been excluded, with entry in each case appearing to have been by an individual bulldozer or excavator, in one case apparently during firebreak construction.  These non-compliances were assessed as having Major EIA risk ratings.

The River Health, Water Quality and Soil Assessment Compliance Element group (River Health, Water Quality and Soil Assessment; Waterways; Buffers; Filters; Slopes; Camp maintenance, fuel storage and waste disposal; and Water catchments Compliance Elements) addressed classification and exclusion of waterways from harvesting activities, slope and special water catchment restrictions, and management of in-coupe machinery maintenance areas.  The Compliance Element group was assessed as having been managed appropriately, with a small number of non-compliances identified, including failure to classify streams adjacent to three coupes, machinery or harvest debris entering filters on four coupes and instances of litter on coupes. 

The Roading Compliance Element group (Road planning; Road design; Road construction; Road maintenance; Suspension of cartage; and Road closure Compliance Elements) addressed the planning, construction and temporary and permanent closure of roads used during timber harvesting.  In the majority of cases, roads were assessed as planned and designed to minimise impacts, with some deficiencies identified, mainly on steeper slopes.  Management of stockpiled soil was also assessed on several coupes as being non-compliant, in one case resulting in a Moderate EIA risk rating due to its location within a rainforest buffer.  Retaining access to roads that are no longer needed was also identified as non-compliant in several instances for both VicForests- and DSE-managed roads.
The Coupe Infrastructure Compliance Element group (Coupe infrastructure – general; Log landings and dumps; Snig and forwarding tracks; and Boundary tracks Compliance Elements) addressed landings, snig tracks and boundary tracks.  Infrastructure was assessed as being generally minimised and rehabilitated appropriately.  Issues identified included inadequate respreading of topsoil on some landings, retention of excess bark around some landings due to reduced regeneration burning, and inadequate drainage of sections of snig tracks and boundary tracks, mainly on steeper slopes in the case of boundary tracks.

No non-compliances with Severe EIA risk ratings were identified in any coupes during the audit.  
Two non-compliances with an EIA risk rating of Major were identified, both resulting from machine entry into rainforest buffers and associated rainforest.
Thirty-one non-compliances with Moderate EIA risk ratings and 28 non-compliances with Minor EIA risk ratings were also identified, mainly in the following areas:

· Topsoil respreading and retention of bark at landings; 

· Noxious weed assessments and control; 

· Inadequate or inappropriate drainage of sections of roads, snig tracks and boundary tracks; 

· Management of cut and fill on roads; 

· Road construction on steeper slopes than prescribed for the soil type; 

· Crossing of drainage lines without approval; 

· Instances of debris pushed or rolled into exclusion zones; 

· Trees felled into buffers and pulled out without adequate documentation; 
· An instance of soil stockpiled in a rainforest buffer for road rehabilitation without documented and approved plans; and 

· Instances of failure to classify streams adjacent to coupes.
The majority of non-compliances identified (59%) were determined as having EIA risk ratings of No impact or Negligible.  

This audit report includes four recommendations for improvement where current systems are not considered adequate to meet the relevant requirements of the Code of practice for timber production 2007, Management Procedures or Fire salvage harvesting prescriptions as incorporated into the FAP.  The recommendations relate to weed control; fire salvage machinery cleaning protocols; closure of roads no longer needed; and disposal of excess bark when not undertaking regeneration burning.  All recommendations apply to VicForests operations and two also apply to DSE.

NFSG 

1 Introduction
This report documents the methodology and findings of an environmental audit of timber production on State forests in Victoria for the 2008-09 financial year.  The Department of Sustainability and Environment (DSE or the Department) engaged URS Australia Pty Ltd (URS) to undertake the audit.  Jodie Mason (the Auditor) of URS led the audit in her capacity as an environmental auditor appointed pursuant to the Environment Protection Act 1970.  

The objective of the audit is to assess and report on compliance of timber harvesting operations, undertaken in the 2008-09 financial year on public land, with all relevant legislation, regulations and government policies aimed at achieving sustainable forest management, in accordance with the scope of work developed by DSE.

Between 2003 and 2007, EPA Victoria managed a program of annual external, independent audits of compliance with the Code of forest practices for timber production, 1996.  In 2007, EPA Victoria commissioned a review of the suite of audits undertaken across the timber production cycle by all parties with a view to improving the audit program.  In response to the findings and recommendations of the review, the Minister for Environment and Climate Change requested that DSE, as the regulator of timber harvesting activities on public land, develop a new Forest Audit Program.
In 2010, DSE finalised its Forest Audit Program (FAP), a series of seven audit modules intended to assess, in an open and transparent manner, the environmental impacts of activities associated with timber harvesting conducted in State forests.  The seven modules, including two procedural modules, address activities throughout the planning, roading, harvesting, regeneration, monitoring and finalisation stages of the forest harvesting cycle.  This audit was undertaken in accordance with the scope and methodology specified in two procedural modules of the FAP, Module 1 Overview and Module 2 Audit Process as well as FAP Module 5 Harvesting and Closure, provided by DSE.  These documents are attached as Appendices A, B and C, respectively.
This report presents the findings of the first audit against the new FAP.  Due to differences in audit criteria, it is not appropriate for the reader to draw direct comparisons between compliance scores presented in this report and those reported for the annual audit process managed by EPA Victoria in the period from 2003 to 2007.

VicForests is responsible for planning and managing commercial timber harvesting and the sale of timber products from State forest in the east of the state; and DSE is responsible for management of commercial timber harvesting and sale in State forests in the west, as depicted in Figure 1‑1.
[image: image9.emf]
Figure 1‑1
Map of Forest Management Areas and responsibilities across Victoria

Source: Forest Audit Program Module 1 Overview
All commercial timber harvesting in Victoria’s State forests is subject to the Sustainable Forests (Timber) Act 2004, which requires compliance with the Code of Practice for Timber Production (the Code).  The Code is the key regulatory instrument applicable to commercial timber harvesting and is developed under the Conservation, Forests and Lands Act 1987.  It prescribes the minimum standards to which timber harvesting in Victoria must comply.  The Code requires that Forest Management Plans are developed for State forests in all Forest Management Areas in Victoria.  

The Management Procedures for timber harvesting operations and associated activities in Victoria’s State forests (Management Procedures), developed by DSE, provide additional guidance to VicForests and DSE in meeting the requirements of the Code, as well as further environmental and operational requirements.  The Management Procedures apply to all commercial timber harvesting undertaken by VicForests and DSE.  
VicForests and DSE have developed subordinate procedural documents intended to assist staff and contractors in the implementation of Code and Management Procedure requirements, including Utilisation Procedures (VicForests) and Timber Harvesting Operator’s Procedures (DSE).  Fire salvage harvesting prescriptions are supplementary prescriptions, which apply to salvage harvesting operations in wildfire-affected areas for a period of time following the fire event, with the aim of further minimising negative impacts on an already disturbed environment.
The audit is intended to benefit DSE as the environmental regulator, the Victorian forestry industry, catchment managers and the community by providing an independent and objective assessment of the environmental performance of timber harvesting operations, and assist VicForests and DSE in their objectives of continual improvement.  Public reporting of findings will help inform the public and contribute to transparency.

The methodology used to undertake this audit is outlined in Section 3 of this report, Audit Approach, and findings and recommendations are reported in Section 4, with conclusions in Section 5.
The audit was undertaken to assess compliance of timber harvesting activities with the specified components of the existing regulatory framework.  The audit did not directly assess the efficacy of the framework and associated systems and documents.  Recommendations have been provided in a small number of cases where the Auditor considers, based on audit findings, that documented procedures or practices do not adequately address the intent of the Code or other mandatory requirements and the recommendation can add value in continuing to improve environmental outcomes.
2  ADVANCE  \u 1.5cm Audit scope
This section outlines the objectives, scope and time period addressed by the audit, the segment and elements of the environment audited, the beneficial uses considered, audit criteria, excluded elements, and the Auditor’s support team.
2.1 Objectives, scope and period of audit
The objective of the audit is to assess and report on compliance of commercial timber harvesting operations, undertaken in the 2008-09 financial year in Victorian State forests, with all relevant legislation, regulations and government policies aimed at achieving sustainable forest management.
The scope of the audit is activities included in the FAP Module 5 Harvesting and Closure component of the FAP and compliance elements included in Module 5 workbooks.  It includes commercial timber harvesting operations undertaken by VicForests in eastern Victoria and by DSE in the west of the State.  The FAP Module 5 Harvesting and closure workbooks are attached as Appendix D.
The work that was carried out is described in the FAP Module 1 Overview, FAP Module 2 Audit Process and FAP Module 5 Harvesting and closure and is summarised as follows:
· Selection of the coupes for audit based on a prescribed risk-based approach;
· Office-based review and field assessments, accompanied by auditees, of the management of the selected coupes;
· Preparation of this environmental audit report which considers auditees comments on factual matters on a draft report; and
· Participation in community observation days managed by DSE. 

Audit field inspections were conducted in November 2010 and the community observation days were held in February 2011.
2.2 Segments and elements audited
The segment of the environment covered by this audit is defined as that portion of Victoria in which timber is harvested from public land including adjacent rivers, streams and communities directly affected by that harvesting.
The following elements of the environment (as defined in the Environment Protection Act 1970) have been considered in conducting the audit:

· Land;

· Surface water;

· Groundwater;

· Vegetation;

· Aesthetics;

· Wildlife; and

· Fish.

The FAP Module 1 Overview also includes climate as an element relevant to the audit program, however the Auditor did not consider it relevant to this audit.
2.3 Beneficial uses
In assessing the risk of harm or detriment to the environment, the following beneficial uses are considered broadly relevant to the audit:

· Life, health and wellbeing of humans;

· Life, health and wellbeing of other forms of life, including the protection of ecosystems and biodiversity; and

· Local amenity and aesthetic enjoyment.
2.4 Audit criteria

The audit criteria used in this audit were compiled by consultants to DSE during the development of the FAP Module 5 Harvesting and closure and collated into the six associated audit workbooks:

· Workbook 5A: Forest Coupe Plan;

· Workbook 5B: Water Quality, River Health and Soil Protection;

· Workbook 5C: Biodiversity Conservation;

· Workbook 5D: Operational Provisions;

· Workbook 5E: Roading; and
· Workbook 5F: Coupe Infrastructure.

The workbooks address the following six Compliance Element groups:

· Forest Coupe Plans, including an Exclusion Zones Compliance Element;

· Operational Provisions, (i.e. weather-related and seasonal provisions);

· Water Quality, River Health and Soil Protection, including:

· Waterways

· Buffers

· Filters

· Slopes
· Camp Maintenance, Fuel Storage & Waste Disposal

· Water Catchments

· Biodiversity Conservation including:

· Habitat Trees

· Rainforest

· Forest Health

· Roading including:

· Road Planning

· Road Design

· Road Construction

· Road Maintenance

· Suspension of Cartage

· Road Closure

· Coupe Infrastructure Provisions, including:

· Log Landings and Dumps

· Snig and Forwarding Tracks

· Boundary Trails.
URS undertook a limited review of these workbooks and provided comment to DSE regarding the organisation of criteria and alternate indicators for some criteria, but did not undertake a full verification of workbooks to ensure that all relevant criteria within the regulatory framework were included.  To this extent, the Auditor relied on the criteria as contained in the workbooks.  However, nothing has come to the attention of the Auditor that indicates that it was not reasonable to rely on the workbooks to achieve the intended scope of the selected Compliance Elements.
The workbooks contain criteria limited to those selected from the Code, Management Procedures, and Fire salvage harvesting prescriptions.
2.4.1 Excluded elements

The FAP Module 5 Harvesting and closure lists elements that are specifically excluded from the scope of the audit:
· Audit of the strategic planning and development phase of the Allocation Order by DSE under the Sustainable Forests (Timber) Act 2004 (as amended);

· Compliance with rules, regulations or guidelines that relate to Occupational Health and Safety matters;

· Timber harvesting practices undertaken in plantations or other non-State forest;

· Roading practices conducted in State forests that are not associated with timber production;

· 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; and

· Fire suppression and management practices undertaken in State forests (e.g. fuel reduction burning and habitat enhancement burning), with the noted exception of post harvest burning undertaken in State forests.

2.4.2 Support team

In completing this audit, the following personnel provided support to the Auditor:

· Andrew Hill (Principal Ecologist, Ecology Partners);

· Maria van der Geest (Senior Forestry Consultant, URS);

· Richard Kaser (Principal Geotechnical Engineer, URS);

· Peter O’Hara (Senior Engineering Geologist, URS);

· Andrew Piper (Forestry Consultant, URS);

· Stephen Haack (Administration Support and HSE Manager, URS);

· Andrew Morton (Vice President, URS Forestry); and

· Ashley Lang (Senior Principal, URS).
3  ADVANCE  \u 1.5cm Audit Approach

3.1 Audit overview

The audit was undertaken according to DSE FAP Modules 1, 2 and 5 and as outlined in this report.  Field inspections were conducted over a three week period from 8 to 26 November 2010, with document review continuing into the weeks following.  
The Auditor held a short briefing meeting with VicForests and DSE auditees at the start of the field program in each region or district to introduce the audit team, outline the audit process and confirm logistical arrangements.  The audit team assessed between one to three coupes each day in the field and at the completion of each assessment reviewed the findings with operational staff on site.  A debriefing session with auditees was also held at the conclusion of the field program at each region or district, which provided a preliminary assessment of compliance for each coupe for discussion with operational staff and management, and identified any issues where further evidence or clarification was required.
3.2 Target selection

The FAP Module 2 Audit Process prescribes the process to be used for selecting coupes for inclusion in the audit.  DSE specified that 27 coupes would be audited – 25 selected according to a risk-based methodology, and two additional coupes selected from those located within Melbourne Water catchments.

The Department compiled and provided to the Auditor a Master Coupe List of 379 coupes, intended to represent all coupes that underwent harvesting during the 2008-09 financial year (excluding firewood coupes).  The Auditor then selected coupes for audit from the Master Coupe List using a risk-based approach that considered the following factors to determine an Absolute Risk Rating (ARR) for each coupe:
· Slope (S);
· Soil erosion hazard (SE);

· Silvicultural system (SS);

· Special land protection requirements (PR); and

· Compliance Themes (CT).

The ARR is determined by the following formula:
ARR (coupe) = S x SE + SS + PR + Σ(CT)
· where Σ means the sum of

Compliance Themes are intended to allow for an adjustment of the focus of audits year to year by increasing the likelihood of selecting coupes that are relevant to the chosen Compliance Theme.  DSE advised the Auditor that the Compliance Theme for the audit, based on stakeholder feedback, would be the management of rainforest.
Once ARRs were assigned to all coupes, coupes were allocated accordingly into High, Moderate and Low risk categories.  The 25 coupes were selected at random from the Master Coupe List to fit the following risk distribution prescribed by the FAP Module 2 Audit Process:

· 60% from the High risk group;

· 25% from the Moderate risk group; and

· 15% from the Low risk group.

The two Melbourne Water coupes were selected based on their location within Melbourne Water catchments and the presence of rainforest.  However, due to changes that were later made for logistical reasons, only one of the Melbourne Water coupes contained rainforest.

Some changes were made to the list of selected coupes for logistical reasons.  Changes included substitution of a small number of coupes that were geographically isolated from other selected coupes; and where wet conditions prevented access.

More detail about the target selection process, including changes made to the selection, is presented in Appendix E of this report.
3.3 Coupe assessment

The audit was undertaken during November and December 2010, using a combination of document review, site inspections and interviews with relevant personnel.  Representatives of the auditee organisations accompanied the audit team on all coupes during site inspections.
Copies of Forest Coupe Plans and coupe diaries for each audited coupe were provided by the relevant managing agency, VicForests or DSE, forming a major part of the document review.  The Auditor did not undertake independent verification of the contents of the copies of Forest Coupe Plans or coupe diaries.
Of the total of 27 coupes that were assessed, there was no harvesting current at the time of the audit.
3.3.1 Audit workbooks

During site inspections, audit workbooks were completed for each coupe according to the evidence identified.  Where the audit team found that an indicator provided in a workbook did not adequately reflect the audit criterion, the audit criterion alone was used.  The Auditor has provided feedback to DSE regarding this issue with the objective of continual improvement of the audit program.

Non-compliance was recorded against a criterion if insufficient evidence was available to demonstrate that an audit criterion had been appropriately implemented.  Where the Auditor identified a deficiency that the auditee had already addressed, it was not recorded as a non-compliance, except in cases where it had not been addressed adequately and had an Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) risk rating of Moderate, Major or Severe.  The Auditor reviewed coupe diaries for issues identified by auditees and actions taken, and provided opportunities for auditees to discuss issues and present additional information.  The issues that the Auditor found to have already been identified and adequately addressed most commonly related to trees having been accidentally felled across boundaries.
3.3.2 Field assessments

During site inspections of audited coupes, measurements of key parameters were taken in accordance with FAP Module 3 Harvesting and Closure, and recorded in coupe workbooks.  Observations and photographs were taken of site conditions to aid in assessment of compliance.  Parameters that were subject to measurement included the following:
· Roads;

· Snig and forwarding tracks;

· Boundary tracks;

· Log landings and dumps;

· Buffers (streamside, landscape, significant habitat);

· Filters; and

· Habitat trees.

Further details on measurements, taken from FAP Module 5 Harvesting and Closure are included in Annex A of Appendix C of this report.
The Auditor undertook soil assessments at all VicForests-managed coupes for comparison with results obtained by VicForests field staff during coupe reconnaissance.  The Auditor adopted the same methodology as used by VicForests, which is described in the VicForests Instruction, Soil Assessment, April 2010.  Similar assessments were not undertaken on the DSE coupes.  The need for formal soil assessments in the DSE coupes was mitigated due to the low gradient slopes and that and soil disturbance arising from harvesting activities was negligible.
3.4 Environmental impact assessment

For each non-compliance identified, except in relation to coupe and exclusion area planning, the Auditor made a qualitative assessment of actual or potential environmental impact using the Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) tool prescribed in the FAP Module 2 Audit Process.

The EIA tool is a useful mechanism for assessing the significance of a non-compliance and provides additional context to findings.  It seeks to assess the significance objectively as a No impact, Negligible, Minor, Moderate, Major or Severe actual or potential environmental impact.  It should be noted that the tool does not provide an absolute measure of environmental impact, such as a parts per million sedimentation concentration impact on water quality, for example.
The EIA risk rating is based on the following factors:

· Extent of impact or disturbance;
· Duration of impact; and
· Environmental asset value.

Details of the EIA tool are presented in Annex B of the FAP Module 2 Audit Process, which is attached in Appendix B of this report.
In the case of non-compliances in the areas of coupe and exclusion area planning, a simplified classification was used, in accordance with the FAP Module 2 Audit Process:
· Severe - poses a severe threat to human life, or irreversible or extensive impact to the environment;

· Major - poses a potential threat to human life, or significant impact to the environment;

· Moderate - poses a moderate impact to the environment;

· Minor - poses a minor impact to the environment, however further risk reduction opportunities exist;

· Negligible - poses no impact to the environment and/or provides for continuous improvement; and
· No impact – during the audit, a new EIA category of ‘No impact’ was added to the EIA tool for those issues where it was assessed that there is no actual environmental impact as a result of a non-compliance, to distinguish them from non-compliances that result in a negligible actual or potential environmental impact.
3.5 DSE stakeholder consultation

Identification of stakeholders with an interest in the audit and subsequent consultation was managed by DSE.  

Audit compliance theme

Based on consultation with stakeholders, DSE advised the Auditor that community interest in management of rainforests was high.  In response to this level of interest, DSE nominated rainforest management as a key compliance theme for the audit.  This meant that coupes identified as containing rainforest would have a higher likelihood of being selected for audit, as discussed in the target selection process in Section 3.2 of this report.

Community observation days

On advice from DSE, community observation days, where stakeholders could attend a specific coupe and observe the audit in progress, were not able to be undertaken at the time of the audit.  DSE subsequently arranged for field days to be held at two of the audited coupes, one in East Gippsland and one in the Central Highlands, where interested stakeholders could gain an overview of the audit process from DSE, VicForests and the Auditor, including seeing examples of assessment of compliance elements and discuss findings.
DSE advised that the following broad types of groups were advised of the planned community observation days and invited to express interest in attending:

· Environmental non-government organisations; 

· Forestry and timber industry groups; 

· Local councils; 

· Community, including indigenous groups; 

· Catchment Management Authorities; and 

· Relevant government departments and bodies.
The community observation days were held on 3 and 4 February 2011 and were attended by 27 stakeholders.
3.6 Reporting of audit findings
At the conclusion of the field inspections, findings were transferred from workbooks to a spreadsheet to facilitate the summarisation and presentation of data and the formulation of opinions, conclusions and recommendations presented in this audit report.  Compliance findings and EIA risk ratings for each coupe are presented in Appendix F and field measurement summaries are presented in Appendix G.
At the conclusion of the field inspections in each operational area or region, a debrief meeting was held with relevant VicForests or DSE staff to present preliminary findings and provide opportunity for the discussion of issues and provision of further relevant information.

Audit findings and recommendations are presented in Section 4 of this report and include findings at a coupe level.  For the purposes of this report, each audited coupe has been allocated a unique identifier from C1 to C27 and auditees have been provided with a matching list of coupe names to facilitate their response to findings.  Where the Auditor considered that there was duplication between audit criteria in workbooks, for example between a criterion from the Code and a criterion from the Management Procedures, or duplication between Compliance Elements, compliance or non-compliance has been recorded against one only, to avoid ‘double-counting’.

Recommendations have been provided in a small number of cases where the Auditor considers, based on audit findings, that documented procedures or practices do not adequately address the audit criteria and the recommendation can add value in continuing to improve environmental outcomes.
Forest Coupe Plans and diaries for each audited coupe, provided by the respective managing agency, VicForests or DSE, were reviewed during the audit.  Other documents reviewed are listed in Appendix H.
A draft of this report was provided to VicForests and DSE for comment on factual matters and comments received were considered for incorporation into this report.  Auditee responses are presented in Appendix I.
4  ADVANCE  \u 1.5cm Audit Findings

This section provides a summary of the audit findings as well as detailed findings for each Compliance Element.  A summary of findings for all audit criteria for each coupe is contained in Appendix F.
4.1 Harvesting practices
The audited VicForests coupes were generally either clear-fell or seed tree retention operations, with the exception of one thinnings coupe.  Five coupes were fire salvage harvesting operations in areas affected by fires that occurred between 2006 and 2009.  In most cases, felling was mechanised, with a small number of coupes manually felled.  Log extraction was generally undertaken using skidders or bulldozers and processing of logs on the landings by excavators.
Of the two DSE coupes audited, both were harvested using single tree selection methodologies, using manual falling of individual trees marked by DSE.  Log extraction to the roadside was done using a farm tractor in one case, and a bobcat in the other.  Low harvest volumes resulted in low intensity traffic and minimal soil disturbance.  Due to the flat terrain and low intensity harvest, there was no soil excavation on either coupe and no road, track or landing construction.
The differences in forest types, the landscape within which they occur and the harvest intensity between the audited coupes managed by VicForests and those managed by DSE are expected to result in differences in risk of environmental impact.  This difference is partially illustrated in that both DSE coupes were in the Low risk category of the FAP Absolute Risk Rating, whereas the 25 VicForests coupes were from the High, Medium and Low risk categories.  Attributes that contribute to a higher risk rating include steep slopes, higher soil erosion hazard, silvicultural systems requiring more intensive harvesting, and proximity to other special values.  In general, VicForests coupes were on steeper topography, had coupes with higher soil erosion hazard, had more intensive harvesting systems and were proximal to a higher proportion of other special values than were the DSE coupes.  Due to these differences, it is not appropriate for the reader to draw direct comparisons between the level of compliance or environmental impact of DSE-managed coupes and those managed by VicForests.
4.2 Level of compliance

Overall, audited coupes were assessed as generally being in compliance with the audited criteria.
Table 4‑1 shows the number of compliances, non-compliances, percentage compliance and the number of coupes audited for each of VicForests and DSE.

Table 4‑1
Level of compliance for VicForests and DSE

	Agency
	Coupes audited
	Compliances
	Non-compliances
	Compliance (%)

	VicForests
	25
	1934
	139
	93

	DSE
	2
	71
	11
	87

	TOTAL
	27
	2,005
	150
	93


4.2.1 Environmental impact assessment findings

The Forest Audit Program EIA tool was used to assess the actual or potential environmental impact for each instance where a non-compliance was identified during the audit.  

A summary of EIA risk ratings for each of VicForests and DSE is provided in Table 4‑2.

Table 4‑2
Summary of EIA risk ratings for non-compliances identified for VicForests and DSE coupes

	Agency
	Coupes audited
	EIA risk ratings

	
	
	No impact
	Negligible
	Minor
	Moderate
	Major
	Severe

	VicForests
	25
	31
	47
	28
	31
	2
	0

	DSE
	2
	9
	2
	0
	0
	0
	0

	TOTAL
	27
	40
	49
	28
	31
	2
	0


Figure 4‑1 graphically summarises the level of compliance and EIA risk ratings for non-compliances identified for each Compliance Element (VicForests and DSE combined).
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Figure 4‑1
Compliance levels and EIA risk ratings for identified non-compliances for each Compliance Element

EIA risk ratings are discussed for each Compliance Element in Sections 4.2.2, 4.2.3, 4.2.4, 4.2.5, 4.2.6, and 4.2.7 of this report.  Below is a summary of the EIA findings:

Severe

No non-compliances with EIA risk ratings of Severe were recorded during the audit.
Major 

Two non-compliances with EIA risk ratings of Major were determined for VicForests coupes.  Both involved machinery entry to rainforest buffers and rainforest (C10 and C12).  These issues are discussed in further detail in the Rainforest findings sections of this report.

Moderate

Thirty-one non-compliances with EIA risk ratings of Moderate were determined for VicForests coupes, including those related to inadequate topsoil and retention of excess bark at landings; lack of noxious weed assessments and control; inadequate or inappropriate drainage of sections of roads, snig tracks and boundary tracks; inadequate management of cut and fill on roads; road construction on steeper slopes than prescribed for the soil type; crossing of drainage lines without approval; failure to classify a stream adjacent to a coupe; and an instance of stockpiling of soil for road rehabilitation in a rainforest buffer without documented and approved plans.
Minor

Twenty-eight non-compliances with EIA risk ratings of Minor were determined for VicForests coupes, including those related to inadequate ripping and retention of bark at landings; lack of noxious weed assessments and control; inadequate drainage of sections of roads, snig tracks and boundary tracks; instances of debris pushed or rolled into exclusion zones; and trees having been felled into buffers and pulled out without adequate documentation.
Negligible

A total of 49 non-compliances with EIA risk ratings of Negligible were determined during the audit, spread across most of the Compliance Elements.  For VicForests coupes, these non-compliances included instances of litter found on coupes, lack of noxious weed assessments and control, a root ball having rolled into a habitat area, harvest debris having been pushed up around a designated habitat tree, failure to close roads and instances of inadequate drainage or rehabilitation of sections of roads, landings, snig tracks and boundary tracks, 
Two non-compliances identified for DSE coupes were determined as having Negligible EIA risk ratings related to incorrect location and marking of a filter on a temporary stream.
No impact

A total of 40 non-compliances with EIA risk ratings of No impact were determined during the audit, generally spread across Compliance Elements concerned with planning, but also related to failure to close roads no longer in use and undertake noxious weed assessments.  For VicForests coupes, these non-compliances related to not having planned for noxious weed control, some waterways not having been classified, use of the wrong tape colour to delineate a buffer, failure to close roads no longer in use, and vegetation clearance widths not meeting minimum requirements, 
For the DSE coupes, non-compliances with No impact risk ratings included not having documented approvals to temporarily close roads during harvesting, not having assessed soil characteristics for one coupe, not having undertaken pre-harvest weed assessments and not having considered noxious weed control in coupe planning.
The Forest Coupe Plans Compliance Element group (Forest Coupe Plans – general; and Exclusion zones Compliance Elements), which addressed the development of Forest Coupe Plans and planning for exclusion zones, had the greatest number of criteria and the second highest proportion of criteria in compliance of the six groups.  The main areas of non-compliance identified in the Forest Coupe Plans Compliance Element group related to planning for the control of noxious weeds, with two minor errors also identified in labelling of species habitat on maps.  The Operational Provisions Compliance Element group (Operational provisions Compliance Element), which had only eight applicable audit criteria, had all criteria assessed as being in compliance.  A large proportion of the criteria in the Operational Provisions Compliance Element group, such as suspension of operations in wet conditions, were unable to be assessed due to there being no harvesting current during the audit.  

Of the six groups, the Biodiversity Conservation Compliance Element group (Protection of biodiversity values; Habitat trees; Rainforest; and Forest health Compliance Elements) had the lowest level of compliance, with around 75 percent of the applicable criteria assessed as compliant.  Areas of non-compliance included systemic weaknesses identified with monitoring and control of noxious weeds.  In general, the areas identified for protection of significant habitat and rainforest had been marked appropriately and harvesting activities excluded.  Notable exceptions to this were machine entry into two areas of rainforest and their buffers.  Both of the rainforest buffers had been identified in Forest Coupe Plans and maps and harvesting had been excluded, with entry in each case appearing to have been by an individual bulldozer or excavator, in one case apparently during firebreak construction.  These non-compliances were assessed as having Major EIA risk ratings.

The River Health, Water Quality and Soil Assessment Compliance Element group (River Health, Water Quality and Soil Assessment; Waterways; Buffers; Filters; Slopes; Camp maintenance, fuel storage and waste disposal; and Water catchments Compliance Elements) addressed classification and exclusion of waterways from harvesting activities, slope and special water catchment restrictions, and management of in-coupe machinery maintenance areas.  The Compliance Element group was assessed as having been managed appropriately, with a small number of non-compliances identified, including failure to classify streams adjacent to three coupes, machinery or harvest debris entering filters on four coupes and instances of litter on coupes. 

The Roading Compliance Element group (Road planning; Road design; Road construction; Road maintenance; Suspension of cartage; and Road closure Compliance Elements) addressed the planning, construction and temporary and permanent closure of roads used during timber harvesting.  In the majority of cases, roads were assessed as planned and designed to minimise impacts, with some deficiencies identified, mainly on steeper slopes.  Management of stockpiled soil was also assessed on several coupes as being non-compliant, in one case resulting in a Moderate EIA risk rating due to its location within a rainforest buffer.  Retaining access to roads that are no longer needed was also identified as non-compliant in several instances for both VicForests- and DSE-managed roads.
The Coupe Infrastructure Compliance Element group (Coupe infrastructure – general; Log landings and dumps; Snig and forwarding tracks; and Boundary tracks Compliance Elements) addressed landings, snig tracks and boundary tracks.  Infrastructure was assessed as being generally minimised and rehabilitated appropriately.  Issues identified included inadequate respreading of topsoil on some landings, retention of excess bark around some landings due to reduced regeneration burning, and inadequate drainage of sections of snig tracks and boundary tracks, mainly on steeper slopes in the case of boundary tracks.

Details of audit findings are discussed in the following sections.
4.2.2 Forest Coupe Plans
General

Forest Coupe Plans were generally assessed as having been prepared and managed appropriately overall.  This Compliance Element addressed general planning aspects of developing Forest Coupe Plans and marking coupe features in the field.

The Auditor noted several examples of the thorough use of coupe diaries to record operational activities such as removal of stag trees from around landings in a thinnings coupe and ceasing operations for wet weather (C3, C11 and C17).  The audit found that Forest Coupe Plan maps were generally clear and legible, having been generated in colour using a geographic information system (GIS).  However, several non-compliances were identified regarding the quality of detail provided on some maps, as discussed further in this section of the report.

All coupes that were audited were completed coupes.  Therefore, one Code requirement, pertaining to the availability of Forest Coupe Plans and supporting documents on site while operations are in progress, could not be assessed (Section 2.1.3 of the Code).

The Forest Coupe Plans for each of the 27 audited coupes were assessed, 19 of which were found to be compliant with all of the FAP requirements for the Forest Coupe Plans Compliance Element.  Of the eight coupes where non-compliances were recorded, all of the non-compliances were assessed as having a No impact EIA rating.

Table 4‑3 summarises the compliance findings for the Forest Coupe Plans Compliance Element.
Table 4‑3
Summary of compliance findings for the Forest Coupe Plan Compliance Element

	Compliance Element
	Forest Coupe Plans

	Total compliance
	657

	Total non-compliance
	9

	Non-compliance EIA breakdown

	Severe
	0

	Major
	0

	Moderate
	0

	Minor
	0

	Negligible
	0

	No impact
	9


Seven of the instances of non-compliance (C8, C12, C13, C17, C21, C26 and C27) related to the lack of consideration of weed and pest management in developing the Forest Coupe Plans in the context of the presence of a small number of noxious weeds observed within the coupes. 
The two remaining non-compliances were associated with insufficient or incorrect detail on Forest Coupe Plan maps regarding areas to be excluded from harvesting.  In one case (C19), the Forest Coupe Plan map showed the location of Barred Galaxias (Galaxias fuscus) habitat and its buffer of 40 metres, however, the map did not show that rainforest had also been identified along the same waterway.  The Forest Coupe Plan recognised the presence of rainforest in the text and the buffer was assessed as being adequate in the field, therefore the EIA risk rating was determined as No impact.  On one of the coupes (C21), one of the streams marked as Barred Galaxias habitat was outside the mapped area where protection is required.  The protection afforded to this stream is considered conservative, however, it suggests there may be weaknesses in planning or mapping processes.
Exclusions zones 
All 27 Forest Coupe Plans were assessed as complying with the requirements pertaining to protection of forest harvest exclusion zones.  Within the audited coupes, exclusion zones were created to protect a range of values, including fauna, water quality and landscape.  Two of the audited coupes bounded national park or State park and the integrity of these boundaries was assessed, with the sampled length of boundary found to be intact.  Landscape buffers were also found to be appropriately protected on all four coupes where they existed.
In several instances, the audit identified non-compliances related to widths or mapping of exclusion zones, however these issues have been addressed in other sections of this report, so as not to ‘double-count’ non-compliances.
Table 4‑4 summarises the compliance findings for the Forest Coupe Plans – Exclusion zones Compliance Element.

Table 4‑4
Summary of compliance findings for the Forest Coupe Plans – Exclusion zones Compliance Element
	Compliance Element
	Forest Coupe Plans - Exclusion zones

	Total compliance
	61

	Total non-compliance
	0

	Non-compliance EIA breakdown

	Severe
	0

	Major
	0

	Moderate
	0

	Minor
	0

	Negligible
	0

	No impact
	0


4.2.3 River health, water quality and soil protection
General

Water quality, river health and soil protection were assessed as having been well planned within the audited coupes overall.  Of the 27 coupes assessed, the audit identified one non-compliance on a DSE coupe (C26), which was assessed as having a No impact EIA risk rating.
Table 4‑5 summarises the compliance findings for the River health, water quality and soil protection – General Compliance Element.

Table 4‑5
Summary of compliance findings for the River health, water quality and soil protection – General Compliance Element

	Compliance Element
	River Health, Water Quality and Soil Assessment

	Total compliance
	89

	Total non-compliance
	1

	Non-compliance EIA breakdown

	Severe
	0

	Major
	0

	Moderate
	0

	Minor
	0

	Negligible
	0

	No impact
	1


The identified non-compliance was associated with the absence of an assessment of the soil type and topography during the planning stages of the harvesting operation.  The EIA risk rating was determined as No impact due to the low intensity of operations, minimal soil disturbance and that no excavations had been made for roads, tracks or landings (Refer to Appendix K, Photograph 1).
Waterways

Classification of waterways occurring within and immediately adjacent to coupes and management of waterway crossings were assessed as being generally managed appropriately in the coupes audited.  Disturbance of waterways was assessed as minimal, with only three coupes requiring machinery to cross waterways.  Of the 24 coupes for which these particular requirements were relevant, 18 coupes were assessed as being compliant.  
Table 4‑6 summarises the compliance findings for the River health, water quality and soil protection – Waterways Compliance Element.

Table 4‑6
Summary of compliance findings for the River health, water quality and soil protection – Waterways Compliance Element

	Compliance Element
	River Health, Water Quality and Soil Assessment - Waterways

	Total compliance
	52

	Total non-compliance
	4

	Non-compliance EIA breakdown

	Severe
	0

	Major
	0

	Moderate
	1

	Minor
	0

	Negligible
	0

	No impact
	3


On four of the VicForests-managed coupes, the audit identified non-compliances relating to instances of incorrect waterway classification.  On three coupes (C8, C14 and C15), waterways occurring immediately adjacent to the coupes had not been classified using the waterway classification system required by the Code, resulting in No impact EIA risk ratings for two of the coupes where there had been no apparent resultant impact on the waterways.  On the third coupe (C8), the Auditor observed evidence of machine entry into a temporary stream, understood from observations and discussions with VicForests staff to have occurred during firebreak construction (Refer to Appendix K, Photograph 2).  Vegetation and soil in the stream and along the streamside were also observed to have been disturbed by harvesting activities in a more recent, adjacent coupe, to which the failure to classify the stream in the first coupe may have contributed.  This non-compliance was determined as having a Moderate EIA risk rating.
On a fourth coupe (C25), a waterway observed within the coupe during the audit had not been identified on the Forest Coupe Plan.  This non-compliance was determined as a No impact EIA risk rating as there was no apparent resultant impact on the waterway or associated habitat.
Buffers

Buffers were generally assessed as having been appropriately retained and managed.  However, the audit identified some practices that could be improved to reduce the risk of non-compliance.
All samples of buffers measured were assessed as being at least the minimum width and often wider than specified in the Code and harvesting activity, debris and machinery had been excluded.  In most cases, buffers were marked correctly in the field and appropriate measures were taken when removing trees accidently felled into buffers.  A total sample length of 3,990 m of buffers was assessed across 12 coupes, with all found to have been retained intact to the minimum prescribed widths.  All buffers assessed were in coupes managed by VicForests.
Table 4‑7 summarises the compliance findings for the River health, water quality and soil protection – Buffers Compliance Element.

Table 4‑7
Summary of compliance findings for the River health, water quality and soil protection – Buffers Compliance Element

	Compliance Element
	River Health, Water Quality and Soil Assessment - Buffers

	Total compliance
	83

	Total non-compliance
	2

	Non-compliance EIA breakdown

	Severe
	0

	Major
	0

	Moderate
	0

	Minor
	1

	Negligible
	0

	No impact
	1


One non-compliance, assessed as having a Minor EIA risk rating, related to a number of trees having been felled into a buffer and pulled out, but not all having been documented in the coupe diary.  The second non-compliance related to the use of incorrect tape colour to denote buffer boundaries.  The Code requires that buffers are clearly identifiable in the field and in this case, the tape colour differed from that described in the Forest Coupe Plan from which the harvesting contractor would take his direction.  This non-compliance was assessed as having a No impact EIA risk rating as the prescribed buffer width had been retained intact.  
The Audit identified five instances where harvesting impacts were observed along taped boundaries but the buffers were found to have been taped to be wider than prescribed, resulting in no impacts within the prescribed buffer widths.  The Auditor considers that while there were no resultant non-compliances in these cases, the culture and practice of sometimes, but not always, increasing buffer widths and accepting that taped boundaries may be crossed during harvesting carries a risk of leading to a non-compliance, and should be reassessed by VicForests.
Buffers were not audited on one VicForests coupe (C13) due to the fact that it was substituted into the field audit schedule at short notice, as a result of heavy rain making the scheduled coupe inaccessible.  The Forest Coupe Plan was therefore not available on the day of the field inspections and the presence of a buffer was not identified in the absence of the plan.
Filters

Filters were generally assessed as having been managed appropriately, including in most cases meeting minimum width specifications; having been marked correctly in the field; and soil and understorey disturbance generally having been minimised.  A total sample length of 2,810 m of filter was assessed across nine coupes, with 2,587 m found to be compliant.  Eight of the coupes on which filters were assessed were managed by VicForests and one was managed by DSE.  
Table 4‑8 summarises the compliance findings for the River health, water quality and soil protection – Filters Compliance Element.
Table 4‑8
Summary of compliance findings for the River health, water quality and soil protection – Filters Compliance Element
	Compliance Element
	River Health, Water Quality and Soil Assessment - Filters

	Total compliance
	45

	Total non-compliance
	5

	Non-compliance EIA breakdown

	Severe
	0

	Major
	0

	Moderate
	2

	Minor
	1

	Negligible
	2

	No impact
	0


Of the VicForests coupes, sections of filters were assessed as non-compliant in three coupes (C7, C9 and C15).  Non-compliances resulted from machinery observed to have crossed drainage lines in locations not authorised in the Forest Coupe Plan (C7, C15), assessed as Moderate EIA risk ratings; and from harvest debris observed to have been pushed into filter strips (C9), assessed as a Minor EIA risk rating.
Of the 200 m sample of filters assessed in the DSE coupe (C27), the whole length was assessed as being non-compliant, as the filter had been marked by taping the centreline of the drainage line, rather than the boundaries of the ten metre filter on each side of the drainage line.  Taping also stopped short of where the Auditor determined the filter to extend upstream and downstream, and field observations suggested machines had entered during harvesting.  Ground disturbance was minimal however, resulting in the EIA risk ratings of the two non-compliances being assessed as Negligible (Refer to Appendix K, Photograph 3).
Slopes

Of the 27 coupes audited, none of the provisions for harvesting on steep slopes was assessed as being applicable.
Table 4‑9 summarises the compliance findings for the River health, water quality and soil protection – Slopes Compliance Element.

Table 4‑9
Summary of compliance findings for the River health, water quality and soil protection – Slopes Compliance Element

	Compliance Element
	River Health, Water Quality and Soil Assessment - Slopes

	Total compliance
	0

	Total non-compliance
	0

	Non-compliance EIA breakdown

	Severe
	0

	Major
	0

	Moderate
	0

	Minor
	0

	Negligible
	0

	No impact
	0


Camp maintenance, fuel storage and waste disposal

As there was no harvesting current, most of the audit criteria pertaining to the management of the harvesting contractors’ camps, machinery maintenance activities, fuel storage and waste disposal could not be assessed during the audit.  The requirements that were unable to be assessed at most of the coupes were the requirement to ensure that storage, use and disposal of petroleum products and machinery servicing must not pollute the environment; that waste oils, drums, discarded machinery parts and all other waste must be disposed of at an approved facility; and that toilet waste must be managed to ensure that it does not enter a waterway. 
However, where the Auditor found evidence of compliance or non-compliance, it was recorded.

Table 4‑10 summarises the compliance findings for the River health, water quality and soil protection – Camp maintenance, fuel storage and waste disposal Compliance Element.

Table 4‑10
Summary of compliance findings for the River health, water quality and soil protection – Camp maintenance, fuel storage and waste disposal Compliance Element

	Compliance Element
	River Health, Water Quality and Soil Assessment - Camp maintenance, fuel storage & waste disposal

	Total compliance
	1

	Total non-compliance
	5

	Non-compliance EIA breakdown

	Severe
	0

	Major
	0

	Moderate
	0

	Minor
	0

	Negligible
	5

	No impact
	0


Non-compliances were recorded on five coupes (C2, C7, C20, C21 and C24) where small amounts of litter were observed, including discarded chainsaw chains, empty oil containers, a spray paint can, rags, glass and ropes.  These non-compliances were assessed as having Negligible EIA risk ratings.
The Auditor notes that additional litter was also observed at these and other coupes during the audit.  The nature of the litter observed and its apparent recent deposition suggested that it was not the direct result of the timber harvesting activities.  As such these observations were not recorded as non-compliances.

Water catchments

Water catchments were generally assessed as having been managed appropriately with regards to consideration of Special Area Plans and Heritage River Area management.  
Table 4‑11 summarises the compliance findings for the River health, water quality and soil protection – Water catchments Compliance Element.

Table 4‑11
Summary of compliance findings for the River health, water quality and soil protection – Water catchments Compliance Element

	Compliance Element
	River Health, Water Quality and Soil Assessment - Water catchments

	Total compliance
	34

	Total non-compliance
	1

	Non-compliance EIA breakdown

	Severe
	0

	Major
	0

	Moderate
	0

	Minor
	0

	Negligible
	0

	No impact
	1


One non-compliance was identified where coupe planning documents indicated that VicForests did not check whether any designated water catchment requirements applied during planning for one coupe (C21).  The EIA risk rating was determined as No impact.

The Water Catchments Compliance Element includes a criterion requiring compliance with the Catchment and Land Protection Act 1994, which requires landowners to take all reasonable steps to control noxious weeds.  The declared noxious weeds recorded in the coupes included blackberry (Rubus fruticosus) and spear thistle (Cirsium vulgare).  These weeds were observed at varying extents and densities across the audited coupes.  Non-compliances were not recorded against this Compliance Element, as monitoring of noxious weeds is also a requirement of the Management Procedures, compliance with which is addressed by the Forest Health Compliance Element.  The control of pests, including noxious weeds, is also assessed as a Code requirement under the Biodiversity conservation – Protection of biodiversity values Compliance Element.  In order to avoid ‘double-counting’ of compliances and non-compliances where the same requirement is addressed by more than one Compliance Element, these findings have been recorded against the Forest Health and Biodiversity conservation – Protection of biodiversity values Compliance Elements only, but also mentioned in this section of the report for completeness.

4.2.4 Biodiversity conservation
Protection of biodiversity values

Twenty of the 31 applicable measures intended to protect biodiversity values across the audited coupes were assessed as having been implemented appropriately.  These measures included protection of exclusion areas from impacts of prescribed burns; maintaining buffers around significant habitat areas; and compliance with measures to protect threatened species.  Among the coupes audited, it was assessed that appropriate buffers had been placed around significant habitat for the threatened species Barred Galaxias (Galaxias fuscus) and Leadbeater’s Possum (Gymnobelideus leadbeateri).
As mentioned previously in the Coupe planning - General and Water catchments sections of this report, monitoring and management of weeds were identified as areas of systemic weakness.  In the context of protection of biodiversity values, the Code requires that pest plants, animals and pathogens be managed to maintain forest health and ecosystem resilience.  All of the non-compliances recorded for this Compliance Element related to the control of noxious weeds, which is discussed further in this section.  
A total length of 1,522 m of significant habitat buffer was assessed across five VicForests coupes, with all found to be intact.  The taped boundary of a three-metre section of buffer (C19) established for the protection of habitat for Barred Galaxias (Galaxias fuscus) was observed to have been disturbed by machine entry.  This was not recorded as a non-compliance as the prescribed width of buffer remained intact.  This issue has been discussed in the Buffers Compliance Element.
Table 4‑12 summarises the compliance findings for the Biodiversity conservation – Protection of biodiversity values Compliance Element.

Table 4‑12
Summary of compliance findings for the Biodiversity conservation – Protection of biodiversity values Compliance Element
	Compliance Element
	Biodiversity Conservation - Protection of biodiversity values

	Total compliance
	20

	Total non-compliance
	11

	Non-compliance EIA breakdown

	Severe
	0

	Major
	0

	Moderate
	1

	Minor
	4

	Negligible
	6

	No impact
	0


The audit identified 11 non-compliances across the same number of coupes, all managed by VicForests and all related to a lack of noxious weed control during harvesting operations.  No noxious weeds were observed as present on the two audited DSE coupes.  

Of the non-compliances, one (C17) was determined as having a Moderate EIA risk rating, due to a heavy and widespread infestation of the noxious weed blackberry (Rubus fruticosus).  Four were assessed as having Minor EIA risk ratings (C6, C8, C10 and C13) and six were assessed as having Negligible EIA risk ratings (C1, C4, C12, C21, C22 and C25).  The risk ratings reflect the relative density and extent of blackberry (Rubus fruticosus) and spear thistle (Cirsium vulgare) observed on the coupes, with a Negligible risk rating representing individual or few occurrences of noxious weeds and a Minor risk rating representing a higher density and more widespread occurrence throughout the coupes.

The Auditor notes that on an additional six coupes, single plants of noxious weed species were observed, however, non-compliances were not recorded in these instances.  In each of these coupes, the weed species were not recorded in the pre-harvest weeds surveys and as such the Auditor was unable to determine if the weeds were present, and therefore could have been controlled, during the timber harvesting operations. 

Habitat trees

In general, it was assessed that habitat trees had been retained appropriately, with habitat trees in 24 of the 27 coupes protected from harvesting activities in compliance with specified requirements.  
Table 4‑13 summarises the compliance findings for the Biodiversity conservation – Habitat trees Compliance Element.

Table 4‑13
Summary of compliance findings for the Biodiversity conservation – Habitat trees Compliance Element

	Compliance Element
	Biodiversity Conservation - Habitat trees

	Total compliance
	113

	Total non-compliance
	3

	Non-compliance EIA breakdown

	Severe
	0

	Major
	0

	Moderate
	0

	Minor
	1

	Negligible
	2

	No impact
	0


Non-compliances other than documentary issues were identified on three VicForests coupes.  On two coupes, root balls had rolled downhill through retained habitat, one resulting in a Minor EIA risk rating, where the habitat was also serving as rainforest buffer (C20); and one resulting in a Negligible EIA risk rating (C5).  The third non-compliance related to harvest debris and bark that had been pushed up around a tree marked to be retained for habitat, potentially compromising its long term survival (C6), which was determined as a Negligible EIA risk rating (Refer to Appendix K, Photograph 4). 
The audit identified some inconsistencies across ten VicForests coupes, where Forest Coupe Plans stated that habitat trees would be marked in the field, but were observed during the audit not to have been marked.  These issues were not recorded as non-compliances, as adequate habitat trees were assessed as having been retained.  However, the issue represents an area for improvement in the consistency of information contained in Forest Coupe Plans.
Rainforest

The management of rainforest was assessed as appropriate in most cases, with some good practices noted during the audit.  However, the audit also identified several instances of non-compliance both directly with the Rainforest Compliance Element and with other Compliance Elements where areas of rainforest were involved, including two non-compliances with Major EIA risk ratings.
The audit found that rainforest had generally been identified appropriately by VicForests and the Auditor noted several examples of good practice in delineating rainforest boundaries for ease of management, in one case using an adjacent ridgeline as a boundary (C10) and in another case, mapping a straight boundary around ‘fingers’ of rainforest (C20).
Based on field measurements of the sampled sections of rainforest buffer, rainforest was assessed as having been appropriately identified and buffered on six of the eight VicForests coupes where it was identified as occurring in Forest Coupe Plans (C1, C3, C16, C19, C20 and C21).  Of the sample of 1,820 m of rainforest buffer measured during the audit, it was found that harvesting activities had been excluded and the specified buffers applied on the whole length.  Audit field measurements were unable to be taken for one coupe (C10) due to fading light at the end of the day, although observations were able to be made.
While compliance could not be quantified based on sampled length for this coupe (C10) machinery disturbance of soil and vegetation was observed.  On a second coupe (C12), machinery disturbance was observed on a section of rainforest buffer other than the measured sample.  On both coupes, the disturbance was observed to be within the rainforest buffer and extended into the rainforest itself.  In one instance (C12), the excluded areas appeared to have been impacted during firebreak construction, where a machine was observed to have entered in two locations (Refer to Appendix K, Photograph 5).  In the second instance, it appeared that a machine had entered in at least one location.  In both instances, the presence of rainforest had been identified in the Forest Coupe Plan and maps and tapes delineating the rainforest buffer edge were observed on one coupe (C12).  Both EIA risk ratings were assessed as Major.
Table 4‑14 summarises the compliance findings for the Biodiversity conservation – Rainforest Compliance Element.

Table 4‑14
Summary of compliance findings for the Biodiversity conservation – Rainforest Compliance Element

	Compliance Element
	Biodiversity Conservation - Rainforest

	Total compliance
	12

	Total non-compliance
	2

	Non-compliance EIA breakdown

	Severe
	0

	Major
	2

	Moderate
	0

	Minor
	0

	Negligible
	0

	No impact
	0


Other non-compliances, as reported elsewhere in this report are also relevant to the management of rainforest.  In two coupes, harvesting debris appeared to have rolled (C20) or been pushed (C19) into small sections of rainforest buffer, but had not directly impacted on the rainforest.  These non-compliances, with EIA risk ratings determined as Negligible, are recorded against the Biodiversity values and Buffers Compliance Elements respectively, due to the other values also protected in the affected buffers.  Another non-compliance related to rainforest management has been reported for the Forest Coupe Plan Compliance Element.  In this instance, the presence of rainforest was not noted on the Forest Coupe Plan map (C19), even though it had been identified in the Forest Coupe Plan.
A further non-compliance reported in the Road Construction section related to the stockpiling of soil for road rehabilitation within a rainforest buffer without documented and authorised plans.  This non-compliance was assessed as having a Moderate EIA risk rating. 

Rainforest was not identified during the audit at any coupes where it had not previously been identified by VicForests.  No rainforest was present on the audited DSE coupes.

Forest health

The audit identified compliance with just under half of the applicable Code requirements relating to maintenance of forest health, including development and partial implementation of forest hygiene procedures.  The largest number of non-compliances (32) of all Compliance Elements was identified across all 27 coupes relating to the implementation of the four applicable prescribed forest health provisions.  
Table 4‑15 summarises the compliance findings for the Biodiversity conservation – Forest health Compliance Element.

Table 4‑15
Summary of compliance findings for the Biodiversity conservation – Forest health Compliance Element

	Compliance Element
	Biodiversity Conservation - Forest health

	Total compliance
	43

	Total non-compliance
	32

	Non-compliance EIA breakdown

	Severe
	0

	Major
	0

	Moderate
	2

	Minor
	6

	Negligible
	15

	No impact
	9


In a related issue to those discussed under both the Water catchments and Protection of biodiversity values Compliance Elements sections of this report, failure to undertake at least one of pre-harvest or post-harvest weed assessments on all coupes audited resulted in non-compliances with forest health provisions of the Management Procedures (2007).  In total, there were six coupes for which pre-harvest weed assessments were not undertaken (C8, C12, C13, C17, C26 and C27), across both DSE and VicForests coupes and 25 VicForests coupes (all coupes) for which post-harvest weed assessments were not undertaken.  Post-harvest weed assessments were not yet required for the DSE coupes as some harvesting was not yet complete.  EIA risk ratings for non-compliances ranged from Moderate to No impact depending on the extent and density of noxious weed occurrence observed on each coupe.
The Auditor notes that in some instances pre-harvest weed and pest assessment results provided broad and generalised statements only, where the status of weeds and pests in the general area of the coupe were described.  In these instances, assessment was based on limited information and the Auditor considers that documentation of the level of detail of pre- and post-harvest weed assessment results provided in the coupe records is an area for improvement, with the intention that the survey outcomes can be used meaningfully to assist in weed control.
One non-compliance with the Fire Salvage Harvesting Prescriptions (2007 and 2008) was identified on a VicForests coupe (C21) where the audit found no documentary evidence of soil having been removed from machinery before floating to or from a fire salvage coupe.  
No records of cleaning of machinery for any coupes, other than the monthly Coupe Monitoring checklist items ticked, were identified.  Therefore, this assessment is based on limited information.  The requirement is to clean machinery once only, either before floating to or floating from a salvage coupe, It was not clear to the Auditor how VicForests ensures that all machinery is cleaned between coupes as staff stated that the sequence of coupes undertaken by a contractor is generally not well recorded.
Two Code requirements, relating to notifying Biosecurity Victoria in the event that a new exotic agent is suspected of being introduced; and management of Myrtle Wilt fungus (Chalara australis) were assessed as not applicable to any of the audited coupes.
Recommendation 1 – It is recommended that DSE and VicForests ensure that pre- and post- harvest weed assessment results are documented and triggers for subsequent control activities are incorporated into their management systems.

Recommendation 2 – It is recommended that the Fire Salvage Harvesting Prescriptions requirement to “Clean soil from all harvesting machinery (excluding trucks and passenger vehicles) before floating to or from a salvage coupe” be changed to a requirement that can be more easily recorded or tracked, such as “Clean soil from all harvesting machinery (excluding trucks and passenger vehicles) before floating to and from a salvage coupe”; or devise processes to record centrally the cleaning of harvesting machinery.
4.2.5 Operational provisions

The Code requirements pertaining to operational provisions are relevant to coupes where there are current forest harvest activities.  As there was no harvesting occurring on the audited coupes at the time of the audit, the majority of the operational provisions were unable to be assessed.

The requirements (from Section 2.5.3 of the Code) that were unable to be assessed included: 
· Suspension of landing operations when continuation will result in deterioration of the landing surface;

· Suspension of timber harvesting at the request of a Forest Officer;

· Suspension of harvesting machine traffic when there is a potential of significant rutting (unless actions are taken to reduce the risk such as cording and matting); and
· Suspension of timber harvesting when water begins to flow along tracks threatening water quality or soil values (unless appropriate remedial actions are taken to protect those values).
Where possible, assessment of compliance was made based on coupe diary entries, for example, when the harvesting operation had ceased due to wet weather or when there was a partial operation closure or a road closure recorded in the coupe diary.  In these instances, compliance has been recorded and resulted in identification of eight instances of compliance.  Otherwise, an assessment of compliance has not been made and as such no non-compliances with the operational provision requirements were recorded.

Table 4‑16 summarises the compliance findings for the Operational provisions Compliance Element.

Table 4‑16
Summary of compliance findings for the Operational provisions Compliance Element

	Compliance Element
	Operational Provisions 

	Total compliance
	8

	Total non-compliance
	0

	Non-compliance EIA breakdown

	Severe
	0

	Major
	0

	Moderate
	0

	Minor
	0

	Negligible
	0

	No impact
	0


The Auditor made a general observation, through discussions with operational staff and the lack of site evidence to the contrary, that in some cases the operational provisions had likely been implemented but that recording the event in the coupe diary by either VicForests or DSE staff or the harvesting contractor had not occurred.
4.2.6 Roading

The majority of roads assessed during the audit were generally found to be managed appropriately, with a total of 544 elements assessed as compliant and 46 assessed as non-compliant.  The Auditor noted examples of good practice including the reuse of existing road alignments where possible; effective use of natural outslope drainage where possible to minimise flow concentration; reuse of roads constructed for one coupe to access adjacent coupes; and minimisation of vegetation clearance widths.
The sections following in this report discuss audit findings pertaining to road planning, design, construction, maintenance and temporary and permanent closure of roads.

All assessed roads were associated with VicForests coupes.  DSE is responsible for the permanent road network throughout State forests while VicForests is responsible for the construction and management of temporary roads and temporarily maintaining permanent roads used as part of the logging operations.  Design and construction of roads associated with DSE coupes were not assessed as part of the audit as no new roads have been constructed in the area in recent years.

Table 4‑17 summarises the compliance findings for the Roading Compliance Element.

Table 4‑17
Summary of compliance findings for the Roading Compliance Element

	Compliance Element
	Roading Total

	Total compliance
	544

	Total non-compliance
	46

	Non-compliance EIA breakdown

	Severe
	0

	Major
	0

	Moderate
	12

	Minor
	2

	Negligible
	14

	No impact
	18


A total length of 8,962 m of temporary road was assessed across 21 coupes, with 6,890 m assessed as compliant with regard to drainage requirements and slope limitations.  The full sampled length of temporary road was assessed as compliant with regard to these parameters on 16 coupes.  However, the audit identified non-compliances on the five remaining coupes (C11, C13, C14, C15 and C18).  The identified non-compliances related to drainage structures exceeding the maximum specified spacing (C11, C13, C14, C15 and C18), with EIA risk ratings from Moderate to Negligible and road constructed on steeper slope than permitted for moderate soil erosion hazard classification (C14 and C15).

A non-compliance assessed as having a Moderate EIA risk rating was identified on one section of temporary road, where soil had been stockpiled for road rehabilitation within a rainforest buffer without documented and approved plans (C3).  This issue is discussed further in the Road construction Compliance Element section of this report.
A total length of 5,275 m of permanent road was assessed across 7 coupes, with 4,067 m assessed as compliant.  The full sampled length of permanent road was assessed as compliant on four coupes with regard to drainage requirements and slope limitations, with portions of the remaining three roads (C9, C12 and C21) assessed as non-compliant.  The non-compliances identified related to ineffective drainage structures, drainage structures exceeding the maximum specified spacing (C9, C12 and C21) and harvesting debris blocking table drains (C21).
Results from soil assessments and classification undertaken by VicForests were assessed as aligning with or being more conservative than those undertaken by the Auditor in the majority of cases.  Across 25 coupes, VicForests’ assessment was more conservative in 14 cases for one or both of soil erosion hazard classification or soil permeability.  In three instances, VicForests’ soil erosion hazard classification was assessed as incorrect, however, it did not affect the final Water Quality Risk rating, which is the measure used to determine buffer and filter widths.  A summary of soil assessment results is attached as Appendix J.
Further detail and compliance with requirements based on evidence other than field measurements are also described in the following sections.

Compliance with a number of requirements were unable to be assessed in some instances during the audit based on field inspection or desktop review, due to the stage of the operational activities and availability of records.  These requirements included:

· Whether the subgrade was adequately consolidated at the time pavement material was placed during road construction;

· Whether base course material was levelled prior to placement of a wearing course;

· Where significant fill is present on road batters, whether this was placed according to engineer approved methods;

· Whether table drains were created concurrent with road construction;

· Whether erosion and sedimentation control was ongoing over the duration of the construction activity;

· Whether quarry materials used were free of Cinnamon fungus (Phytophthora cinnamomi);

· Whether road construction materials were prevented from spilling into watercourses during construction; and

· Whether roads were temporarily closed to heavy timber harvesting traffic in persistent wet or dry weather or when there was a chance that the roads surface will deteriorate or water courses will be polluted.

Road planning
The majority of planning activities were assessed as having been implemented appropriately across the sampled coupes, including planning of the alignment and timing of construction to minimise risks to a range of environmental values in most instances; and the reuse of existing road alignments where possible.

Table 4‑18 summarises the compliance findings for the Road planning Compliance Element.

Table 4‑18
Summary of compliance findings for the Road planning Compliance Element
	Compliance Element
	Road planning

	Total compliance
	286

	Total non-compliance
	12

	Non-compliance EIA breakdown

	Severe
	0

	Major
	0

	Moderate
	4

	Minor
	0

	Negligible
	0

	No impact
	8


The audit identified twelve non-compliances with road planning, including construction of roads on slopes steeper than permitted, instances of failure to seek engineering advice for roads on steep slopes, and not achieving minimum vegetation clearance widths.

On two coupes (C14 and C15), the audit identified non-compliances where roads had been constructed on slopes exceeding 30 degrees and where there was no evidence that engineering advice had been obtained and used as required by the Code.  The resultant EIA risk ratings were determined as Moderate.  On these coupes, roads had also been constructed at slopes of 11 degrees or over on soils with Moderate soil erosion hazard classification, which is not permitted by the Management Procedures.

Eight of the non-compliances identified were in relation to a somewhat ambiguous requirement of the 2007 Management Procedures that places minimum limits on vegetation clearance widths along roads, but also requires that easements are kept to the minimum width necessary.  Clearance widths in eight coupes (C9, C10, C14, C20, C21, C22, C24 and C25) were found to have been less than the minimum values specified in the Management Procedures.  In some cases, the environmental benefit of increasing the clearance width to the specified minimum was not apparent to the Auditor.  However, on a small number of coupes, the retained trees would have likely limited the effectiveness of fill compaction during road construction (Refer to Appendix K, Photograph 6).  With the exception of instances where narrow clearance widths inhibited construction works, the Auditor considered that the minimisation of widths by VicForests was good practice.  The EIA risk ratings for these eight non-compliances were therefore determined as No impact.  

The Auditor notes that the clearance width requirements have since been changed in the 2009 Management Procedures, which specifies that stated clearance width limits are the maximums allowable rather than minimum values (Section 1.6.3.5), although some ambiguity still exists in Schedule 4 of the Management Procedures.

No non-compliances were identified for DSE-managed coupes in relation to road planning.

Road design
Relatively few road design requirements (45) were applicable to the audited coupes.  Road design includes the requirements for drainage structure design and spacing, which is discussed in the introductory Roading section of this report (Section 4.2.6).

Table 4‑19 summarises the compliance findings for the Road design Compliance Element.

Table 4‑19
Summary of compliance findings for the Road design Compliance Element

	Compliance Element
	Road design

	Total compliance
	34

	Total non-compliance
	11

	Non-compliance EIA breakdown

	Severe
	0

	Major
	0

	Moderate
	4

	Minor
	1

	Negligible
	6

	No impact
	0


The audit found a number of non-compliances in addition to those related to drainage structure design and spacing.  Three non-compliances were identified where drainage was directed over unconsolidated fill, with EIA risk ratings of Moderate (C20) and Negligible (C22 and C24) (Refer to Appendix K, Photograph 7).  The Auditor notes that culverts may have been in use in some of these cases during harvesting operations, but if so, they had since been removed.  Flow of water over fill slopes was observed to result in erosion and sedimentation, usually contained within vegetation, but in some instances extended close to waterways (C20, C24) (Refer to Appendix K, Photographs 8 and 9).
One instance was also identified where a silt trap had not been installed near a permanent stream, with an EIA risk rating determined as Negligible (C24).

Seven instances of non-compliance with the minimum spacing of drainage outlets along roads were observed, resulting in non-compliances (C11, C12, C13, C14, C15, C18 and C21).  Three of the non-compliances (C11, C12 and C18) were assessed as having Negligible EIA ratings, one was assessed as having a Minor EIA rating (C21) and three were assessed as having Moderate EIA ratings, having either a larger length of non-compliant drainage spacing or higher slope and soil erodibility classes (C13, C14 and C15).

Road design was not assessed for DSE-managed coupes as the coupes used the existing road network.

Road construction
The audit found that the majority of applicable requirements relating to road construction had been implemented appropriately, with examples noted by the Auditor of good use of natural drainage (C3) and installation of additional drainage where previously installed drainage was found to be inadequate (C7).  However, the audit also identified some weaknesses with regard to management of soil stockpiles and excess fill and treatment of cut and fill slopes to minimise erosion and sedimentation.  Six areas of non-compliance were identified.

Table 4‑20 summarises the compliance findings for the Road construction Compliance Element.

Table 4‑20
Summary of compliance findings for the Road construction Compliance Element

	Compliance Element
	Road construction

	Total compliance
	71

	Total non-compliance
	6

	Non-compliance EIA breakdown

	Severe
	0

	Major
	0

	Moderate
	4

	Minor
	0

	Negligible
	2

	No impact
	0


A non-compliance was identified in relation to an apparent uncontrolled disposal of fill (C3).  It was observed during the audit that a significant quantity (estimated at approximately five cubic metres) of soil, apparently resulting from the construction of the coupe driveway, had been pushed up around a number of live trees adjacent to the road within a mapped rainforest and streamside buffer and had not been stabilised through revegetation or other means.  Erosion of the stockpiles by rainfall was evident at the time of the audit.  No records showing that this fill disposal site had been planned were available (Refer to Appendix K, Photograph 10).  
A senior DSE officer advised the Auditor that VicForests, at the time of road construction, had discussed options to minimise disturbance to the several wet gullies that the road crosses.  According to DSE, it was agreed that the soil should be stockpiled to enable to road to be rehabilitated (including ripping and spreading of topsoil) after completion of harvesting of an adjacent coupe, which also used the road.  The DSE officer also advised that the stockpiling of the soil against the trees was agreed as the option of lesser environmental impact compared with increasing the clearing width.  The Auditor acknowledges the apparent consideration that was given to various options to minimise environmental impact and that VicForests plans to rehabilitate the road to a higher level than the minimum required.  In light of this information, the Auditor considers that the main deficiency appears to be in documenting plans and obtaining approvals for this work, given that the activities have resulted in outcomes not aligned with the Code and Management Procedures (soil stockpiles not appropriately stabilised and soil stockpiled against live trees).  The EIA risk rating for this non-compliance was determined as Moderate.  The Auditor recommends that, once complete, the rehabilitation of this road, including timeliness of rehabilitation, is reviewed by DSE as the regulator against what was said to have been agreed.
Failure to plan for and stabilise excess fill also resulted in non-compliance on two other coupes (C8 and C13), however, the EIA risk ratings were determined as Negligible due to the small quantity of fill involved and its location away from environmentally sensitive or excluded areas.

Three non-compliances with Moderate EIA risk ratings were identified where fill slopes of roads traversing slopes were not adequately consolidated (C20, C22 and C24).  A tension crack was observed in the road surface at one coupe (C20), suggesting potential instability of the road (Refer to Appendix K, Photograph 11) and erosion of fill slopes was evident (Refer to Appendix K, Photographs 7 and 8).

The Auditor also observed unstable cut slopes on several of the steeper coupes, where slumping had occurred, blocking table drains and resulting in sedimentation (Refer to Appendix K, Photograph 12 C20, C24).  The Code provides guidance, however it is not mandatory, that engineering advice be used when building roads that traverse steeper slopes (over 20 degrees).  No evidence was found that engineering advice had been sought in these instances.  

Road construction was not assessed for DSE-managed coupes as the coupes used the existing road network.

Road maintenance
Due to harvesting on the coupes having been completed, the audit was unable to assess the maintenance of roads during the time that harvesting was undertaken.  If roads are required to remain open after harvesting is finished, the Code requires that they be adequately maintained to ensure drainage remains effective.

Table 4‑21 summarises the compliance findings for the Road maintenance Compliance Element.

Table 4‑21
Summary of compliance findings for the Road maintenance Compliance Element

	Compliance Element
	Road maintenance

	Total compliance
	44

	Total non-compliance
	6

	Non-compliance EIA breakdown

	Severe
	0

	Major
	0

	Moderate
	0

	Minor
	1

	Negligible
	5

	No impact
	0


Most of the audited roads were assessed as having been adequately maintained at the time of the audit, with six non-compliances identified on four VicForests coupes (C12, C13, C18 and C21).  Issues included a damaged culvert and cross drains rendered ineffective through siltation or rollover drains having been washed through.  The EIA risk ratings were determined as Minor (C21), where a series of rollover drains had washed through resulting in scouring of the road surface, and Negligible on the other coupes (C12, C13 and C18).
Harvesting debris in drainage structures was also observed to be affecting or potentially affecting road drainage on two coupes (C12 and C18).  The EIA risk ratings for these non-compliances were determined as Negligible.

Suspension of cartage

A large proportion of the requirements relating to suspension of cartage in adverse weather conditions could not be assessed as there was no harvesting current in the audited coupes at the time of the audit.  Of the few applicable requirements, there were no non-compliances identified during the audit.

Table 4‑22 summarises the compliance findings for the Suspension of cartage Compliance Element.

Table 4‑22
Summary of compliance findings for the Suspension of cartage Compliance Element

	Compliance Element
	Suspension of cartage

	Total compliance
	4

	Total non-compliance
	0

	Non-compliance EIA breakdown

	Severe
	0

	Major
	0

	Moderate
	0

	Minor
	0

	Negligible
	0

	No impact
	0


Road closure

The Code requires that roads are permanently closed if no longer required for timber harvesting or management purposes, and temporarily closed under adverse weather conditions that could compromise the road surface and water quality.  Temporary road closures were assessed as being largely managed appropriately, with closures recorded and gazetted in most, but not all cases.  Several instances were also identified where roads had not been permanently closed when no longer in use.
Table 4‑23 summarises the compliance findings for the Road closure Compliance Element.

Table 4‑23
Summary of compliance findings for the Road closure Compliance Element

	Compliance Element
	Road closure

	Total compliance
	105

	Total non-compliance
	11

	Non-compliance EIA breakdown

	Severe
	0

	Major
	0

	Moderate
	0

	Minor
	0

	Negligible
	3

	No impact
	8


The audit identified one coupe where a permanent road had not been closed as required (C21).  However, the vegetation on the road suggested that traffic did not appear to have been using the road and therefore a No impact EIA risk rating was recorded for this non-compliance.  The audit also identified one coupe (C9) where a permanent road had been closed, however, the drainage was found to be ineffective due to the minimum spacing distances between drainage structures not being met.  This non-compliance was assessed as having a Negligible EIA risk rating.  
The audit identified that on two coupes (C10 and C18) where temporary roads were closed, an effective barrier was not in place as required resulting in damage by vehicular traffic.  These non-compliances were determined as having Negligible EIA risk ratings.  The Auditor acknowledges that the use of traffic barriers in some locations has not always deterred entry and is one tool in a suite of approaches needed to effectively close some roads.  However, the required documents necessary to close these roads had also not been prepared.
Recommendation 3 – It is recommended that VicForests and DSE review their respective systems to manage the closure of roads to ensure that roads no longer required are permanently closed, as required by the Code.
Evidence of DSE approval for temporary closures of permanent roads was not available for three VicForests coupes (C7, C12, C23), resulting in No impact EIA risk ratings.  The Auditor understands that VicForests has now changed its procedure for seeking and recording closure approvals after identifying weaknesses in the procedure previously in place.

The audit identified non-compliances on both DSE coupes where DSE permission to temporarily close permanent roads during harvesting had not been recorded and written closure plans or traffic management plans had not been developed.  These non-compliances resulted in two No impact EIA risk ratings for each of the two coupes.

4.2.7 Coupe infrastructure

General

The term ‘coupe infrastructure’ is used in this report to collectively describe log landings and dumps, snig tracks and boundary tracks.  Areas occupied by coupe infrastructure were observed to have been generally minimised, as required by the Code.  Landings established at a previous time or on adjacent coupes were reused for harvesting four of the audited coupes (C14, C19, C20 and C23 (loading bays)) and the appropriate siting of a landing minimised the need for soil excavation (C20) (Refer to Appendix K, Photograph 13).  The Auditor also noted a particularly good example of the minimisation of the area and impact of snig tracks (C12) and also observed an instance when rehabilitation of a landing had been halted by VicForests when soil conditions became too wet (C24).
Table 4‑24 summarises the compliance findings for the Coupe Infrastructure - General Compliance Element.

Table 4‑24
Summary of compliance findings for the Coupe Infrastructure - General Compliance Element

	Compliance Element
	Coupe Infrastructure

	Total compliance
	49

	Total non-compliance
	1

	Non-compliance EIA breakdown

	Severe
	0

	Major
	0

	Moderate
	1

	Minor
	0

	Negligible
	0

	No impact
	0


Rehabilitation of coupe infrastructure was observed to have been undertaken on all coupes.  However, a number of non-compliances with the required standards of rehabilitation were identified, as discussed in the following sections of this report (Log landings and dumps; Snig and forwarding tracks; and Boundary tracks).
In almost all cases, whether rehabilitation of landings and tracks had been progressive during harvesting was unable to be assessed, as harvesting was completed.  However in these coupes, the Auditor did not note anything to suggest that this had not occurred.  The audit identified a non-compliance on one coupe (C20) where harvesting had ceased due to the Black Saturday fires and snig tracks had not been rehabilitated, resulting in sediment movement along and off the track.  At the time of the audit, the contractor had not yet returned to the coupe, however, there had been opportunity since February 2009 for VicForests to undertake this work.  The EIA risk rating for this non-compliance was determined as Moderate (Refer to Appendix K, Photograph 14).

Landings, snig tracks and boundary tracks were not used and are not considered to have been required by the Auditor on the two DSE coupes audited, due to the low intensity of the harvesting operations.

Log landings and dumps

The management of landings was generally assessed as appropriate, with some exceptions mainly regarding rehabilitation standards and bark disposal.  
In total, 31 landings were assessed during the audit, all of which were found to comply with the relevant maximum dimension limits.  The average size of landings assessed was 0.12 hectare, compared with the limits of 0.5 hectare for Ash coupes and 0.3 hectare for other forest types.  The maximum landing size was measured at 0.35 ha on an Ash coupe (C2).  
Table 4‑25 summarises the compliance findings for the Coupe Infrastructure – Log landings and dumps Compliance Element.

Table 4‑25
Summary of compliance findings for the Coupe Infrastructure – Log landings and dumps Compliance Element
	Compliance Element
	Coupe Infrastructure - Log landings and dumps

	Total compliance
	41

	Total non-compliance
	12

	Non-compliance EIA breakdown

	Severe
	0

	Major
	0

	Moderate
	7

	Minor
	3

	Negligible
	2

	No impact
	0


Guidance documented in the Fire Salvage Harvesting Prescriptions 2008 about the siting of landings in fire affected coupes was assessed as having been followed where relevant.

Landings on all coupes were assessed as being located appropriately, with one exception, where a landing was located outside of the Timber Release Plan (TRP) area without the required documented approvals (C15).  The EIA risk rating for this non-compliance was determined as Negligible.

The audit identified a further 11 non-compliances across 11 VicForests-managed coupes relating to landing rehabilitation.  Little topsoil was present on landings at five coupes.  On four of these coupes (C2, C3, C4 and C5), topsoil had been replaced before landings were ripped.  The relevant procedural documents recommend that topsoil be spread after ripping, but there is provision for the Forest Officer to vary this practice.  VicForests staff stated that the decision to spread topsoil before ripping on these coupes was taken in response to landing compaction believed to result from spreading topsoil before ripping.  The Auditor considers that the practice of ripping after topsoil replacement is likely to have contributed to the lack of topsoil on the rehabilitated landings, but acknowledges the operational challenges of achieving both alleviation of compaction and replacement of topsoil, particularly on soils where there is a naturally thin layer of topsoil.  On the fifth coupe (C10), the presence of stockpiles of bark mixed with topsoil suggested poor topsoil segregation leaving little to redistribute during rehabilitation (Refer to Appendix K, Photograph 15).  One of the coupes (C4) also had bark heaps in excess of the allowed four cubic metres at the landing and the ripping appeared to have been undertaken while the soil was wet.  The EIA risk ratings for these five non-compliances were determined as Moderate.
A sixth non-compliance with a Moderate EIA risk rating was identified on one coupe (C6) due to an area of a landing not having been ripped and the retention of more than the prescribed allowable quantity of bark and harvest debris in heaps at the landing.  A seventh non-compliance with a Moderate EIA risk rating was identified for the retention of large quantities of bark around two landings and poor topsoil segregation (C15) (Refer to Appendix K, Photograph 16).  Two non-compliances with Minor EIA risk ratings were identified on other coupes for the retention of smaller quantities of bark and slash (C16 and C24) and topsoil not having been spread or noted in the temporary clearance documentation given to the contractor (C24).
VicForests stated that large quantities of bark had been left on some landings due to the usual practice of undertaking regeneration burns, during which the bark heaps would be burnt.  However, in order to reduce the incidence of burning, VicForests has initiated assessment of regeneration, and if regeneration is adequate, do not undertake the burn.  As a result, bark heaps have remained unburnt and in the cases identified in the audit, exceed the prescribed bark volume limits.
Recommendation 4 – It is recommended that VicForests builds into its systems a process for ensuring that excess bark is not retained around landings in the absence of regeneration burning.
Failure to fill in a trench dug to store logs on one coupe (C21) and rip lines being spaced wider than the maximum prescribed (C11) resulted in non-compliances with EIA risk ratings of Minor and Negligible respectively.

Whether topsoil had been stockpiled appropriately during landing construction was unable to be assessed during the audit on 11 coupes, due to the stage of the operations and the natural or fire induced paucity of topsoil at some of these locations.  Whether the required depth of ripping had been achieved was unable to be determined at five coupes, as while the depth was assessed as less than required at the time of the audit, it had been up to two years since ripping had been undertaken and some degree of natural compaction would be expected during that time.
The audit was unable to assess whether the landing on one coupe (C8) had been appropriately rehabilitated, as it was observed to have been excavated, according to VicForests staff, to provide fill for construction of another road.  Assessment of this activity was outside the scope of this audit.
Snig and forwarding tracks

Snig and forwarding tracks were generally assessed as having been managed appropriately, with some issues identified with rehabilitation.  The Auditor noted a good example of the minimisation of snig tracks and their impact (C12) and particularly good examples of rollover drains with effective outlet channels on a relatively steep slope (C14), constructed using an excavator (Refer to Appendix K, Photograph 17).
Generally, rehabilitation of snig tracks after harvesting was assessed as being well managed, with appropriate spacing of effective drainage structures.  A total length of 5,894 m of snig tracks was assessed across 23 coupes, with 4,773 m assessed as compliant.  The sampled length of snig track was assessed as compliant on 15 coupes.  In some of these compliant coupes, potential for improvement in the design of drainage structures was noted, but due to the soil type and/or topography, were considered adequate.  In most of the compliant coupes, rollover drains had been constructed to a high quality, with effective outlets to channel water away from the track.
Table 4‑26 summarises the compliance findings for the Coupe Infrastructure – Snig and forwarding tracks Compliance Element.

Table 4‑26
Summary of compliance findings for the Coupe Infrastructure – Snig and forwarding tracks Compliance Element

	Compliance Element
	Coupe Infrastructure - Snig and forwarding tracks

	Total compliance
	125

	Total non-compliance
	10

	Non-compliance EIA breakdown

	Severe
	0

	Major
	0

	Moderate
	2

	Minor
	7

	Negligible
	1

	No impact
	0


Ten non-compliances were identified across eight coupes relating to rehabilitation of snig tracks.  Reasons for non-compliances were that outlets on some drainage structures were not constructed to be effective in carrying surface water off tracks (C1, C4, C9, C10, C23 and C24); and distances between drainage structures were further than the maximum specified in the Management Procedures (C8, C9, C13 and C24).  Non-compliant drainage structures were usually found to affect only a small proportion of the sample of track assessed on each coupe, with the exception of three coupes, where substantial proportions of the sampled track length were assessed as non-compliant (C4, C9 and C24) (Refer to Appendix K, Photographs 18 and 19).  EIA risk ratings relating to these non-compliances were determined as Moderate (C9 and C24), Minor (C1, C8, C10, C13 and 23) (Refer to Appendix K, Photograph 20) and Negligible (C4), the latter due to the gently sloping topography.
Two additional non-compliances relating to snig tracks identified by the audit included that bark was observed to have been laid on a section of snig track (C3) (Refer to Appendix K, Photograph 21) and that a minor quantity of soil and harvest debris had not been removed from a drainage line crossing (C15).  Both non-compliances were assessed as having Minor EIA risk ratings.
Boundary tracks

Boundary tracks were assessed as having been constructed appropriately and in compliance with the few applicable requirements in the majority of cases.  However, a lower proportion of track was assessed as complaint, at around two-thirds of the length of assessed track, than was the case for snig tracks, likely reflecting the difficult terrain more often encountered by boundary tracks than by snig tracks.  A total length of 2,905m of boundary tracks was assessed across 12 coupes, with 1,951m assessed as compliant.  The sampled length of boundary track was assessed as compliant on 5 coupes.  The Auditor noted that the good practice of using the natural outsloping of the track to assist with drainage was used where possible.
Table 4‑27 summarises the compliance findings for the Coupe Infrastructure – Boundary tracks Compliance Element.

Table 4‑27
Summary of compliance findings for the Coupe Infrastructure – Boundary tracks Compliance Element

	Compliance Element
	Coupe Infrastructure - Boundary tracks

	Total compliance
	28

	Total non-compliance
	6

	Non-compliance EIA breakdown

	Severe
	0

	Major
	0

	Moderate
	3

	Minor
	3

	Negligible
	0

	No impact
	0


All of the non-compliances were identified where drainage structures had been constructed without outlets to carry surface water off tracks (C1, C8, C9, C10, C12, and C14), resulting in siltation and overflowing of drains and rilling of track surfaces on some of the coupes.  On others, the rocky or porous nature of the soil appeared to have allowed water to infiltrate quickly rather than continue to flow along the surface and offer some protection against erosion and sedimentation.  In most instances the absence of outlets occurred on steep areas where rollover drains had been constructed by bulldozers, which have limited manoeuvrability to create outlet channels.  EIA risk ratings were determined as Moderate (C1, C9 and C10) and Minor (C8, C12 and C14).
In one case, a boundary track had been constructed through a filter without documentation of approval (C7), as discussed in the Filters section of this report; and on one coupe (C12) a boundary track had entered rainforest and rainforest buffer at two locations, as discussed in the Rainforests section of this report.  These two non-compliances were recorded against the Filters and Rainforests Compliance Elements respectively, to avoid ‘double-counting’ of non-compliances.
4.3 Summary of recommendations
This section of the report lists the recommendations that are contained within the findings sections for each Compliance Element.
Recommendation 1 – It is recommended that DSE and VicForests ensure that pre- and post- harvest weed assessment results are documented and triggers for subsequent control activities are incorporated into their management systems.
Recommendation 2 – It is recommended that the Fire Salvage Harvesting Prescriptions requirement to “Clean soil from all harvesting machinery (excluding trucks and passenger vehicles) before floating to or from a salvage coupe” be changed to a requirement that can be more easily recorded or tracked, such as “Clean soil from all harvesting machinery (excluding trucks and passenger vehicles) before floating to and from a salvage coupe”; or devise processes to record centrally the cleaning of harvesting machinery.
Recommendation 3 – It is recommended that VicForests and DSE review their respective systems to manage the closure of roads to ensure that roads no longer required are permanently closed, as required by the Code.
Recommendation 4 – It is recommended that VicForests builds into its systems a process for ensuring that excess bark is not retained around landings in the absence of regeneration burning.

5  ADVANCE  \u 1.5cm Conclusions
5.1 Overall assessment of compliance

The audit included assessment of 27 coupes, including five fire salvage coupes and one thinnings coupe, selected to be representative of harvesting undertaken in the 2008-09 financial year, with the exception of domestic firewood coupes.

Overall, the audit identified a high level of compliance across most Compliance Element groups, with moderate compliance in the Biodiversity Conservation group, mainly due to the absence of monitoring and control of noxious weeds.
The Auditor noted a number of individual examples of good practice, including instances of:

· Conservative delineation of rainforest boundaries for ease of management;

· Particularly good examples of snig track rollover drains on a relatively steep slope;

· Reuse of existing landings and road alignments and effective use of natural outslope drainage where possible; 
· Minimisation of vegetation clearance widths for road construction; and

· Minimisation of the area and impact of snig tracks.

No non-compliances with Severe EIA risk rating were identified.  Two non-compliances with an EIA risk rating of Major were identified, both being instances of machine entry into rainforest buffer and associated rainforest.
The majority (59%) of non-compliances identified were determined as having EIA risk ratings of Negligible or No impact, with 49 of the total of 150 non-compliances being assessed as Negligible and 40 assessed as No impact.  Thirty-one Moderate and 28 Minor non-compliances were also identified, mainly in the following areas:

· One instance of soil stockpiling within a rainforest buffer for road rehabilitation without documented and approved plans;

· Insufficient topsoil and retention of excess bark at landings; 
· Lack of noxious weed assessments and control; 
· Inadequate or inappropriate drainage of sections of roads, snig tracks and boundary tracks; 
· Inadequate management of cut and fill on some sections of roads; 
· Instances of road construction on steeper slopes than prescribed for the soil type; 
· Crossing of drainage lines without approval; 
· Instances of debris pushed or rolled into exclusion zones; 
· Inadequate evidence that authorisation was given to remove trees felled into buffers; and 
· Instances of failure to classify streams adjacent to coupes.
This audit report includes four recommendations for improvement where current systems are not considered adequate to meet the relevant audit criteria.  They relate to weed control; fire salvage machinery cleaning protocols; closure of roads no longer needed; and disposal of excess bark when not undertaking regeneration burning.  All recommendations apply to VicForests operations and two also apply to DSE.
5.2 Risks to beneficial uses

The audit did not identify any imminent environmental hazards or unacceptable risks to the beneficial uses listed in Section 2.3 of this report.  The assessment of imminent environmental hazards was based on site observations and EIA risk rating assessments of identified non-compliances, using the experience and expertise of the audit team members.  The assessment of risk to the listed beneficial uses is based on non-compliances identified and their respective EIA risk ratings at the coupe level and the Auditor’s judgement, backed by the experience and expertise of the audit team members, as to the significance of audit findings at a landscape level.
Life, health and wellbeing of humans

The Audit did not identify any non-compliances that presented an unacceptable environmental risk to the life, health and wellbeing of humans.
Life, health and wellbeing of other forms of life, including the protection of ecosystems and biodiversity

The Audit did not identify any non-compliances with an EIA risk rating of Severe.  Two non-compliances with an EIA risk rating of Major were identified, as discussed in Section 5.1.  Both are considered isolated instances, with examples of compliant management found elsewhere on other audited coupes.

Thirty-one non-compliances with Moderate EIA risk ratings were identified across a range of Compliance Elements.  With the exception of the identified non-compliances that are considered to be the result of systemic deficiencies within VicForests’ management systems (monitoring and management of noxious weeds) all are considered to be isolated instances.  Of the systemic issues identified, only one instance of noxious weed infestation resulted in an EIA risk rating of Moderate.  All others were Minor, Negligible or No impact.
Based on these audit findings the audited activities are not considered to present an unacceptable risk to life, health and wellbeing of other forms of life, including the protection of ecosystems and biodiversity, within the context of approved timber harvesting on Victorian public land.

Local amenity and aesthetic enjoyment

The landscape buffers contained within the four audited coupes where they existed were assessed as being appropriately protected, with no non-compliances identified.  
6 Glossary

Auditee 

An auditee is a person or organisation being audited. DSE administers audits of organisations or individuals whose activities relate to Victorian timber harvesting in State forest. Relevant timber harvesting operations include those managed by VicForests in eastern-Victoria, as well as those managed by DSE in other parts of the State

Auditor 

A highly qualified and skilled individual with extensive experience in environmental science and or engineering, as well as environmental auditing appointed pursuant to the EP Act to conduct an independent and objective assessment of the nature and extent of harm (or risk of harm) to the environment posed by a process or activity, waste, substance or noise.

Biodiversity 

The natural diversity of all life: the sum of all our native species of flora and fauna, the genetic variation within them, their habitats, and the ecosystems of which they are an integral part.

Compliance Element

The subject, activity or operational component being assessed for compliance against the regulatory framework. Generally referred to as ‘focus areas’ in the former audit program operated under EPA.

Compliance Theme 

Topics and/or issues deemed to overlap a number of compliance elements and/or auditing modules that may require additional focus on a recurring basis. Themes can be seasonal or regional, associated with biodiversity, coupe or forest type and/or other special prescriptions.

Clear-felling 

Silvicultural method of harvesting a coupe whereby all merchantable trees, apart from those to be retained for wildlife habitat, are removed.

Coupe 

An area of forest of variable size, shape and orientation from which logs for sawmilling or other  industrial processing are harvested. Erosion risk The likelihood of erosion occurring due to soil erodibility, rainfall erosivity, slope and soil disturbance.

Forest Coupe Plan

A plan that must be prepared for each harvesting operation in public native forest and will contain a map identifying the area and a schedule incorporating the specifications and conditions under which the operation is to be administered and controlled.
Forest Management Area (FMA)

Basic units for forest planning and management in Victoria. Currently Victoria is divided into 15 Forest Management Areas as defined in the Forests Act 1958.
Forest Management Plan (FMP)

Forest Management Plans are produced by DSE to address the full range of values and uses in FMAs, which have been designated as the units for planning forest management activities.

General Management Zone (GMZ)

A zone within a State forest defined as an area of land that will be managed for the sustainable production of timber and other forest products.

Habitat Tree 
A tree identified and protected from harvesting to provide habitat or future habitat for wildlife. A habitat tree may be living or dead, and often contains hollows that are suitable shelter and/or nesting sites for animals such as possums and parrots.

Regeneration 
The renewal or re-establishment of native forest flora by natural or artificial means following disturbance such as timber harvesting or fire.

Rehabilitation 
The restoration and revegetation of a site of disturbance usually associated with landings and other within-coupe infrastructure.

Regulator 
A government agency, typically a statutory authority.  In the context of the FAP, DSE as the regulator is responsible for ensuring that commercial timber harvesting activities Victoria’s State forests are compliant with Victoria’s regulatory framework. This includes compliance with relevant legislation, regulations and guidelines, including those specified in the Code of Practice for Timber Production 2007.

River health
An ecologically healthy river is one where the major natural features, biodiversity and/or functions of the river are still present and will continue into the future. Some change from the natural state may have occurred to provide for human use.

Special Management Zone (SMZ)

A zone within a State forest defined as a zone which will be managed to conserve specific features, while catering for timber production under certain conditions. Areas included cover a range of natural or cultural values, the protection or enhancement of which require modification to timber harvesting or other land-use practices rather than their exclusion. The zone contributes substantially to the conservation of important species, particularly fauna.

Special Protection Zone (SPZ)

A zone within a State forest defined as a zone which will be managed for conservation, and timber harvesting will be excluded. 
Special Water Supply Catchment

A catchment that has been officially declared under Schedule 5 of the Catchment and Land Protection Act 1994.
State forest 

As defined in Section 3 of the Forests Act 1958, State forest comprises publicly owned land which is managed for the conservation of flora and fauna; for the protection of water catchments and water quality; for the provision of timber and other forest products on a sustainable basis; for the protection of landscape, archaeological, historical and other cultural values; and to provide recreational and educational opportunities. 

Thinning 

The removal of part of a forest stand or crop, with the aims of increasing the growth rate and/or health of retained trees and, in commercial thinning, obtaining timber from trees that would otherwise eventually die before final harvest.

Timber Release Plan (TRP)

The Timber Release Plan (TRP) is prepared by VicForests in accordance with Part 5 of the Sustainable Forests (Timber) Act 2004. The TRP provides a schedule of coupes selected for timber harvesting and associated access road requirements; identifies the location and approximate timing of timber harvesting in the proposed coupes; and identifies the location of any associated access roads. It includes coupe details and maps. VicForests prepares TRPs that cover a rolling five-year period.

Water supply catchment 

A catchment from which water is used for domestic water supply purposes.

Waterway 

A permanent stream, temporary stream, drainage line, pool or wetland as defined in the Code of Practice for Timber Production 2007 (as amended).

Wood Utilisation Plan (WUP)

A Wood Utilisation Plan (WUP) is prepared by DSE to detail the type and quantity of wood to be produced in the state and to allocate wood to processors in western Victoria. The plan is prepared annually and covers a rolling three-year period, with detailed specifications for the first year and indicative specifications for the following two years. 

A WUP may also apply to some coupes managed by VicForests in the east of the state.

7 Limitations

Jodie Mason (the Auditor) along with her support team from URS Australia Pty Ltd (URS) and Ecology Partners has prepared this report for the use of the Department of Sustainability and Environment in accordance with the usual care and thoroughness of the consulting profession.  It is based on generally accepted practices and standards at the time it was prepared.  No other warranty, expressed or implied, is made as to the professional advice included in this report.  It is prepared in accordance with the scope of work and for the purpose outlined in the Proposal dated 10 June 2010.
The methodology adopted and sources of information used by Jodie Mason and the support team are outlined in this report.  Jodie Mason and the support team have made no independent verification of this information beyond the agreed scope of works and we assume no responsibility for any inaccuracies or omissions.  No indications were found during our investigations that information contained in this report as provided to Jodie Mason and the expert support team was false.

This report was prepared based on documents reviewed, interviews conducted and activities observed at the audited sites during visits between 8 and 26 November 2010 and is based on the conditions encountered and information reviewed at the time of preparation.  Jodie Mason and the support team disclaim responsibility for any changes that may have occurred after this time.

This report should be read in full.  No responsibility is accepted for use of any part of this report in any other context or for any other purpose.  This report does not purport to give legal advice.  Legal advice can only be given by qualified legal practitioners.

This investigation is limited to visual observation of conditions at the audited sites, interviews with personnel and other selected stakeholders and a review of records and procedural documents.  Opinions and recommendations contained in this report are based upon data provided by representatives of the Department of Sustainability and Environment and VicForests, information gained during site inspections and interviews with personnel and other selected stakeholders.  This approach reflects current professional practice for environmental audits.  No warranty or guarantee of property conditions is given or intended.

URS cannot be responsible for changes in conditions that occur after the date of this report, whether they are hazardous or otherwise.
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