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EPA AUDIT REPORT ï CROWN FOREST 
KIPPARA STATE FOREST, COMPARTMENT(S) 27-33 

 

Auditee: Forestry Corporation NSW 

Audit scope: Kippara State Forest, compartment(s) 27-33 (see Map 1, below). 
The field audit took one day to complete. 

Region: Lower North East 

Date/Audit timing: 12 December 2017 

Lead EPA auditor:  John Forcier 

Assisting EPA auditors: Paul Campbell  

Justification of audit: High Risk 

 

Audit objectives: Undertake an assessment of Threatened Species Licence (TSL) 
within a random sample of landscapes identified in Kippara State 
Forest Harvest Plan including the following;  

¶ Hollow bearing and recruitment trees - selection and 
protection 

¶ Rainforest EEC boundaries 
 

Audit criteria: ¶ Cond. 5.1 (f) Marking of EZ and buffer zones (rainforest) 

¶ Cond 5.4 Rainforest protection 

¶ Cond. 5.6 (d) (e) (h) Hollow bearing & Recruitment trees 
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AREAS ASSESSED:  
 
 

 

 
 
 

 
 
Map 1: Areas inspected during the EPA audit on Kippara State Forest, compartments 27-31 and 33.  
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AUDIT FINDINGS - OVERVIEW 

A summary of EPAs findings are shown in the table below. 

IFOA condition Non-compliances Compliances Not Determined 

5.1(f) Marking of EZ and buffer zones  1 0 0 

5.4 Rainforest exclusion zone 

protection  
3 1 0 

5.6(h) Protection of Hollow bearing 

& Recruitment trees  
4 0 0 

TOTAL 8 1 0 

 
 
 
 

AUDIT RECOMMENDATIONS 

 
Action Details Non-compliance Code* Target/Action Date 

5.1(f) Marking of EZ and buffer zones  
Action plan is required to be developed 
to address and consider an improved 
operational approach to physical 
marking in the field.  

This non-compliance has a red risk 
category. The likelihood of environment 
harm is actual, because of tree feeling 
occurred within rainforest exclusion 
zones. This may have been avoided if the 
exclusion zone was marked. The level of 
environmental impact is moderate 
(considering rate of incidence and 
sensitivity of environment receptor). 

Action on this issue must 
start immediately and 
must continue until the 
EPA is satisfied that there 
is no further risk of non-
compliance. 

5.6(h) Hollow bearing & recruitment 
tree protection 
No action plan has been developed to 
date to ensure that retained trees are 
protected as per TSL condition 5.6h (i 
and ii). The EPA notes that the issue is 
recurring and any actions taken have not 
been sufficient. FCNSW must take more 
active measures to (1) educate its 
contractors about the need to protect 
retained trees; (2) supervise logging 
operations more vigorously to ensure 
compliance; (3) improve systems 
processes and undertake any other 
changes necessary to address the 
problem of tree protection. 

This non-compliance has an orange risk 
category. The likelihood of environment 
harm is likely, because of large amounts 
of debris associated with modern logging 
operations. The EPA notes that there is 
an increased risk of fire damage due to 
the large amounts of debris. At present, 
the scale of harm is moderate 
(considering rate of incidence and 
sensitivity of environment receptor). 

Action on this issue must 
start immediately and 
must continue until the 
EPA is satisfied that there 
is no further risk of non-
compliance. 
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AUDIT FINDINGS  

 
 

1. Protection of Retained Trees 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Comment and Evidence 

The EPA located 4 marked and retained trees which had debris measured to be greater than 1 meter 
within 5 meters of the tree.  The EPA assesses marked H & R trees across 2-hectare samples.  Due to 
conditions on the day, a statistically significant are sample was not assessed, however EPA officers 
recorded 4 marked and retained trees which were clearly not compliant with BSL 5.6(h).  The debris in 
each case could have been removed or flattened during the operation. 

  

 

 

Condition 
No.  

Compliant?  

Yes/No/Not 
determined/Not 

applicable 

Number of non- 
compliance per sample 

(sample size) 

Risk Code  Action required by 
licensee 

TSL 5.6 (h) 
 

No  

 

4/4 

(H & R trees) 

 

Likely to 
occur with 
moderate 
damage 

 

An action plan must be 
developed and 

implemented to ensure 
H&R trees are protected 

at all times.   

H tree - 1 with debris above 1m and 
within 5 meters.  This tree had also 
sustained damage to the trunk.  Tree 
was directly adjacent to a snig track and 
clean up was possible.   
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Excessive logging debris at the 
immediate based of retained trees 
become a significant fire risk to that tree  

FCNSW must implement action to 
ensure that all marked H & R trees are 
protected from fire by ensuring 
logging debris is not left accumulated 
at the base above the licence limits. 
















