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Abstract

In Queensland, private forestry has developed poleey and regulatory free zone up
until the introduction of the Vegetation Manageméwmt of 1999. Compared to the
management systems developed within our state endtivests, the private system
generally was ad-hoc based on opportunistic hangeand not good forest management.
Silvicultural management was limited to state laaudd information on silvicultural
techniques developed for state lands generally riitl cross over into the private
resource.

However within the private resource there are #texgag of exceptional forest managers
who have developed their own systems, achievinghniigher productivity within their
forests than adjacent State owned forests. Thesageas have also positively influenced
State forest management on specific issues sucliresnanagement. This paper
discusses the history of PNF management and cospiagepositive government policy
initiatives for the future of the industry with thactual on ground constraints and
impediments of legislation and lack of action orvgmment initiatives. It isolates the
champions and demonstrates their system’s susthtipamnd productivity outcomes and
outlines their involvement in furthering researcd @ducation for the industry.

Introduction
The Hardwood Timber industry is in decline, nottguiazarus needing a triple by-pass,

but more in line with a landscape in C conditiorn @m the brink of dropping into D, a
very difficult condition to return from.

The State of the Industry
Once the ball drops to D its very difficult to push it back even to C condition

Figure 1. Diagrammatic
example of the gradual
deterioration in the state of the
industry to the point of ‘no
return’ (Q DPI& F Grazing
Land Management; 2005)




Within 16 years with the closure of the State Gowegnt's Forest Hardwood Resource,
the Private sector will need to double its outputieet current market demand or at least
half the region’s hardwood mills will close. Thislvnot only adversely impact the small
regional towns that rely on the local mill as amanent source of employment, it will
also limit the options landholders have to selirtheber, significantly increase haulage
costs and reduce stumpage returns, while incredisengarbon footprint of the industry.

There is a strong risk of the Woolworths/Coles sopaeket duopoly syndrome
developing for the timber industry within our regid we are left with only two milling
companies owning the remaining sawmills. The po€esawn timber goes up but the
dollar returns to forest growers goes down.

It is imperative when considering the current stdtéhe private timber industry that we
understand the impacts of the milestones and gowarh policy initiatives from the
immediate past. Methodologies that may be considérethe future have to avoid the
pitfalls from the past.

It has been 15 years since the Federal and Stater@uents signed the National Forest
Policy Statement1092) This Statement outlined agreed objectives aneipslfor the
future of Australia's public and private forests.

The strategy and its policy initiatives were to thg foundation for forest management in
Australia into the next century. Some of the Polioytiatives specifically relating to
Private Native Forests in the document include:

0 Sustainable management of private native foresisbei encouraged through a
combination of measures that may include dissemoimaif information about,
and technical support for, forest management, eauc@arograms, conservation
incentives, land-clearing controls, harvesting omist and codes of forest
practice.

0 Encouraging private landowners to manage forest®fm-term economic use by
removing any unnecessary impediments or disincestithe Governments will
develop a range of incentives and programs to pt@rsostainable management
of native forests on private land. These incestiaed programs will be designed
to ensure active management of private native ferésr both ecologically
sustainable wood production and nature conservasiorthat the private native
forest estate will remain a permanent resource

The Regional Forest Agreement (RFA) program aleseafrom the policy statement
and it is worth considering how it unfolded in Quoskand in the 97-99 period and how
that is now impacting on the industry. The priméupction of RFA process was to
ensure:

- A comprehensive, adequate and representative c@t®er reserve system; in
other words ensuring an adequate percentage of gk regional ecosystems are
protected within our conservation reserve system,ta

- Promote industry development and the sustainaldeifrest resources and to,



- Ensure long term timber resource security baseBronmronmentally Sustainable
Native Forest Management.

During the two year RFA arbitration process is wasngly argued that the social and
economic implications of the RFA for Queensland laddoe significant, particularly in
terms of the potentially adverse impacts on theveaimber industry, its workers and the
communities that are dependant on the native tinmaistries. DP1 Ministerial Briefing
Note (1999 Nine years on and these implications are finla#ing realised.

Ultimately the arbitration process resulted in sew&d version of an RFA being
negotiated between the State Government and TiQbeensland (a member alliance of
saw millers mainly comprised of those with a gutgad quantity (cubic metres) of
sawlog allocation per year from the State Goverrijnamd a conservation body, neither
of which had any real understanding of the dynarafasur forests. The process resulted
in half the State Forest Reserve system immediatglyg committed to the conservation
reserve system and the other half destined to beaed to a systematic ‘high grading’
harvest to meet the commitments of the timber atioa system until 2024 when Native
forest harvesting on state lands would cease. Thaever state forests would then be
added to the conservation reserve system. The pedpBFA was not accepted by the
Federal Government as in place of providing a ®sustainable future for the industry it
was to close down state based native forest prmoiuctThe RFA ended up being a
localised Forest Agreement only recognised by tteeSGovernment.Sputh East
Queensland Forests Stakeholder/Government Agredit@®9)

There were a number of fundamental mistakes inuttimate SEQ Forest Agreement
process, namely:

- Not meeting the RFA criteria resulted in no matghimoney contribution from
the Federal Government, coupled with the loss eirthdditional promise of a
significant contribution to a required structuraljstment for the native timber
industry, a huge loss to the industry

- The State Forest based Timber Allocation System mvaintained giving a false
sense of security to those mills with allocatiord artimately no change to the
harvesting or management practices on private land

- Poor understanding of the ‘Enhanced Silvicultureh@cept(Mannes and Taylor;
2000) that was put forward as necessary to improve piodiycfrom the state
forest reserve. Ironically from the ‘Enhanced Qillture’ concept only a
significant rise in the harvest intensity and seralbg size were adopted by the
SEQ Forest Agreement

- State Forests could be severely high graded an#edahway from with no
subsequent rehabilitation, setting a poor exampt @timate standard for the
industry. We are no longer able to put the statamagement systems up as a
benchmark of Best Management Practice.

- Section 2.20 of the agreement states ‘The goverhm#infacilitate and provide
incentives for ecologically sustainable managenodrgrivate native forests and
timber resources on private land’. This has neveneiated.

- State Government’s Compensation money from the JHQ process was
allocated to retooling and value adding capacitytlie mills with allocation. This



money should have been invested in the managenhéné sesource to improve
its productivity which was clearly going to be tihwiting factor for the industry’'s
future within a very short time frame

- The unsubstantiated notion that Hardwood plantatiwould fill the resource gap

- The 17 million dollars allocated to plantation dieyament from the SE Forest
Agreement would have treated 100,000ha of privaieve forests. If we knew
how much money the SEQ Forest Agreement processcakate, we probably
could have treated all of Queensland and half AMNS

Implications for the Industry

o

o

The Hyne mills at Maryborough, Mundubbera, Montad &ingo have
been bought by the government and sold to Daldvéewkrs. A closure of
at least one of these mills can be expected imélae future

In the last six months mills have closed at Gympiepgoolawah, and
Fernvale with sawmills at Allies Creek and Jandoleéng bought by the
Government and closed by October

To maintain existing mills and processors, the aisvsector in SE
Queensland needs to produce at least 120 000méwdbg and 25 000
electricity poles per annum. Current outputs aoziad 60 000 ms.
Demand for hardwood sawn products in the short teiinbe met from
unsustainable and often illegal logging being earbut in Indonesia,
New Guinea and the Pacific islands.

Australia has an estimated $400 million trade in legal loggin¢ products. This
trade is not only depressing world prices for foresproducts by between 7 and 1
per cent but, also, itrobs poor nations of revenue, funds criminal activty, causes
deforestation and adds to global warmingJaakko Poyry Consulting 2005

Two Key Questions linking Policy and Legislation

There are two questions that need to be consideredlation to Government Forest
Policy Initiatives verses actual on ground Legislatnamely;

1. Has Queensland State Government legislation beerlaped to support the
National Forest Policy objectives? and

2. Has Queensland State legislation achieved any tgscagreed to in the
National Forest Policy Statement?

The following Table (Table 1.) provides a list ofePand Post State Vegetation
Management legislation outcomes.



Table 1. Pre and Post outcomes as a result of thetroduction of the Vegetation
Management Act (1999) and The Code Applying to a Nize Forest Practice on
Freehold Land

Area
of Concern

Resource
Security

Extension
Services

Resource
assessment

Silvicultural
systems

Cost of
compliance

Innovation

Employment

Public
perception of
forest industry

Accountability

Environmental
impacts

Pre Legislation and Regulation

Post Legislation and Regulation

Positives Negatives Positives Negatives
Unconstrained Open slather harvest Forest Practice locks Perceived loss of
Access and undervalued into legislation the right | access security and

resource

to harvest

general distrust of
government, but
continued over-
harvesting

Large forestry
extension service
largely driven by
State
Government

Plethora of extension
organisations, not
necessarily delivering
the same message

Drives people to seek
management
information to abide by
legislation

No private forestry
extension delivered by
the State Government
and very little funding
support

Total harvested
volumes tracked
by government

Resource size, volume,
quality and productive
capacity unknown

Remnant classified
forests mapped

No account of
harvested volumes,
quality, productive
capacity or quantifiable
sustainable yield

Ongoing
management
research and
growth data from
State Forests

Not transferred into
private sector,
Limited silvicultural
systems

Limited silvicultural
systems available.

Silvicultural systems
restricted by Code
when sometimes
radical systems are
required to reset forests

No compliance

No understanding of

Full cost of compliance

required limitations born by the forest
grower10-15% loss of
production area due to
Code requirements

Individual Drives innovation in Unsure of future

innovation and
development

non-remnant vegetation

security so reluctant to
invest

Large scale
employment

Reduction in
employment in small
regional towns

Poor public perception
of forestry practices
and very little
understanding

Plantations considered
part of solution for
global warming

Government stopping
native forest harvesting
within state forests
reinforces negative
image

No accountability for
environmental impacts

Forest grower held
accountable for non
compliance to Code

Processors are not held
accountable for future
forest productivity

Broad scale clearing
with wasted resource
pushed and burnt
particularly in lead up to
legislation

Less environmental
impact with broad-scale
clearing banned and
introduction of Code of
Practice

No improvement in NF
management or
productivity.




Area of
Concern

Size of
industry

Local
Government
regulation

Forest value

Forest Quality

Sustainability

Pre Legislation and Regulation

Post Legislation and Regulation

Positives Negatives Positives Negatives
Very large Industry larger than a Development is Many small scale mills
industry with a sustainable yield can regulated have closed. Many
plethora of support without large mills closed due
processors significant investment to world heritage listing
widely distributed | into management of forests or forest
throughout the agreements. Increased
state importation of

hardwood products
from dubious sources

Plantation able to
be established
without
development
applications and
Material Change
of Use

No identity as a land
use

Improved values and
recognised land use
(Forest practice)

Many shires require a
development
application and material
change of use for the
establishment of new
plantations (costs- up to
$1500)

Resource seen as
unlimited and perceived
to be of little
commercial value

Improved timber values
and improving
recognition of forest
enterprise potential

Perceived future
access security and
long lead time for VMA
and CoP pushed many
forest growers to clear
or heavily harvest
resource

Diminishing resource
due to low
management

- Low productivity

- Smaller piece log size
- Smaller area of
production forest

- Reducing wood
quality and available
volume

Diminishing resource
due to low
management

- Low productivity

- Smaller piece log size
- Smaller area of
production forest

- Reducing wood
quality and available
volume

Attempt to push the
industry towards
sustainability

No real impact upon
sustainability for the
industry

Legislation is a cumbersome and blunt instrumennhézt Policy objectives. Ultimately
with some assistance from Government the industsytb take responsibility for its own
future and as a whole needs a major mindset chaitbea very significant investment
into the management of the private resource, adreork for managing the resource and
an improvement in the harvesting and utilisatiomcpsses able to clearly demonstrate the
industries environmental and sustainability stadslar

While the State Government has signed off on th&oNal Forest Policy Statement
committing itself to assisting the future of Prigdllative Forest Management, it is clear
that it has developed an indifferent stance toirtldeistry. The Government clearly sees
the future for hardwood production being sourcedy dnom plantation citing the
specious argument that plantation development, w#hsignificant carbon footprint,




costly establishment processes, genetic pollutimhcdear-fall processes have some form
of esoteric environmental superiority. It is up tlee advocates of the environmental
benefits of native forest management to ‘carry tteech’ and prove through
demonstration sites, case studies, extension @eseand accredited management
systems that the systems are creditable.

Industry Champions
(Excerpt from Case Study ‘On Farm Value Adding’R$aTaylor D; 2002)

The Thompsons own a 2000 ha property at Gundiakouth east Queensland. The
property was gradually acquired over many yeassfitst portion being selected in 1912
by Mark Thompson's father. At that stage the prigpeas mainly used for grazing and
as a home paddock for his Bullock and Horse tedihs.teams were used for hauling
and snigging timber in the district up to the 1930se block was harvested (down to
40cm log centre diameter) and then ring-barketietime of selection, being completely
cleared on the flats and mostly cleared on theeslogucalypt regrowth persisted through
this period and due to Mark Thompson’s subsequeatdst in growing timber, began to
be actively managed for timber production. In 194&rk bought an adjacent 860 acres
(358 ha) specifically to grow timber as he consdét to be a good timber block.

This formalised his future management intentioasfé@ maintain and manage the forest
on his property for timber production as well attlearazing.

The study area was heavily harvested in 1953 Wiittinaber over 40 cm centre diameter
removed due to tight economic conditions. In th6QkSthe forest was extensively treated
(silviculturally thinned), maintaining around 6@sts per acre (144 per ha) on the basis
of retaining healthy, vigorous trees at a good sgatapprox. 9 metres). In 1970 a large
number of electricity poles were harvested from shely area and since then only low
intensity logging for girders or declining treeshaken place, usually to make up a load.

Current Farm Management

The farm has two main enterprises, cattle and tim
production. Cattle graze the whole property. T
prime grazing areas are generally not the bestetin
areas and are managed more for grass produc
Timber production is carried out on 90% of tt
property but only 50% is considered good timk
country worthy of treatment and furthe
management. In these areas wide tree spacings@ i
maintained for grass production and to maximfa
timber productivity (Photo 1.). The property ane ti==
adjacent 700 ha forestry-grazing lease curre
carries 700 head of cattle.

Cattle have always been the main enterprise of#
property, closely aligned with this has been timis
production. It is the firm belief of Mark and Owejg
that maintaining tree cover improves and mainta

Photo 1. Thompson’s Spotted Gun
stand typical of the their resource



grass production over a longer period of the yean ta bare paddock. Having timber as a
second enterprise allows a safety net when catttegpdrop.

"Trees got me out of trouble on a number of oceasid964 was a bad recession, cattle
were bad, building was slow but the price didn'alle go down for timber only the
guantities. Supplying the one mill for many yeaasegus steady sales through out that
recession and things would have been a lot touglitéiout it.” (Mark Thompson)

This property followed the pattern of most propesg&jection in the early part of the last
century. Properties were selected and progressolesred for pasture and beef or dairy
production. Little was known of the potential hakaf extensive landclearing and given
the abundance of timber at the time, meagre vale placed on retaining timber. The
early appreciation by Mark Thompson of the advaesanf tree cover for improved grass
and timber production resulted in most of the prgpbeing progressively managed for
grazing and timber production over the last 60 year

The forest is maintained at around 140 stems petate (> 10 cm DBH) by periodic
silvicultural treatment (thinning), harvesting afice. This allows sufficient light and
moisture to allow a grassy understorey to be maeath under the forest canopy.
Important to this strategy of multiple use is maining the highly productive areas with
more fertile soils for pasture production alonee Torest is control burned on a 2 - 3 year
cycle, depending on seasonal conditions, and tkerftensity is regulated by timing to
manage regeneration of the timber species as wdltacia regeneration and regrowth is
kept to manageable levels. Occasionally the Acacid eucalypt regrowth requires
treating with herbicide when numbers get too pi®End impact on grazing and timber
productivity values.

The forest has gradually been encouraged to regenback into the areas that were
cleared in the past and these areas now suppaiticagt stands of high quality Spotted
Gum. Anecdotal evidence by the Thomsons (observedtly from sapling to harvest)
suggests the trees at this spacing (8 - 9 m, adgt0x ha for trees > 10 cm DBH) have
an annual diameter growth increment of at leastrilwhich is consistent with well-
managed Spotted Gum forgBlenry 1960, Taylor and Annandale 2000).

Salinity and Erosion

One of the main drainage lines of the property cemees in the adjacent old dairy farm
(now part of the property) which was totally clehrm the 1920s. The creek was
originally a permanent water line with deep holasthe 1940s, due to the nature of the
sodic soils with its highly soluble clays, the bardtarted eroding and by 1960, after
cyclonic flooding, the creek completely collapsedving a deep canyon. What water
holes remained turned increasingly saline and soglappeared on the low lying areas.
An early decision to allow natural regeneration rol&ge areas of the farm saw the
forest gradually re-establish, causing the salkdgog to gradually disappear. The creek
erosion still remains a problem that can only beelamated by expensive engineering
works, however the erosion is slowed by maintairineg and wattle cover. Any further
gully erosion is allowed to regenerate to a heawgiaha cover.



This is a graphic demonstration of the potentialdevere erosion problems to develop
with these soil types and the amelioration benedifsforest regrowth to salinity
problems.

Forest Management

Annual harvests on the Thompson's property haveaged around 500 hover the last
10 years on a rotation interval of 15-30 years.dlmtal observations by the Thompsons
indicate that the forest growth rate is exceedggraite of harvest. In this current harvest
the total sawlog cut was 190.242 amd 43.013 rhof landscape block. This equates to
10.569 niha of the 28.58 fiha standing or approximately 37 % of estimatedditey
sawlog volume.

Criteria for tree removal is directed at harvestiregs that have reached their maximum
economic value, are showing signs of defect or peaith and will decline prior to the
next harvest or are suppressed and unlikely tolde\e potential. In this way harvesting
is used as a tool for stand improvement. Criteriduide:

=  Optimum product size,

= Declining tree health, usuall
assessed by crown condition, :

= Defect such as a vertical deaSSSsssi
limb or suspected decay from ol %
wounds,

» Bad Mistletoe infestation,

= Suppressed trees indicated
crown shape and condition.

However before a tree is harvesteis s
its probable product range i
considered, this may be a pol
girder, saw log or landscape blod
(Photo 2.). After a tree is cut, the log
is examined and allocated to thePhoto 2. Base log, top log and salvage log ¢
correct product dump. from one tree

Forests Stands Suitable for Treatment

On this property only the higher quality areas fonber production are intensely
managed. These areas are usually soil related @nthdicated by the quality of the
standing forest and forest type, ie, a predominaric&potted Gum. Some areas are best
suited to grazing and are consequently maintainddmuch lower tree cover. The areas
managed for timber production are all regrowth $tseand without management would
develop high stocking levels resulting in very slowdividual growth rates. Some criteria
need to be formulated for this and the Thomsoni& lteeveloped those listed below. Past
work has demonstrated that not all forest are prtvadel and like other enterprises,



investment in future growth needs to be targetdt@de areas which will return the best
profit.
Generally forests in need of treatment are madeaf gpe of the following:

» Stands that require removal of suppressed and tdefeirtees to release ‘advanced
growth’ ( 20cm+ dbh) aiming to produce a rapid @&ge into merchantable size class
by freeing them from immediate or overstory contpeti

» Stands which require removal of suppressed andctledetrees to activate the
regeneration process or to speed regeneratiothat@dvanced growth’ stage.
» Stands which are overstocked with regeneration 6+18ll.

Linking Extension, Research and Policy Direction tdhe Champions

Private Native Forests have provided a minimumadf the processor’s hardwood timber
resource for many years, however little is knowoudlthe extent and condition of that
resource. Other than recent monitoring and growdasurement plots established by
Private Forestry Southern Queensland (PFSQ) (8)eao research into management
impacts or growth data information has been avilédr the private resource. Assessing
and evaluating long term management regimes suctlth@sThompson’s provide
irrefutable evidence of the quality of the curreténd, though uncorroborated from a
scientific perspective. The sites are excellentcémvince other landholders of the
veracity of the regimes but require meaningful d=athection on a range of tree growth,
ground cover, products and environmental outconmesaffect the current negative
attitude and policy direction of Governments tospte native forest production.

In consideration of this PFSQ is not only maintagniits existing thinning trials and
growth measurement plots but is establishing tww mdot formats to acquire the
required data to further the arguments in supgartio management regimes, namely:
» Comparing ground cover response under a rangeimifitly regimes and tree
density compared to an un-thinned forest and ttiyared land (Photo 3 and 4
* Measuring the environmental impacts of managedapzinative forests against
unmanaged forests, the plots measure:
o Understorey floristic richness and ground cover
Mid-storey structure and tree regeneration
Soil erosion
Large woody debris
Biomass estimates as light and heavy fuels (tohags/
All trees >5 cm DBH considering tree health, crovamdition and habitat
potential

O O O0OO0oOo



Photo 3. Grass cover and species mix plots ¢ Photo 4. Tree density, growth and ground cove
open grass land plots within a thinned spotted gum forest

The sites are not only used for data collectiondretalso used as demonstration sites for
field days and workshop training. These long teitessare imperative to form the basis
of the positive argument for the environmental @ustbility and productivity outcomes
required by government.

Conclusion

Currently Queensland State Governement Legislamhrhetoric does not align with the
National Forest Policy Statement signed off by $tate and Federal Governments. The
Policy Statement will be reviewed in the near fatand it is essential to gather enough
data and evidence from the forests of the ‘Changitmprove where the industry needs
to head in the next ten years. The managemenhesgdeveloped by these champions
need to be examined, analysed and promoted throtgiw industry. The private Native
Forest resource is very different to the State $tamsource and the management regimes
need to be recognised for the outcomes they havead.
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