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A question of values 
 

    
““““Even though we gather together and look in the same direction at Even though we gather together and look in the same direction at Even though we gather together and look in the same direction at Even though we gather together and look in the same direction at 

the same instance, we will not, cannot, see the same landscape.  the same instance, we will not, cannot, see the same landscape.  the same instance, we will not, cannot, see the same landscape.  the same instance, we will not, cannot, see the same landscape.   

We may certainly agree that We may certainly agree that We may certainly agree that We may certainly agree that we we we we see many of the same elements see many of the same elements see many of the same elements see many of the same elements ––––    

houses, roads, trees and hillhouses, roads, trees and hillhouses, roads, trees and hillhouses, roads, trees and hills s s s ––––    but such facts take on a meaning but such facts take on a meaning but such facts take on a meaning but such facts take on a meaning 

only through associationonly through associationonly through associationonly through association.  .  .  .      

Any landscape is composed not only of what lies before our eyes, Any landscape is composed not only of what lies before our eyes, Any landscape is composed not only of what lies before our eyes, Any landscape is composed not only of what lies before our eyes, 

but what lies in our heads.”but what lies in our heads.”but what lies in our heads.”but what lies in our heads.”                DDDDW Meinig (1979)W Meinig (1979)W Meinig (1979)W Meinig (1979)  

Source: Forest Education Foundation Inc. 2003 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Source: Forestry Tasmania 2003 Top: Picton 39a in 1989.  Bottom: Picton 39a in 2006. 
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Key findings 
 
Information was gathered from a mail out survey of local government covering elected members 

(councillors) and the most relevant staff (the general manager and planning staff).  The 

objective was to provide a ‘snap shot’ of their knowledge and perceptions of the existing forest 

practices system in Tasmania; the role of the Forest Practices Authority (FPA); strengths and 

weaknesses in the information communicated by the FPA to local government and the broader 

community; issues such as industry co-regulation, forestry planning and plantation 

establishment. 

 

� Of the 390 questionnaires mailed out (279 to councillors; 111 to staff), 138 were returned 

completed.  Seventy-seven (28%) councillors and 61 (55%) council staff returned 

questionnaires.  

� 24 respondents (15% of councillors; 21% of staff) correctly answered what six practices 

required a Forest Practices Plan.   

� 26 respondents (10% of councillors; 34% of staff) correctly identified key areas the Forest 

Practices Code provided guidelines. 

� On a council-by-council basis, councillors and staff in 16 councils demonstrated actual 

knowledge of the forest practices system; 18 councils’ councillors and staff demonstrated 

actual knowledge of the role of the FPA. 

� 50% of combined respondents agreed that the co-regulatory approach applied by the 

industry was effective, 28% disagreed, and 22% were unsure. 

� When asked to choose from local government planning schemes or the forest practices 

system as a more effective strategy in managing natural/cultural values on public/private land  

the combined response was: 40% favoured local government planning schemes, 44% 

favoured the forest practices system, and 16% were unsure.  

� Most staff and councillors agreed with the proposition that councils should have more say in 

timber harvesting on State forests with a breakdown of 61% agreeing, 32% disagreeing, and 

7% were unsure. 

� Councils having more say in Private Timber Reserves and plantation establishment in their 

municipalities showed a combined response of 72% agreeing, 24% disagreeing, and 4% 

unsure. 

� Combined response to the perceived issues relating to forest plantations rated the following 

in order of highest impact: Impact on local council roads rated 49%; effects on water 

quality/quantity rated 46%; use of pesticides/chemicals rated and loss of agricultural land  

rated 40% each; adverse impacts on visual landscapes rated 39%; and rural community 

decline rated 33%.  Increased fire risk and land prices were considered the lowest impact 

from plantations, both rated at 37%. 
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� Effectiveness of consultation between respondents’ councils and a selection of forest 

industry organisations resulted in Forestry Tasmania scoring the highest rates for ‘very 

good’, ‘good’ and ‘fair’, and the FPA scoring the highest rate for ‘poor’. 

� Combined perceived benefits to local government planning from annual  

Three-Year Plan briefings showed 24% believed the briefings were a lot of benefit, 19% 

believed briefings were of average benefit, 23% saw limited benefits, 4% believed briefings 

were of no benefit, and 30% had no experience of the process. 

� Understanding by councillors and staff on the role of the Local Government Forestry 

Consultative Committee showed  5% had a good understanding, 25% a fair understanding, 

45% a limited understanding, and 26% no understanding. 

� 74% of combined respondents expressed interest in attending workshops to enhance their 

understanding of the forest practices system, 24% stating it was not a priority, and 2% were 

not interested. 

� Regarding the informative-nature of the FPA’s written communication tools 30% combined 

respondents believed the tools were informative, 4% said they were not informative, and 

66% haven’t seen them. 
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1. Introduction 
 

Tasmania’s current forest practices system commenced with the Forest Practices Act 1985.  

This Act, and the subsequent Code of Practice, arose from concerns expressed by the industry 

and the public over the unsustainable levels of pulpwood being harvested from private forests, 

and the recognition that to sustainably manage Tasmania’s forest resources legislation across 

public and private lands was needed  (Everett & Gentle 1977).  The objective of the forest 

practices system is to achieve sustainable management of public and private forests with due 

care for the environment (FPA 2005).  The forest practices system is administered through the 

Forest Practices Authority (FPA) and has been through a process of evolutionary development 

over the last 22 years.  This is due to changing operational systems in the industry resulting 

from technical advances, the changing commercial environment, and different political and 

public pressures.   

 

Since the 1980s public scrutiny of forest management practices has increased.  Wilkinson 

(2003b, p. 24) notes that a ‘new dimension in the debate about forest policy and management 

practice has evolved’, leading to an increase in high profile media campaigns mounted to 

discredit the forest industry.  These campaigns can foster misunderstanding and mistrust in the 

public’s perceptions of regulatory control and industry practices employed in managing 

Tasmania’s forests.  Individuals reporting perceived inappropriate practices, to either the media 

or their family and friends, can contribute to the perpetuation of misunderstandings.  In 2001, 

the then Forest Practices Board reported that in the ‘majority of reports from the public, 

allegations were made without sufficient knowledge of the operation or without an adequate 

understanding of the Forest Practices Code’ (Forest Practices Board 2001, p. 24).    However, it 

was because of public scrutiny that forest practices were originally implemented and which, 

over the years, have evolved through continued consultation and education.  The objective has 

been to encourage public input into policy and strategic planning processes with the aim of 

delivering better social, environmental and economic outcomes.   

 

Forests are key elements in defining the quality of life.  Forests provide jobs in timber 

production, enable recreational pursuits or ecotourism, and provide scenic views for the 

appreciation of visitors and locals residents.  Therefore an increasingly important aspect of 

forest management is the continued addressing of perceptions and attitudes of forest users and 

other public groups towards forest practices (Brunson & Reiter 1996; Williams, Cary & Webb 

2001).   
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The objective of this research project is to examine local government perception of existing 

forest practices system within Tasmania. Information gathered through a survey of local 

government elected representatives and Council general managers and planning staff into 

aspects of the forest practices system will assist in providing a ‘snap shot’ of their knowledge 

and perceptions of: 

� the forest practices system as a whole and the role of the FPA in administering the 

system;  

� strengths and weaknesses in the information communicated by the FPA to local 

government and to the broader community; 

� issues such as industry co-regulation, forestry planning, and plantation establishment. 

 

 
 

The forest practices system aims to foster cooperation amongst all stakeholders including 

government (local and State), landowners, the forest industry and the broader community.  

Forest practices as defined under the Tasmanian Forest Practices Act 1985 are: 

� harvesting and regeneration of native forest; 

� establishing or harvesting plantations; 

� clearing forests for other purposes;  

� clearing and converting threatened native vegetation communities; 

� constructing roads or quarries for the above purposes; 

� harvesting tree ferns (FPA 2005; Grove 2006a). 

 

The Forest Practices Code (the Code) provides guidelines for planning and conducting forest 

operations incorporating standards that ensures the protection of natural and cultural values 

(flora, fauna, soil, water, geomorphology, landscapes views, cultural heritage); harvesting of 

timber; building access into forests (roads, bridges, quarries, etc); and establishing and 

maintaining forests (native and plantation) (FPA 2005).  Forest Practices Plans (FPP) are 

required for most forest activities both on public and private land and are developed in 

accordance to guidelines set down in the Code.  The Code contains ‘’will’’ statements that are 

legally enforceable under the Act, and as such forest operations on both State and private land 

must comply with the Code, as well as ‘’should’’ statements which must be implemented, unless 

there are good reasons for making exceptions, and guidelines that require interpretation and 

development of specific prescriptions for each FPP on a case-by-case basis (Forest Practices 

Board 2000; Wilkinson, G 2003). 

 

1.1 Research objectives  

1.2 What is a forest practices system?  
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The Tasmanian forest practices system is a broad co-regulatory framework for the delivery of 

the Code through a system of training and accreditation of Forest Practices Officers (FPO).  

This allows the industry to operate by self-regulation with a level of government oversight 

(through the FPA), which delivers independent monitoring of compliance and, in the event of 

self-regulation falling down, imposing of penalties (e.g. fines) (Wilkinson, G 1999, 2003).   

 

As part of the co-regulatory process, FPOs are either employees of forest industry organisations 

or work as private consultants, and are trained, accredited and authorised by the FPA to ensure 

Code compliance.  This methodology is unique to Tasmania but is the subject of much criticism 

in the broader community who view self-regulation as similar ‘to having a fox in charge of the 

chicken house’ (Gasser 1996 cited in Wilkinson 1999, p. 3).  Wilkinson (1999, p. 3) somewhat 

amusingly concluded that this was not an issue if one assumes that a ‘modern enlightened fox 

would rather sustainably manage the chickens than eat himself out of house and home’.     

 

Although the Forest Practices Act refers to self-regulation this term is something of a misnomer, 

with co-regulation by the Forest Practices Authority in consultation and partnership with industry 

and specialist groups (e.g. scientists) considered a better description of the way the system 

works (P McIntosh, Senior Soil Scientist, FPA, pers. comm. July 2005). 

   

 
 

Table 1 compares components of legislative frameworks, tenures and regulatory strategies, 

penalties for breaches, and independent auditing of compliance in Tasmania, New South Wales 

and Victoria.  The components listed are those identified as relevant to questions and 

responses in the survey form. 

 

The three states have forest Codes of Practice that are supported by legislation.  Interestingly, 

Tasmania and Victoria each have one Code of Practice that applies to both public and private 

land, whereas New South Wales has four codes applicable to Crown land and one code for 

plantations (public and private).  A code for harvesting privately owned native forests in New 

South Wales is currently under review with the report due out for public viewing in August 2007. 

 

As previously noted, monitoring and compliance of forestry activities in Tasmania is based on a 

co-regulatory approach with the same model applied to both private and public.  In Victoria the 

Department of Sustainability and Environment (DSE) monitors compliance and investigates 

breaches through departmental enforcement officers, regionally based specialist field staff, and 

legal officers.  External audits of DSE are then carried out by the Environment Protection 

Authority (DSE 2007).  On private land, local government is responsible for ensuring 

compliance of the Code through local government planning schemes with all zoning endorsed 

1.3 Comparison of other forest practices systems and approaches 
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by DSE.  DSE trains and gives guidance to nominated council staff on compliance issues.  A 

council-issued planning permit for tree plantations is required for areas >40 ha.  However, a 

permit is not required for other agricultural activities on >40 ha, which raises the point of 

‘inequities’ in the permit system (K Dean, Manager Policy Office (Private Forests), Vic. DPI, 

pers. comm. July 2007).   

   

Forests NSW, as a government corporation, undertakes compliance and monitoring on Crown  

land using a 3-tier model, with the Department of Environment and Climate Change conducting 

external audits on Forests NSW to ensure compliance (Forests NSW 2005).  For plantation 

establishment, monitoring and harvesting on both public and private lands the Plantation and 

Reafforestation Code 1999 is applied.  While local government planning schemes apply to 

private plantations (which can only be established on areas zoned Rural 1A under planning 

schemes), the Plantation and Reafforestation Act 1999 removes any interference from local 

government regarding private plantations.  Officers in the Plantation Assessment Unit in the 

Department of Primary Industries, monitor compliance of this Code.    The Plantation and 

Reafforestation Act 1999 was set up as a ‘one-stop shop’ for plantation management and 

precludes local government jurisdiction (J Ball, Senior Plantations Officer, Plantation 

Assessment Unit, DPI, pers. comm. July 2007). 

 

VicForests, the State-owned body responsible for the sustainable harvesting and commercial 

sale of timber from Victorian State forests, was split from DSE in August 2004 and set up as a 

corporation under the State Owned Enterprises Act 1992 (VicForests n.d.).  VicForests is 

responsible for monitoring compliance of harvesting operations on public lands.  As VicForests 

directly employs its contractors, any reported breaches result in the penalising of contractors 

and therefore potentially affect mill door sales with the flow-on effect influencing VicForests’ 

income.  This form of regulation is considered a potential conflict between regulation and supply 

of product.  DSE are reviewing the current penalties system, and are considering the possibility 

that VicForests (rather than contractors) is the entity penalised for breaches in the Code (L 

Miezis, Manager Forest Regulations, DSE, pers. comm. July 2007).  

 

While there are similar aspects in all three States’ forest practices systems, the Tasmanian 

system is a more consolidated approach, using one statutory Authority to oversee external 

compliance as well as training people within the industry who carry out and supervise forest 

operations on a day-to-day basis.  This is unlike the Victorian and New South Wales systems, 

which use a multiple agency approach, including local government, to regulate the forest 

industry in their respective States.  Ellefson, Cheng and Moulton (1997) state the concern of a 

multiple agency approach is the redundant or conflicting regulatory actions that may take place.  

This could be the case in New South Wales where the codes of practice for Crown-owned 
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plantations managed by Forests NSW (which resides in the Department of Environment and 

Climate Change), can be overridden by the Plantation and Reafforestation Code (J Ball, Senior 

Plantations Officer, Plantation Assessment Unit, NSW DPI, pers. comm. July 2007).  The flow-

on effects of regulatory programs administered in this way ‘may diminish the ability of forest 

agencies to guide the use and management of forests in an integrated way’ (Ellefson, Cheng & 

Moulton 1997, p. 425). 

 

 
 

The first stage of the survey consisted of a qualitative questionnaire incorporating 14 questions 

focused around the forest practices system, forest practices code and the forest industry in 

general was mailed to all 29 Tasmanian councils for distribution to all elected representatives 

(councillors), general managers and key planning staff (n=390).  Questionnaires were mailed in 

the first week of March 2007 with a requested return date of 5 April 2007.  A prepaid reply 

envelope was provided to encourage return.  Reminder notices were sent via email to all 

mayors and general managers on 23 March 2007, for distribution to councillors and council 

staff.  Further encouragement included an article in the Local Government Authority Tasmania 

(LGAT) Newsletter on 30 March 2007.   

 

The design of the questionnaire included closed questions to act as qualifiers and to measure 

respondents’ actual knowledge compared to their perceived knowledge in the role of the FPA 

and of the forest practices system.  Opportunities for open-ended statements were incorporated 

to allow respondents to expand on a previous response.  Respondents were also asked to 

reflect on a series of value statements using a Likert scale (e.g. ‘strongly agree’, ’agree’, 

‘unsure, ‘disagree’, ‘strongly disagree’).  Value statements related to: 

� regulation within the Tasmania forest industry; 

� effective strategies in managing natural and cultural values; 

� local government input into plantations and native forest development; 

� interactions and communication between Councils and the forest industry. 

 

The second stage involved phone interviews of twelve respondents from nine municipalities 

who had indicated their willingness to expand on their responses in the questionnaire.  

Interviewees were selected by their responses in the open-ended statements or if they 

represented a municipality that had contentious issues concerning forestry. 

1.4 Methods 
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Table 1.  Key components of forest practices systems and approaches in Tasmania, Victoria and New 
South Wales.  Points listed are those identified as relevant to the questions contained in the survey. 
Tasmania  (Grove 2006a; Wilkinson, G 1999, 2005) 

� Code of Practice 2000 covers all timber production operations on both public and private land. 

� Compliance with the Code comes under the Forest Practices Act 1985.  The forest practices system 
applies equally to public and private land tenures, including Private Timber Reserves (PTR). 

� Co-regulation by FPA trained and accredited FPOs with independent monitoring and enforcement by 
the FPA.   

� On private land a PTR is an area dedicated to forestry.  PTRs do not need approval from local 
councils. However, they can only be authorised/established in appropriate zones under a local 
government-planning scheme.  If a private plantation is established on land that is not a PTR, the 
normal local government planning process applies. 

� The FPA audits a 15% sample of operations each year, as part of the independent audit of 
compliance. 

� The maximum penalty for breaches to the Code is $100,000 per offence with a 3-year statute of 
limitations.  FPA can impose fines as an alternative to prosecution.  

Victoria  (DSE 2007) 

� Code of Forest Practices for Timber Production 2007 covers all timber production operations on both 
public and private land. 

� Compliance with the Code on public land comes under the Conservation, Forests and Lands Act 
1987; on private land under the Planning and Environment Act 1987.   

� Department of Sustainability and Environment (DSE) monitor compliance and investigate breaches 
through departmental enforcement officers, regionally based specialist field staff, and legal officers.   

� On private land local government is responsible for ensuring compliance of the Code through the 
planning system.  Zoning is the responsibility of local government, which is endorsed by DSE.  DSE 
trains and gives guidance to local council staff on compliance issues.  Code compliance must be to 
the satisfaction of local government, whether or not a planning permit is required.   

� Environment Protection Authority Victoria independently audits DSE on 10% sample of compliance for 
harvesting activities undertaken on public land. 

� Penalties for breaches on public land are on a points system, with no financial penalties, and applied 
directly to contractors who breach the Code.  Points reinstated annually to full quota.  Penalties on 
private land imposed through prosecution under the Planning and Environment Act 1987. 

New South Wales   (Forests NSW 2005; Wilkinson, G 1999) 

� Four Codes of Practice (FPC) apply to Crown-timber lands (including State forest)   FPC Part 1: 
Timber harvesting in Forest NSW plantations 2005; FPC Part 2: Timber harvesting in native forests, 
State forests and other Crown-timber lands 1998; FPC Part 3: Plantation establishment and 
maintenance 1997; FPC Part 4: Forest roads and fire trails 1999.  The Plantation and Reafforestation 
Code is applicable to private and pubic plantations (Plantation and Reafforestation Act 1999).  

� On public land, comprehensive regional assessments resulted in Forest Agreements and Integrated 
Forestry Operations Approvals (IFOA) under the authority of the Forestry and National Parks Estate 
Act 1998.  Current Codes appended to Forest Agreements for three eastern NSW regions and are 
only ‘guidelines’.  For plantations (private and public) the Plantation and Reafforestation Act 1999 
enables the establishment, management and harvesting of timber and other forest plantations.  If 
there are inconsistencies in Forests NSW plantations’ Code and the Plantation and Reafforestation 
Code, the latter Code prevails. 

� Local government planning schemes apply to private plantations, which can only be established on 
areas zoned Rural 1A. State forest is exempt from local government planning schemes.  

� Compliance and monitoring is a 3-tiered system: 1) Forest NSW Supervising Forest Officers 
supervise/monitor harvesting operation so ensure compliance on a daily basis with fortnightly audit 
reports written for the Regional Harvesting Forester.  2)  Harvesting Foresters also makes regular 
inspections. 3) Forests NSW Forest Management Unit formally audits a random selection of 
operations in each region of the State to ensure 1

st
 and 2

nd
 tier processes are in place.  

� Dept. of Environment & Climate Change is the external regulator that conducts independent audits for 
compliance on public lands.  Dept. of Primary Industries is the external regulator that conducts 
independent audits on plantations (private and public). 

� Penalties for breaches range from official warnings or fines for relatively minor offences, suspension or 
cancellation of licences, through to legal action by external authorities, with maximum penalty of 
$5,500 or 6 months jail. 
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Of the 390 questionnaires mailed, 111 (29%) were addressed to council staff (general 

managers and planning staff) and 279 (71%) were addressed to elected councillors. Only 138 

completed questionnaires were received by the return date representing a 35% response rate.  

Seventy-seven (28%) councillors and 61 (55%) council staff returned questionnaires.  Out of the 

initial 390 mailed, returned surveys equate to 20% from councillors and 16% from staff.  

Glamorgan-Spring Bay, Hobart City and Kingborough councils had the highest return rate of all 

councils; and Glamorgan-Spring Bay had the most returns per questionnaires mailed.  Table 2 

lists the number of mailed and returned questionnaires by municipality.  For confidentially 

purposes further breakdown of returns cannot be reported, as in some smaller councils it would 

be possible to identify individual staff or councillors.  As there was no direct question asking 

respondents why they chose to respond to this survey, reasons for patterns in high and low 

responses would be speculative.   

 

Results related to questions asked in the survey are presented in several sections under the 

following topics: 

 
� Local government understanding of the forest practises system reports the 

understanding within local government of  the forest practices system; the role of the 

FPA; co-regulation within the industry; as well as respondents comparing strategies in 

the management of  natural and cultural values on public and/or private land. 

 

� Role of local government within the industry reports on local government attitude to their 

level of involvement in the harvesting of native forests and the management of PTRs; 

and their perception of the effects of plantation forests on social changes within 

municipalities.   

 
� Communication between councils and the forest industry investigates local 

governments’ knowledge of the role of the Local Government Forestry Consultative 

Committee; how effective written communication from the FPA is in conveying its 

message, as well as how many in local government see the information; and other forms 

of communication/interaction between the FPA and local government. 

 

1.5 Returned questionnaire results 
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Table 2.  Total mailed (n=390) and returned questionnaires (n=138) broken down by municipalities. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

Municipality 
Total  
no. 

mailed 

Total  
no. 

returned 
Municipality 

Total  
no. 

mailed 

Total  
no. 

returned 

Break O'Day 12 6 Huon Valley  13 3 

Brighton 13 5 Kentish 11 4 

Burnie City  12 4 King Island  11 3 

Central Coast  15 3 Kingborough 21 8 

Central Highlands 11 6 Latrobe 12 7 

Circular Head 11 6 Launceston City  18 7 

Clarence City  15 4 Meander Valley  15 6 

Derwent Valley  11 2 Northern Midlands  12 4 

Devonport City  16 2 Sorell 12 4 

Dorset  11 6 Southern Midlands  12 3 

Flinders Island  9 3 Tasman 11 3 

George Town  12 1 Waratah-Wynyard 13 5 

Glamorgan-Spring Bay  13 8 West Coast 11 4 

Glenorchy City  19 6 West Tamar 14 7 

Hobart City  24 8    
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2.  Local government understanding of the forest practices system  
 

As discussed in section 1.2 the forest practices system operates primarily through the Forest 

Practices Act 1985 and the Forest Practices Code 2000.  The Code’s guidelines and standards 

cover harvesting of timber; conservation of natural and cultural values; building access roads 

into forests; and establishing and maintaining plantation and native forests. Another component 

of the forest practices system relates to co-regulation (Forest Practices Board 2000). These 

activities are administered by the Forest Practices Authority. 

 

 
 

Levels of perceived understanding were rated using a Likert scale (i.e. good, fair, limited, none).   

Councillors have a higher percentage (48%) of ‘fair’ understanding of the forest practices 

system than staff, and staff have a higher percentage (48%) of ‘limited’ understanding 

compared with councillors (Figure 1a).  Both groups have an equal percentage (38%) of ‘fair’ 

understanding of the role of the FPA (Figure 1b).   

 

Local government understanding of the forest 

practices system

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%

Good

Fair

Limited

None

Combined response of councillors and staff (n=138)

Councillors Staff

 
Figure 1a. Level of perceived understanding of the forest practices system self-
rated by councillors and staff (Q3a). 

 

2.1 Results and discussion 
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Local government understanding of the FPA

0% 10% 20% 30% 40%

Good

Fair

Limited

None

Combined response of councillors and staff (n=138)

Councillors Staff

 
Figure 1b. Level of perceived understanding of role of the FPA, self-rated by 
councillors and staff (Q3b). 

 

Respondents were asked to identify what six subject areas the Code provided guidelines.  Only 

26 respondents (10% of councillors; 34% of staff) correctly answered the question with 11 not 

answering (n=127), of which a combined response for the most often incorrectly selected 

subject area being ‘legislation’ (46%).  ‘Landscape views’ (52%) and ‘cultural heritage’ (53%) 

were subject areas most often not selected and which the Code does provide guidelines.  In the 

question identifying what practices required a forest practices plan, only 24 respondents (15% 

of councillors; 21% of staff) correctly identified the six subject areas with one respondent not 

answering (n=137).  Only nine respondents (n=50) correctly answered both questions.   

 

Respondents’ self-ratings (i.e. perceived understanding) for questions on the role of the FPA 

and the forest practices system were compared with qualifying questions (i.e. actual knowledge) 

to ascertain whether respondents’ perceived and actual knowledge is correlated.  There is no 

statistical significance in the level of perceived vs. actual knowledge for councillors or 

professional staff in the role of the FPA [χ2=(2, 138)=1.327, p>0.05].  While there is no statistical 

significance in the 0.05 level of perceived vs. actual knowledge of the forest practices system 

[χ2=(2, 138)=5.624, p>0.05], there is significance at the 0.10 level indicating a difference in the 

knowledge between councillors and professional staff of the forest practices system.  Of the 

48% of councillors who perceived they had a ‘fair’ understanding of the forest practices system, 

only six correctly answered the related question.  This is compared to 48% of staff who 

perceived they had ‘limited’ knowledge of which seven correctly answered the question.  The 

general conclusion overall is that councils (staff and councillors) could benefit from further 

education about the forest practices system and the functions of the FPA.   
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On a council-by-council basis, councillors and staff in 16 councils demonstrated actual 

knowledge of the forest practices system (Figure 2).  Likewise, 18 councils demonstrated actual 

knowledge of the role of the FPA.  One limitation of the survey is the ability to identify whether 

councillors or staff who own a Private Timber Reserve (PTR) have an accurate knowledge of 

the forest practices system and the FPA. 
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Figure 2.  Actual knowledge of the role of FPA (Q4) (n=127, 26) and the forest 
practices system (Q5) (n=137, 24) rated by Council. 

 

 

Respondents were asked if they agreed that current industry co-regulation was effective, and if 

they disagreed to provide details (open-ended statements) of alternative methods that would be 

appropriate for regulating the industry.  A combined total of 50% of respondents ‘agree /strongly 

agree’ that co-regulation applied by the industry was effective, 28% ‘disagree/strongly disagree’, 

and 22% were ’unsure’ (n=137).  One respondent did not answer.  There was no statistical 

significance to the differences between the responses of councillors and professional staff 

[χ2=(4, 137)=7.152, p>0.05].   There is, however, a greater level of uncertainty in staff (30%) 

compared to councillors (17%) of the effectiveness of co-regulation.  Figure 3 shows the results 

broken down between councillors and staff.   
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Figure 3. Responses to the effectiveness of co-regulation of the forest industry (Q6). 

 

Local government planning schemes come under the Land Use Planning and Approvals Act 

1993.  Council planning schemes tend to outline in broad terms how natural and cultural values 

should be managed, whereas the Code’s guidelines for managing ‘special values’ (i.e. flora, 

fauna, water quality/flow, soils, geomorphology, landscape, and cultural heritage) by the forest 

industry tend to be more defined.  Respondents were asked whether the management of 

natural and cultural values on public and/or private land, in relation to forestry, was more 

effective through local government planning schemes or through the forest practices system.  

The combined response (n=137) was that 40% favoured local government planning schemes, 

44% favoured the forest practices system, and 16% were unsure.  One person did not answer.  

Figure 4 shows results for councillors and staff.   There was significant preference between 

councillors and staff in the three categories for the management of natural and cultural values in 

relation to forestry [χ2=(2, 137)=4.785, p<0.05].   Speculation may be that preferences are 

derived from staff and councillors’ long experience in their official positions in council, or 

experience through personal interests in timber plantations (this would probably apply more to 

councillors). Another consideration is loyalty of staff and councillors to their respective planning 

schemes, which is supported by respondents’ comments (Appendix C).  Further research could 

attempt to solicit substantive information relating to the source of these preferences. 



 
September 2007 Local Government Perception of the Tasmanian Forest Practices System Page 19 

Effective strategy for managing natural and cultural 

values 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%

Local government

planning scheme

Forest practices

system

Unsure

Combined response of councillors and staff (n=137)

Councillors Staff

 
Figure 4. Responses to which system/scheme is a more effective strategy for 
managing natural and cultural values, in relation to forestry (Q7). 

 

 
In reviewing the comments of respondents who selected local government planning scheme as 

a more effective strategy, there appears to be a misunderstanding in the question’s context, 

with respondents possibly focusing on the words ‘more effective’ and ‘strategies’ in relation to  

local government planning schemes.  Comments provided reflect little to no reasoning as to why 

planning schemes are considered a more effective management strategy in relation to forestry.  

Nevertheless, one consistent opinion was that councillors felt they may provide better conduits 

of communication between the community and the forest industry: 

Local government is more in touch with local community and can better communicate 

with locals and forestry practices can be kept more accountable with local input. 

(Councillor, Sorell) 

Planning schemes are developed through a system that involved public participation 

therefore more community support in implementation also more reflective on local level 

of value. (Councillor, Hobart City) 

Because it is our municipality.  (Councillor, Break O’Day) 

Because we want a say in how our forests are managed.  At the moment we have no 

idea what forestry activity is happening or where until you come across it as is 

happening on the Billycock.  This area people tell me was they thought a Reserve and 

wouldn't be logged, but it is right now!  (Councillor, Dorset) 

 

Respondents who selected the forest practices system option generally appear to gauge the 

question’s meaning and its relation to forestry, and supported their selection with comments 

such as: 
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The Central Highland's Planning Scheme 1993 is a very brief document of just 61 pages 

with very limited guidance on natural and cultural values.  (Staff, Central Highlands) 

This is a statewide set of criteria, not just 'local' and therefore has a more significant 

result.  (Councillor, Circular Head) 

Is more specific than local government planning which cover many areas. (Staff, West 

Tamar) 

 

To some outside the forest industry the term ‘self-regulation’ gives the impression of being able 

to ‘move the goal posts’ in respects to regulatory issues, therefore there may be a need for the 

industry to ensure the term ‘co-regulation’ is used instead of ‘self-regulation’, with the meaning 

of co-regulation further explained.   Over the years media has reported on the lack of industry 

regulation, which could contribute to the public’s impression that ‘self-regulation’ does not work.  

For instance, Johnson (Examiner, 15 October 2003, n.p.) has argued that ‘regulation of the 

industry involved favouritism and breaches of the Forest Practices Code’.  In relation to 

harvesting on Mt Arthur in the northeast, Dockray (Examiner, 20 August 2001, n.p.) states that 

‘forestry self-regulation is failing the community badly and by failing to definitely address these 

breaches, both Forestry Tasmania and the Forest Practices Board remain unaccountable’.  

 

Though an overall combined figure supports the current form of co-regulation, respondents’ 

comments do reflect concern that the system is not ‘independent’ or suggest how the current 

system could be enhanced:   

Enforcement through Tasmanian government agency that is adequately resourced and 

representative of broader Tasmanian community than forestry interests.  Local 

government should have role - ability to initiate enforcement.  (Councillor, West Coast) 

Should be a state or federal body with proper and enforceable heads of power. 

(Councillor, Kingborough) 

Independent Board of Review, open, subject to genuine public scrutiny. (Councillor, 

Latrobe) 

Independent FPO employed by FPB or alternative bring forestry under LUPAA and 

supervision by Council officers. (Staff, Brighton) 

Forestry should be under control of local government and not exempt under LUPAA. 

(Councillor, Sorell) 

 

In all the above comments, there is a strong indication that respondents do not understand the 

forest practices system and its relative structures, or that respondents are keeping up with 

changes within the system.  Respondents also indicate that they have little understanding of the 

potential for diminished regulation through a multiple-agency authority structure (Ellefson, 

Cheng & Moulton 1997).  The idea of bringing forestry regulation under local government 
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control has been raised before.   The Examiner (4 June 2001, n.p.) in a review of the outcomes 

of the 2001 Local Government Conference commented: 

‘To involve another layer of regulation would be an intolerable burden on the [forest] 

industry.  …Councils voted against a move by the Launceston City Council for councils 

to have a say in how forestry operated.’  

This editorial suggests that the councillors who opted for the forest practices system in Figure 4 

possibly represented the majority opinion at this conference. 

 

What respondents’ comments do reflect is that more education is required to explain how the 

industry is regulated and what mechanisms are in place.  The fact that changes have occurred 

in the structure of the FPA, the Advisory Council and the Forest Practices Tribunal,  partly as a 

result of feedback (criticism) from the community, does not appear to be well understood by a 

large proportion of councillors or staff.  Therefore, the FPA and the Local Government Forestry 

Consultative Committee (LGFCC) may need to continue pushing for a better understanding in 

local government. 
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3. Role of local government within the forest industry 
 
Softwood and hardwood plantations in Tasmania total 254,200 hectares with 150,407 hectares 

(59%) on private land (Figure 5a, 5b) and 103,793 hectares (41%) on Crown-owned land 

(predominately State forest)1.  As a percentage of Tasmania’s overall land area the total 

plantation estate equates to 3.7% (2.2% in private plantations and 1.5% in Crown-owned 

plantations) (PFT 2007).  Of the 1.5 million hectares managed by Forestry Tasmania (Figure 6a, 

6b) only 610,800 hectares (41%) is available for native forest wood production (Alexander 

2007)2. 

 

Figure 5a. Area cover of plantation forests on private property within each municipality 
(Dec 2006).  Source: Private Forests Tasmania   
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Figure 5b. Percentage area of established private plantation forests per municipality  
(Dec 2006). Municipalities with plantation between 0-1ha are not shown.  
Source: Private Forests Tasmania 

                                                
1
 Figures at December 2006, Private Forests and Forestry Tasmania. 

2
 Figures at June 2006, Forestry Tasmania.  
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Private Timber Reserves (PTR) provide long-term security for landholders intending to harvest 

trees or to establish plantations on their land.  A declared PTR must have a certified forest 

practices plan and forest practices within a PTR are exempt under the Land Use Planning and 

Approvals Act 1993.  No additional approval for forest operations is required from local 

government providing the PTR is located within the appropriate zoning of any Council’s 

planning scheme.  If a landholder wishes to establish a plantation on land that is not a declared 

PTR, then permits need to be obtained from the relevant council (Grove 2006a).  There are 

1,712 gazetted PTRs covering 427,859 hectares with only 111,425 hectares (26%) of this total 

under plantation forests3. 

 

One of the most pressing concerns for local government in relation to forestry in rural areas is 

the perceived intensity of plantation establishment.  The loss of land for agricultural production 

and decline of rural communities is blamed for social changes within Tasmania.  Plantation 

establishment cause community concerns related to adverse impacts on landscapes views, 

pesticides and chemicals in the environment, effects on water quality/quantity, and increased 

log trucks traffic on local roads (Wilkinson, GR & Drielsma 2001). 

 
Figure 6a. State forest coverage per municipality in June 2006. Source: FPA 

 
                                                
3
 Figures at June 2007, Private Forests Tasmania. 
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Figure 6b. Percentage area of State forest per municipality (Jun 2006).  Municipalities 
with State forest <1000 ha are not shown.  Source: Forest Practices Authority 

 

Each year local government has the opportunity to participate in annual briefings with forest 

industry companies that harvest more than 100,000 tonnes of wood per year from private and 

public lands.  These briefings outline the Three-Year Plans related to native and plantation 

harvesting and roading activities.  Of all the information provided, the most important to councils 

concern the cartage routes to be used and the impact that this may have on local roads 

maintained by councils (J Field, pers. ob.).  

 

 
 

Most local government staff and councillors either agreed or strongly agreed with the 

proposition that councils have more say in timber harvesting on State forests: the combined 

responses of councillors and staff (n=137) indicated 61% respondents agree/strongly agree; 

32% disagree/strongly disagree; and 7% are unsure (Figure 7).  One person did not answer.  

There was no statistical significance to the differences between councillors and professional 

staff [χ2=(4, 137)=4.363, p>0.05]. 

 

The combined responses (n=134) to the proposition that councils should have more say in 

PTRs and plantation establishment within their municipalities were 72% agree/strongly agree; 

24% disagree/strongly disagree; and 4% are unsure (Figure 8).  Four respondents did not 

answer.  There was no statistical significance to the differences between councillors and 

professional staff  [χ2=(4, 134)=7.289, p>0.05].   

 

3.1 Results and discussion 
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Figure 7. Response of local government to having more say in timber harvesting on 
State forest (Q8). 
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Figure 8. Response of local government to having more say in PTRs (Q9). 

 

The issue of ‘perceived issues and impacts of plantation forests in municipalities’ was rated as 

follows (combined totals): 36% ‘high’, 29% ‘moderate’, 24% ‘low’, 2% ‘none’, and 9% ‘not 

relevant’.  Four respondents did not answer.  Figure 9 lists individual totals against each subject 

area.  ‘Impact on local roads’ was rated highest (49%) which probably reflects concern about 

possible increase in costs of council-maintained road infrastructure rather than concerns of 

residents.  Respondents’ verbal and  written comments support this observation.  ‘Effects on 

water quality/quantity’ (46%) rated second highest; ‘use of pesticides/chemicals’ rated third 

highest; ’loss of agricultural land’ (40%) and ‘adverse impacts on visual landscapes (39%) equal 
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fourth; and ‘rural community decline’ (33%) rated fifth highest.  These five responses possibly 

reflect  perceived concerns of residents.  Interestingly, respondents rated ‘Increased fire risk’ 

and ‘increased land prices’ (37% each) as the two highest-rated low-impact concerns resulting 

from plantation forests. 

Levels of concern in muncipalities to perceived 

impacts of plantation forest 
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Figure 9. Responses by local government of residents’ level of concern to the perceived 
impacts/issues related to plantation forest establishment (Q12). 

 

Respondents were asked to rate the effectiveness of consultation between their council and a 

selection of forest industry organisations.  Forestry Tasmania scored highest under the 

categories ‘very good’, ‘good’ and ‘fair’, with the FPA scoring highest under the ‘poor’ category.  

The high percentage for ‘none’ under ‘Other’ is due to 90 respondents leaving the selection 

blank as opposed to ticking a category.  Only 12 respondents named an organisation under 

‘Other’ (Table 3).   Figure 10 gives a breakdown for each of the subject areas.   

 
Table 3. Organisations’ listed by respondents under ‘Other’ (n=12) and the perceived 
effectiveness of consultation with councils (Q11). 

Good Fair Poor None 

Gunns 

ECI; Gunns; private 
companies (generic); 
Threatened Species 

Unit, DPIW  

FIAT; Gunns 
Private companies 

(generic) 

 

For perceived benefits to local government planning from annual Three-Year Plan briefings, 

combined totals (n=135) showed 24% of respondents believe the briefings were a lot of benefit, 

19% believe briefings are of average benefit, 23% saw limited benefits, 4% believe briefings 

were of no benefit, and 30% had ‘no experience of the process’ (Figure 11).  Three people did 

not answer.  There is no statistical significance in the differences between councillors and 

professional staff [χ2=(4, 137)=1.367, p>0.05].   
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Figure 10. Responses to consultation between councils and forest industry organisations 
(n=130) (Q11).   The high rate of ‘none’ under Other is due to respondents leaving the 
selection blank (n=90). 

 

Perceived benefits to local government planning from 

Three-Year Plan briefings

0% 10% 20% 30%

A lot

Average

Limited

None

No experience

Combined response of councillors and staff (n=135)

Councillors Staff

 
Figure 11. Response to the annual Three-Year Plan briefings between councils and  
timber companies that harvest more than 100,000 tonnes of wood per year (Q10). 

 

The plantation ‘phenomenon’ is not unique to Tasmania with recent reports into the socio-

economic impacts of plantation forestry in New South Wales and Western Australia, and 

research being undertaken in western Victoria (Schimer et al. 2005a, 2005b).  Instead of 

residents directing their concerns to the forest industry through the appropriate channels, local 
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councils are being drawn into debates and even legal actions due to public concern about 

changes to the landscape (Morey 2007).  Recent media articles illustrate this trend: 

We are witnessing, whether we are aware of it or not, a national ongoing disaster, which 

denies future farmers access to either the land or the wealth it can produce,  said Mr 

Loone [Deputy Mayor, Meander Valley Council] (Examiner, 28 June 2007, n.p.). 

 
In his report to council, development services manager Tony Walker [Break O’Day 

Council] has recommended that the council does not pursue the proposed amendment 

to its planning scheme but rather that the scheme be reviewed to see if there were 

existing controls that could be used or modified to better manage tree farming activity on 

private land where there was no private timber reserve (McLean 2006) 

 
Councillor Partridge [Dorset Council] said he already held concerns about good 

agricultural land in his municipality and the council would look at the decision [on King 

Island] (Examiner, 11 October 2006, n.p.). 

 

Respondents’ comments reflect similar concerns to those above.  I think this indicates that 

liaison through educational tours to private properties, workshops similar to the FPA forest 

supervisors’ training course, and direct interaction between councillors and forest industry 

representatives needs to be maintained or increased.  Nevertheless, the concern of local 

government not having control on development within their municipalities will probably remain 

an issue for some: 

I strongly agree with local government having control over the positioning of plantations.  

We should have plantations that are compatible with the rest of the community 

especially neighbouring farmers which are not considered at present… . (Councillor, 

Central Coast) 

 

Another area where local government planning schemes have no jurisdiction is with State 

forest, either in Tasmania, Victoria or New South Wales.  Some respondents’ comments 

indicate that ‘forestry’ should be controlled through planning schemes under LUPAA or that 

forestry activities should require a development application under the appropriate sections of 

LUPAA (Appendix D).  Since 2005, Forestry Tasmania has been paying local government rates 

on land owned or managed by the corporation.  In New South Wales this is not the case, and is 

a ‘bone of contention’ in some municipalities when private rateable land is converted to Crown-

land (J Ball, Senior Plantations Officer, NSW DPI, pers. comm. July 2007).  Although forest 

companies pay rates which entitles them to the same level of service as other ratepayers there 

is still concern caused through the intensity of road use over a short period of time through 

harvesting activities.  The following comments are typical: 
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Because our roads are affected by timber harvesting. (Councillor, Circular Head) 

Impose fees to help maintain roads, bridges, etc. (Staff, Central Highlands) 

Only from use of roads, etc.  Damage caused. (Councillor, Central Coast) 

 

But in many cases, forestry companies and councils often share resources, which partially 

alleviates costs for councils.  However, councils do not benefit fully from tax collected through 

vehicle registrations by State government (A Garcia, CEO, LGAT, pers. comm. July 2005). 

 

Graham Sargison (Field Services Manager, Forestry Tasmania, pers. comm. July 2007) 

reported that 22 councils attended the Three-Year Plan briefings held in June 2007.  This was a 

better representation than in previous years.  This meeting enables forest companies and 

councillors and/or council staff to discuss proposed harvesting and the possible impact of 

matters like road infrastructure on council budgets.  Figures indicate that councillors were 

positive about the briefings, but staff believed there was limited benefit.  However, survey 

results show a large proportion of councillors (32%) and planning staff (26%) appear to be 

unaware of the annual briefings.  Figures may be distorted due to the number of respondents 

from non-timbered municipalities or by the number of staff surveyed that would not ordinarily 

attend briefings, as usually only one staff member (e.g. GIS officer) would attend the briefing (J 

Field. pers. obs.).  Overall, this is an area the LGFCC could follow up.  Comments by 

respondents include: 

Be better if all parties develop one overlay of plans. (Councillor, Dorset) 

Communication between forestry associations/companies and local government bodies 

is important and should be fostered.  The 3-year plans only become firmed up as the 

dates get closer and then the plan can be changed with only minimum notice. 

(Councillor, Launceston City) 

As an elected rep I have been refused access to one of these briefings (Councillor, 

Kingborough) 

This [briefing] doesn't happen in B.O.D. from my experience. (Councillor, Break O’Day) 

The [annual Three-Year plan] briefings are too vague and often provide no useful 

information!  On the whole the existing system works reasonably well, although such an 

assessment is based on the assumption that FPO's fully address the requirements of the 

Code.  Possible impacts on roads and catchments may need further attention. (Staff, 

Northern Midlands) 
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4. Communication between councils and the forest industry 
 
At the annual Tasmanian Local Government Conference in May 2001, councils voted against 

supporting a move for councils to have a say in how forestry operated.  Instead the conference 

decided to set up a standing committee to review forestry operations and make 

recommendations to the government (Examiner, 4 June 2001, n.p).  This led to the formation of 

the LGFCC in August 2001.  Members on the committee represent LGAT; FPA; Department of 

Infrastructure, Energy and Resources; Forestry Tasmania; Private Forests Tasmania; and the 

Forest Industry Association of Tasmania.  The committee addresses issues of concern to 

members (i.e. planning, social issues, infrastructure, water, and communication) and seeks to 

improve communication between the various organisations (Grove 2006b). 

 

This section looks at the existing forms of interaction/communication between local government  

and the FPA, the role of the LGFCC, and the ongoing education of local government into the 

forest practices system.  

 

 
 

On the issue of councillors and staff understanding the role of the LGFCC, the combined 

responses (n=138) were: 5% ‘good’; 25% ‘fair’; 45% ‘limited’; and 26% ‘none’ (Figure 12).  

Overall, it appears councillors were more positive than staff though this conclusion was not 

statistically significant [χ2=(3, 138)=3.152, p>0.05].  ‘Limited’, however, was the highest rating 

for both councillors (42%) and staff (49%) indicating that the LGFCC may not be conveying its 

purpose (role) effectively.   

 

Respondents interested in attending workshops to enhance their understanding of the forest 

practices system resulted in combined totals (n=136) as follows: 16% ‘sign me up!’, 58% ‘would 

attend’, 24% ‘not a priority’, and 2% ‘not interested’ (Figure 13).  Two people did not answer.  

Councillors (78%) were more interested in participating in workshops than staff (69%), with 

workshops considered not to be a priority for 21% of councillors and 32% of staff.  

Respondents’ feedback indicates a fairly high desire to learn more about the forest practices 

system.   

 

4.1 Results and discussion 
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Local government understanding of the role of the 

LGFCC
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Figure 12.  Level of understanding of role of the LGFCC self-rated by councillors  
and staff (Q3c). 

 

Local government interest in attending workshops on 

the forest practices system
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Figure 13. Registered interest from respondents in attending workshops to enhance 
their understanding of the forest practices system (Q13). 

 

On the issue relating to the informative nature of the FPA’s written communication tools 

combined responses (n=133) show: 30% ‘informative’; 4% ‘ not informative’; and 66% ‘haven’t 

seen’ (Figure 14).  Five people did not answer.   The high level of combined responses that 

have not seen the FPA’s quarterly newsletter (68%) is due to councils not being on publication’s 

mailing list (C Groves, Education Officer, FPA, pers. comm. July 2005).  Forty-two percent of 

combined respondents found the ‘Guide to planning approvals for forestry in Tasmania’ was 

informative, however 55% reported not having seen this publication.  Twenty-one percent of 
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combined respondents found the FPA website informative but 78% responded reported not 

having seen the website.  Table 6 gives a breakdown between staff and councillors for each 

publication.  

Usefulness of FPA's written communication tools
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Figure 14.  Respondents’ opinion to the usefulness of the FPA’s written communication  
tools (i.e. publications, website) (Q14). 
 

 
Table 3.  Breakdown between staff and councillor of the opinion of usefulness regarding the FPA’s 
written communication tools (Q14).  Staff appear to use both the Guide and the website more than 
councillors. 

 Informative Not informative Haven’t seen 

Forest Practices Newsletter 

Councillors 32% 7% 61% 

Staff 16% 7% 77% 

Guide to planning approvals for forestry in Tasmania 

Councillors 31% 0% 69% 

Staff 56% 7% 38% 

The Tasmanian Forest Practices System 

Councillors 29% 4% 67% 

Staff 34% 7% 59% 

FPA website 

Councillors 8% 1% 90% 

Staff 33% 3% 64% 

 

In 2003 the LGFCC identified a need for clear and concise information about the forest 

practices system and the local government planning system and how they inter-relate (Grove 

2006b).  The result was the publication and distribution to local government of the ‘Guide to 

planning approvals for forestry in Tasmania’ in 2006.  In an article in the September 2006 FPA's 

newsletter it was reported that LGAT were planning a series of regional forums for local 

government staff and councillors to promote this publication.  These forums did not take place 
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because of lack of support or interest at the time to warrant LGAT organising a statewide tour, 

though a comprehensive saturation via LGAT’s newsletter as well as direct mail to local 

government with the provision of a flyer specifically summarising the issue, did occur (A Garcia, 

CEO LGAT, pers. comm. July 2005).  Not conducting face-to-face forums could be the 

contributing factor to why the level of ‘haven’t seen’ is high.  The second edition of this 

publication will only be available via the FPA website.  As most respondents reported a lack of 

interaction with the FPA website it is evident that neither traditional publications nor the 

information on the FPA website is reaching the local government audience.  Consideration may 

need to be given to other forms of marketing/access to the FPA’s publications and the 

promotion of publications on the website.  One respondent commented: 

I have seen [the Guide to Planning Approvals for Forestry in Tasmania] but have not 

read it yet. (Councillor, Kentish) 

 

The FPA regularly runs courses on a variety of topics associated with the forest practices 

system that Forest Practices Officers and other industry-related staff can attend.  The Forest 

Practices System for Supervisors course covers all aspects of the system and would be a 

suitable model to develop a shorter course which councillors and council staff could attend. The 

high indication given by combined respondents (74%) to workshops on the forest practices 

system is an issue the FPA would benefit in following up.    

 

Communication at multiple levels enables interaction and understanding between people.  

Forestry Tasmania (FT) has a mechanism in which the public has a direct conduit to the 

organisation.  This is managed through a Community Liaison Officer in each of the five FT 

districts whose role (among many other duties) is to liaise with local government.  The existence 

of these Officer, plus the fact that  Forestry Tasmania has a larger presence in the forest 

industry, could be why Forestry Tasmania achieves the highest level (62%) in effective 

consultation with local government compared to the other named organisations.   

 

It appears from respondents comments, that the FPA potentially has more critics.  This is 

possibly due the contentious situations in which FPA staff find themselves involved and the 

Authority’s desire for a low profile in the wider community.  However, it is evident from 

respondents’ ratings and comments in the survey that maintaining a low profile is not helping 

local government understanding (or for that matter, public understand) of the role of the FPA or 

of the forest practices system.  The FPA may need to give consideration on how to actively 

change this situation. 
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5. Conclusion 
 

Although this research project only provides a snap shot of opinions within one group, the 

returned results show that a lack of knowledge or misunderstandings of the forest practices 

system is widespread.  On a speculative nature as to why more people did not respond, some 

suggestions are: general acceptance that the current system works effectively; belief that 

commenting would have no effect regarding changes to the system; or general indifference.   

 

If communication is the ‘tool’ for understanding, then basic and inventive methods need to be 

applied for ongoing education and communication about the system and the industry as a 

whole.  One possible cause may be that the educational activities of various industry 

organisations are not coordinated.  Information sharing and experimentation with alternative 

techniques is essential for a cohesive, consistent and ongoing approach by the forest industry. 

 

However, the attitude of councils to the forest industry is not all ‘doom and gloom’.  Many 

positive responses were received concerning the FPA and the industry as a whole both during 

phone interviews and through the written comments.  The following are a sample:   

 
 I think the present system very effective and I do not see a need to change.  Local 

government have their work cut out as it is, with no spare time for extra issues like 

forestry.  We would need funds to employ skilled staff if it changed. (Councillor, Northern 

Midlands) 

 
 I am really pleased to receive this questionnaire.  Some of us hope for a day when 

rational discussions and comments can take place.  At present those of us in the middle 

are viewed as the 'enemy' of both forestry and the environmentalists.  (Councillor, West 

Tamar) 

 
The planning scheme has designated State forest as being suitable for forestry - zoned 

accordingly.  How timber is harvested once we know it is an appropriate or permitted use 

in the planning scheme is the job of the Forest Practices Code. (Staff, Kingborough) 

 
 I have been told that some recipients of this survey have declined to fill it in because 

they don't know much about the system.  Unfortunately this will negate the result to 

some degree. (Councillor, Northern Midlands) 

 
I'm embarrassed I know so little about this! (Staff, Hobart City)   
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Acronyms 
 

DPI Department of Primary Industries 

DSE Department of Sustainability and Environment (Victoria) 

EPA Environment Protection Authority (Victoria) 

FFIC Forest & Forest Industry Council 

FIAT Forest Industry Association Tasmania 

FPA Forest Practices Authority 

FPC Forest Practices Code 

FPO Forest Practices Officer 

FPP Forest Practices Plan 

FPS Forest Practices System 

LGAT Local Government Authority of Tasmania 

LGFCC Local Government Forestry Consultative Committee 

LUPAA Land Use Planning and Approvals Act 1993 

PFT Private Forest Tasmania 

PTR Private Timber Reserve 
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Appendices 
 

 
 

 

Appendix A – Survey questionnaire 
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If you disagree [that co-regulation is effective], provide details of alternative methods you consider would be appropriate in regulating the 
industry: 

� As a local representative it is frustrating that forest activities that affect my people I have no say in. 

� Regulation should be based upon independent assessment with high levels of experience balanced with community reps.  The industry 
self-regulation model is riddled with conflicts of interest. 

Break O’Day 

� History has shown that this ‘self management’ does not work and should be monitored by an independent party that has no financial gain 
in forestry. 

Brighton � Independent FPO employed by FPB [sic] or alternative bring forestry under LUPAA and supervision by Council officers. 

� Lacks probity and accountability. 
Burnie City 

� Need for independence and separation between author of plan and person enforcing compliance. 

Central Coast � I think there should be an independent arbitrator who has some control over FPO officers and the end result should be a joint decision 
between both parties. 

Central Highlands � An independent body or department with no ties/involvement with the FPA. 

Circular Head � Independent review body – publicly accountable. 

Clarence City � I never find self management ensures protection as there are many ‘LOOP HOLES’ through which destructive outcomes are allowable – 
need enforcement officer and lego [sic] requirements. 

Devonport City � I think the idea is good – doesn’t always result in strong enforcement. 

� A greater degree of independent assessment from without [sic] the industry would provide more confidence in the industry from and 
layman’s point of view. Dorset 

� One officer from forest industry, one officer from planning in local government and TFGA, general manager of Councils representative(s). 

Flinders Island � Individuals (farmers) not always aware of needs and use of FPO’s prior to land clearing. 

� Independent monitoring by non-forestry employee and development officer of the council [in] which the forests are located. 

� Self management does not always work well if there are incentives to ‘do’ otherwise.  ‘Independent’(?) monitoring has to be independent 
and adequately financed to make it work. 

� How is failure to adhere to guidelines dealt with? 

� In theory this form of self management could be effective.  In reality the FPA is the only independent monitor and it is unable to maintain 
an effective level of control due to lack of resources. 

Glamorgan-Spring Bay 

� Little credence is paid to local issues (e.g. water supply run off and capacity reduction. 

Appendix B – Responses to co-regulation (Q6) 
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� I have no problem with enforcement being carried out by the Forest Practices Authority provided it is at arms length from industry and 
adequately resourced.  Self-regulation does not work. Glenorchy City 

� Self management is effective if accompanied by thorough monitory and enforcement with teeth. 

� Regulated system with auditing and independent assessment. 

� There are a number of examples in the media of breaches of the Code – too late after the fact. 

� Having an independent body doing the assessments – in other areas of planning there is RMPAT and RPDC – forestry practices could 
be regulated through these bodies or similar. 

Hobart City 

� Management by FPA officers or regulation through LUPAA. 

� Forestry should be controlled by local government as part of whole land management – guided by professional independent experts and 
democratic councils. 

� Need to be independently employed. 

� Not enough FPO’s otherwise I would not be getting photos and submissions about breaches of the Code occurring.  FPA follow up needs 
to be more rigorous (QA) and random independent assessment would also assist in Codes’ effectiveness. 

� Should be a state or federal body with proper and enforceable heads of power. 

� No industry should be primarily self-managed.  All monitoring management and enforcement should be independent. 

Kingborough 

� There is no accountability under this system.  The forest practices system should be under the State’s planning legislation. 

� Independent Board of Review, open, subject to genuine public scrutiny. 
Latrobe 

� Council does not have the expertise to oversee the Code. 

� Self regulation is never satisfactory.  When practices outside the guidelines occur, and area reported, nothing happens about them! 

Launceston City 
� It’s like the curates egg.  The consequences of non-compliance are not significant enough to ensure everyone does the correct thing.  

Unlike airline industry maintenance for example.  There are good and bad operators hence 2 ticks. 

Meander Valley � However, some FPO’s produce plans better than others.  Some lack detail more.  More auditing and training is required. 

Sorell � Forestry should be under control of local government and not exempt under LUPAA [sic]. 

Southern Midlands � Forest practices should reflect all Tasmanian’s wishes, not just logging industry.  Pools, surveys, etc. should be employed. 

Tasman � Should not be independent from normal local government planning approval process. 

� How would you do it?? Waratah-Wynyard 
� Independent officers – Bodies. 

� The affected council should be more involved. 
West Coast � Enforcement through Tasmanian government agency that is adequately resourced and representative of broader Tasmanian community 

than forestry interests.  Local government should have role – ability to initiate enforcement. 

West Tamar 
� Under pressure from MIS programs 4-5 years ago the system broke down.  Insufficient trained officers being pushed by tax driven 

deadlines.  There has to be a statutory audit with real consequences for audit failure. 
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i) Comments supporting selection local government planning scheme as more effective in managing values 

� Because it is our municipality. 

� The State government is very ‘Pro’ forestry and this bias filters down to local government bodies.  At least with the local government 
planning scheme locals have more opportunities to have their say. 

� Provides an independent approach to issues. 

 

Break O’Day 

� Forest practices should face the same scrutiny and rules as all other land users. 

Brighton � Take into account local concerns, wider range of issues can be addressed, transparency of process, public involvement and integration 
of RMPS. 

� Not industry based – potentially allows a more open and inclusive system and consideration of a wider range of matters. Burnie City 
� Provides for a greater strategic use of land and 3

rd
 party representations. 

� Planning schemes have the ability to reflect community expectations in these areas. 
Central Coast � I think it is very important that local government planning schemes have an input into forestry plantation management and positioning of 

plantations. 

Central Highlands � Local government control. 

� Local issues best managed at local level. 

� The affects of transport, traffic loads and community impacts are best evaluated at a local level.  Often road infrastructure costs come 
back on Councils not the State. 

Clarence City 

� More emphasis needs to be placed on water, habitat, understorey and soil management rather than trees as the ‘’icons’’. 

Devonport City � Local government means local – other words hands on not an officer in Hobart. 

� Because we want a say in how our forests are managed.  At the moment we have no idea what forestry activity is happening or where 
until you come across it as is happening on the Billycock.  This area people tell me was they thought a Reserve and wouldn’t be logged, 
but it is right now! 

� Local government planning schemes and therefore local authorities have a greater understanding of the issues relating to their particular 
area. 

� Takes wider community into account. 

Dorset 

� Local government is closer to the community and their needs. 

� Takes care of local issues in a balanced way. 

� Local government is best placed to ‘know’ (or be able to source) relevant local information and know what a ‘reasonable’ compromise is 
between forestry and local communities amenity/health/expectation. 

Glamorgan-Spring Bay 

� Local government is best informed of their local area and would be better equipped to deal with these issues. 

Appendix C – Responses to effective management of natural and cultural values (Q7) 
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Glenorchy City � More effective because of consultation required with locals – not necessarily best result. 

� Planning schemes are developed through a system which involved public participation therefore more community support in 
implementation also more reflective on local level of value. 

Hobart City 
� With advice from State government, local government planning, would be more effective because it would be more independent and 

would allow greater public participation. 

Huon Valley � Locals know more about their area.  Simple as that! 

� My experience of management by the FPA with regard to natural and cultural values in forestry coupes is extremely poor.  Local 
government is more accountable than FPA who does not deal with disgruntled members of public, neighbours, etc. 

� Whole area use, independent assessment, consider other users (residents’ water needs), democratic process consistent with planning 
schemes. 

� Much more accountability. 

Kingborough 

� As the forest practices system is totally ineffective in controlling forest operations, local government could not be worse. 

� Understand community needs better. 

� Control is in the hands of local communities more, who know the implications of decisions. 

� Planning schemes put in a strategy for future retention of native forests.  Forest practices appear to look at the forest subject to 
harvesting and not long term strategies. 

Latrobe 

� In any area forestry is only one land use that may be present.  Effects/interaction between different uses is best managed under a local 
government planning scheme. 

Launceston City 
� I don’t think my selection [local government planning scheme] is perfect, but at least it is somewhat removed and decisions are made by 

many rather than 1 or 2 with vested interests.   

� Using the planning scheme process is independent and not biased.  Current system lacks detailed assessment in sensitive areas 
particularly. Meander Valley 

� Allows for direction to be given on buffer zones and sky line. 

Northern Midlands 
� The local planning scheme will enable a more open and public process and thus benefit from the local knowledge of just what the cultural 

values of an area are.  An FPO may not be aware of these values and possibly starts from an approval rather than assessment 
perspective. 

� More effective local knowledge.  

� Local government is more in touch with local community and can better communicate with locals and forestry practices can be kept more 
accountable with local input. Sorell 

� It is then incorporated within the relevant planning scheme which is a planning document which specifically relates to the local 
community, context and environs. 

� Less corruption, more people have to be “bought off”.  Tourism and farming have more input. 
Southern Midlands 

� Through local government planning scheme, as councils and rate payers have a chance to voice an opinion. 

Tasman � Has a much boarder approach. 
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Waratah-Wynyard 
� Waratah-Wynyard Council Plan (2000) is of the type that the State government is aiming to have re common templates, etc, done in 

consultation with RPDC.  Also, this type of ‘avenue’ will be through the best form of government if local. 

� Local government in requiring to comply with schedule 1 of LUPPA is more holistic and effective than forestry which is exempt from too 
much to be effective or appropriate. 

� Local knowledge and issues. 
West Coast 

� Ability to regulate times and monitor effects on local communities. 

� Neither are adequate but the local government system puts public transparency into the system.  The real issue is that neither have real 
teeth to plan or enforce the plan. West Tamar 

� Broader knowledge of the strategy used by organisation. 

 
ii) Comments supporting selection of forest practices system as more effective in managing values 

Brighton � This would be a more uniform method as planning schemes differ from council to council – although having said that there should be 
uniformity in planning schemes. 

Central Coast � Because this is a more uniform way in managing these values. 

� Local government do not seem to have any say – probably depends on sector of community that are elected (e.g. tree growers for 
forestry elected and not wanting to do anything that is a detriment to their forest practices.) 

� Issues around the forest industry are judged without the emotions that are aroused by people’s views of the industry and the politics 
involved. 

� Because local government has no say over declared private timber reserves and neither it should [sic] – local government has 26 [sic] 
different interpretations in Tasmania. 

Central Highlands 

� The Central Highland’s Planning Scheme 1993 is a very brief document of just 61 pages with very limited guidance on natural and 
cultural values. 

� Closer to [forest] industry. 

� This is a statewide set of criteria, not just ‘local’ and therefore has a more significant result. 

� Provides consistency. 
Circular Head 

� Industry would be better informed of the values. 

Derwent Valley � Local government planning schemes doesn’t include forestry practice. 

Devonport City � Neither is perfect.  Forest practices system has more details which is good. 

� Widespread, consistent and well understood by participant.  
Dorset � Just needs to be clear and transparent with actions against those who do not comply.  Self-regulation is only effective if correct rules and 

enforcement is practiced. 

� Overrides local government. 
Flinders Island 
Flinders Island 

� The FPA know the industries but should consult with local government. 
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� Local government could have wider self interest issues and the forest practices system should ensure a fair approach for all sectors. 

George Town 
� Local government does not have the necessary expertise. 
 

� The local government planning scheme is only as effective as the resources available to enforce it.  No rural council has sufficient staff 
hours to manage the process and there are no qualified staff (on our Council). 

� Local government has not got the experts or finance to manage forestry [sic] industry. 

� State control over forestry – local government does not have the funding. Most councils could not afford to pay for the expertise required. 

Glamorgan-Spring Bay 

� Local government not necessarily staffed to uphold forestry strategies. 

� Local government is often too under resourced to engage in further management obligations. 

� Local government decisions too easy to ignore. Glenorchy City 

� I consider that FPS is working well. 

Hobart City � Appropriate resources can be provided which local government does not have (particularly smaller local governments). 

Huon Valley � Responsive to specific site issues. 

� Our planning scheme has little control with respect to natural and cultural values – unless located within the Environmental Protection 
(EP) Zone.  N.B. Most private land is not in EP Zone – in natural resources which is purely agricultural. Kentish 

� Because of the lack of choice in this question.  It has to be a combination of local government and FPS. 

� This is purely on the basis that it is in regard to forestry.  The Forest Practices Code is designed to address the impacts of forestry on 
such values.  The planning scheme is much more broader instrument used to determine the appropriate use of land. Kingborough 

� It  is the only one currently in use.  Local government has no powers in this regard. 

Latrobe � Passed by State government. 

� They have a better knowledge and understanding of the issues.  They have more relevant expertise. 

� There needs to be consistence of approach with dedicated and appointed personnel with ability to intervene when and as needed. 

� Given equal resources the planning scheme would be more effective.  As this is unlikely to occur then probably the forest practices 
system. 

Launceston City 

� Balance between technical forest issues and land use planning. Planning schemes would not have forest technical input. 

� Local government don’t have the expertise to assess, monitor or enforce FPA [sic]. 

� Better resourced. Meander Valley 

� Local government generally speaking does not have the expertise. 

� Uniformity statewide. 
Northern Midlands � Local government do not have the resources to do this work.  Lack of knowledge at local government level would be problem.  I think 

present system very good. 

Sorell � Local government does not have the expertise. 
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Southern Midlands 
� Local government does not have the expertise.  If we want consistency across the State, it must be a statewide system.  The alternative 

is 29 different interpretations. 

� Although planning schemes are more specific to an area, forest practices system seems more thorough. Waratah-Wynyard 
� FPO’s are qualified and specially trained and updated in this very specialised area. 

West Coast � Forest practices system has, we hope, more expertise in these matters.  Forestry is not a local government core responsibility. 

� Is more specific than local government planning which cover many areas. 

� Local government (councils) have enough problems with planning and do not need another!  (i.e. forestry). West Tamar 

� More detailed provisions that are monitored.  This question is a little leading. 

 
Unsure which is more effective in managing values 

Circular Head � FPS is closed system.  Don’t know what/how it operates.  Local government would have resource limits on knowledge and availability of 
consultants. 

Glamorgan-Spring Bay � Local government lacks forestry expertise but the forest practice system appears very weak at enforcement and broad view impacts (i.e. 
an FPP examines the best harvesting options/practices but not whether the harvesting ought to take place). 

Glenorchy City � It is difficult to compare the efficacy of the two approaches given the presence of legislative exemptions (e.g. State forests, Private 
Timber Reserves). 

Hobart City � Depends on the quality of planning scheme and staff as to whether they’re capable to effectively manage forestry. 

Kingborough � Both have weaknesses, both can be hit and miss. 

� Forest practices system does need to reference local government planning schemes and vice versa to ensure a more global input to the 
determination of any FPP. Waratah-Wynyard 

� What involvement would Clarence, Glenorchy, Hobart and Launceston have under local government plan? 

 



 
September 2007 Local Government Perception of the Tasmanian Forest Practices System  Page 46 

 
 
 

� A direct role.  Council's ability to provide consistent, coordinated and strategic planning is totally undermined by the current system. 

� All forestry operations should require a development application under Section 57 of the Land Use Planning and Approvals Act 1993 
(requires advertising and notification to adjoining property owners). 

� At least have to give an impact study on water and spraying notification should have check of aerial or ground spraying. 

� In situations when activities can impact on adjacent sites with conflicting use, water catchment issues, access issues, times of 
operations. 

Break O'Day 

� When there are conflicts between existing uses and proposals that impinge on the community. 

Brighton � Forestry controlled through planning schemes under LUPAA. 

� Assessment of impact on adjoining land and active waterways and landscape values. 

� Local government should generally be greater informed. 
Burnie City 

� Opportunity to provide representation and to have concerns acknowledged in approvals for logging/forestry status in disputes and 
capacity to require non-forest issues be addressed. 

� I strongly agree with local government having control over the positioning of plantations.  We should have plantations that are compatible 
with the rest of the community especially neighbouring farmers which are not considered at present.  Tourism potential should also be a 
priority in the process? of plantations and their positions in the area. 

� Only from use of roads, etc.  Damage caused. 
Central Coast 

� Only when cultural and natural values area effected.  Local government has no expertise in harvesting practices and is best left to the 
industry to control. 

� Impose fees to help maintain roads, bridges, etc. 

� Same reason to disagree as written above [local government has 26 different interpretations in Tasmania].  Also they [local government] 
have poor expertise in such areas. Central Highlands 

� Should provide guidance from a strategic planning, tourism, visual and land use perspective.  Planning approval should be required for 
forestry-based activity in non-forestry based zones to determine suitability of this activity against broader strategic and statutory zone 
objectives. 

� Because our roads are affected by timber harvesting. 
Circular Head 

� Reasonably high. 

Clarence City � Consulted where natural, habitat and biodiversity values are impacted. 

Derwent Valley � Forestry practice in local government planning schemes should be included and linked to RFA. 

Devonport City � Be allowed to formulate a quantifiable opinion. 

Appendix D – Responses to more say in timber harvesting on State forest (Q8) 
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� A cooperative input for rolling 3-year plans. 

� Oversee process. 

� Particularly in relation to roads and associated infrastructure.  There should be no reason why private and government forestry 
operations cannot provide a total overlay of their forward harvesting plans to local government to assist in budgeting and operational 
plans for future works. 

� Planning/consultation. 

� Protection of catchment and water supply and quality issues. 

Dorset 

� Total.  It's alright to create an industry but when it is Tasmania-wide it affects things like road traffic and detrition, tourists don't like the 
trucks on our narrow roads.  In the not-too-distant-future I believe the forest industry will have to contribute to road maintenance and 
bridge maintenance in municipalities. 

� Conduit for ratepayers' considerations 
Flinders Island � There should be consultation because the harvesting activity has an economic, environmental and social impact on a local government 

municipality. 

� Councils are road and infrastructure/administration, not a controller of industry. 

� Forestry operations have significant effects in the broader community and environment: water supply catchment, traffic impacts, local 
economies.  Local government should be consulted at a strategic level. 

� Forestry should have to comply with local government planning schemes - even if this was to mean local government needed to amend 
their planning schemes to take forestry's 'needs' into account. 

� Joint consultation to determine the effect of forestry practices on council's activities and infrastructure (e.g. road, services, etc). 

� Major input information targeted areas [sic]. 

Glamorgan-Spring Bay 

� Veto ability where catchment water quality is effected.  Ability to apply conditions for approvals (roads, traffic, amenity). 

� Local government and the community should be publicly notified so that representations can be submitted, appeal rights would be handy 
too. 

� Should be same as for private/public land. 

� Should go through a planning permit process which would allow for third party representation and community input into the process. 

� Similar to land use approval. 
Glenorchy City 

� There are all sorts of issues for adjacent land outside of State forest (e.g. landscape protection, impact on roads, safety, impact on 
amenity, environmental nuisance).  There should be mandatory referral to local government and some sort of appeal mechanism in the 
event of dispute. 

� Could involve a referral system with FPB [sic] or if timber harvesting was brought under planning system develop a joint strategy to 
identify areas where timber harvesting could occur. 

� High - treat as a development - require development application under the planning scheme. 

� Local government could be a 'referral agency' to ensure the activity does not bear or impact on ? Activities. 

Hobart City 

� Should have the power to veto or refuse applications. 
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� The ability to measure community impact and control where clearing can take place, if it impacts on tourism and any natural values of an 
area that the community value. 

� Timber harvesting still uses council roads, has run-off into waterways that may be managed by council or provide a catchment for council 
water reserves, etc.  Forest coupes aren't islands within Tasmania! 

� A consultative approach - to take on board council issues and to mitigate against conflicts in regards to land use interface with forest 
areas. Huon Valley 

� Input at every level. 

� Agree, but I am reluctant to put another whole level of bureaucracy into local government to administer timber harvesting. 

� Certainly in the harvest of native forest but not in plantations. Kentish 

� Should be able to have input/control in relation to view fields and vistas of major areas of significance. 

� 1. Power to direct log trucks off some roads; 2. Power to say 'yay or nay' to forest operations particularly in sensitive areas Briary(?) Rd. 
for example; 3. Power to levy charges on roads. 

� Forestry operations have a significant impact on council infrastructure (e.g. roads, log trucks can be an issue with other vehicular traffic 
too, particularly tourists (e.g. Bruny Island).  The issues which 1080 have been removed from State forests but impacts of clear felling to 
downstream properties is an issue to community, although this is not necessarily a local government planing scheme issue.  Desired 
Future Character Statements may come into conflict with forestry especially. 

� I find it amazing that timber harvesting in State forest overrides planning legislation - does any other industry? 

� Part of normal planning processes. 

� Same as other planning applications: set conditions, monitor, enforce. 

� The planning scheme has designated State forest as being suitable for forestry - zoned accordingly.  How timber is harvested once we 
know it is an appropriate or permitted use in the planning scheme is the job of the Forest Practices Code. 

Kingborough 

� The same as any other land use. 

� All forestry practices should have mandatory notification to local government area concerned for comment. 

� Communication, consultation - a more informative relationship may alleviate a number of local concerns: transport, water usage, 
community disengagement, etc. 

� Considerable.  Local government roads are used and abused. 

� In relation to native bushland. 

Latrobe 

� See comments under [question] 7.  There is a very real effect on other land owners/users and visitors; local government needs 
strong/consistent input. 

� Extent of harvesting within council water catchment areas (WCA); extent of regrowth/plantation within the WCA; assessment of impact on 
scenic/cultural values and infrastructure. 

Launceston City 

� In some respects a collaborative role.  But others, such as rotation of harvesting and the roads the logs, etc. are carted over [should 
have] a major role. 
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� Mandatory consultation - 3/5 year plans of future coupes. 

� There is a need for closer contact and consultation because of impact on scenic protection areas and water catchment.  Local 
government has the responsibility for the management of its area, long term.  Local government need to be involved because of council 
controlled roads. 

 

� Only consultation. 

� Only where near town water supplies. Meander Valley 

� Yes it is important in some instances in relation to scenic values, water availability, impacts on infrastructure. 

� I think the present system very effective and I do not see a need to change.  Local government have their work cut out as it is, with no 
spare time for extra issues like forestry.  We would need funds to employ skilled staff if it changed. 

Northern Midlands � Local government should be involved to give consideration to cartage routes and visual impacts to  significant tourist routes.  Impact on 
water catchment beyond the State forest should also be considered.  These are often not covered adequately in the management plan of 
the State forest. 

� At least it should be treated as a permitted use thereby relevant local conditions, in particular any effects on council roads, can be taken 
into account. 

� Should be kept informed with provision at least for prior comment. 
Sorell 

� Total control with advice from forestry interests. 

� An equal say along side all other parties. 
Southern Midlands 

� Right to veto any harvesting.  Control of roads.  Rates on harvested forests.  Control of dangerous log trucks. 

Tasman � Approval. 

� Forest practices system does need to reference local government planning schemes and vice versa to ensure a more global input to the 
determination of any FPP. 

� In consultation with 'commercial players' to achieve the 'best result for most people'. 
Waratah-Wynyard 

� Why? 

� Basis for approval (e.g. what council roads will be used, frequency of truck movements, etc.) 

� The forest practices (FPP's) are adequate if enforced.  Roading, water issues need greater local government input. West Coast 

� Via planning applications. 

� Control by planning schemes to give a consistent approach to land use decisions. 

� Harvesting of old growth forests to create areas for plantations should be controlled by local government.  If a plantation has already 
been established then harvesting should not need local government regulation, except when there are transport issues. 

� Local government should possibly have more say at the plantations are established [sic]. 
West Tamar 

� There are areas where a planning scheme should have the discretion to not allow forestry on the basis of landscape, cultural, natural, 
biodiversity and tourism values. 
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Break O'Day � Comment relating to annual forestry planning briefs: This doesn't happen in B.O.D. from my experience. 

Brighton � Brighton has little if any areas of forestry and as a result there is limited need for consultation with FPA, FT, etc. 

Burnie City � I have been an elected member for nearly 2 years. 

Circular Head � Not sure how to respond on many questions.  Closed nature of FPS is not conducive to understanding. 

Devonport City � I think Council should have more of a say when a PTR is proposed in an area where forestry is discretionary use (i.e. may be approved 
or refused by planning authority. 

� Be better if all parties develop one overlay of plans.  [What benefit to local government are the  annual 3-year planning briefs?] 

� Communications to the general public on the system, benefits, etc, is essential and on an ongoing basis. 

� Forestry does provide touristy [sic] stuff but they only do that to appease the 'natives' - we know it's purely PR. 
Dorset 

� I haven't had very much to do with above. 

� Forestry not a concern on Flinders Island as doesn't exist [sic]. 
Flinders Island 

� I have only been a Tasmanian for two and a half years and a councillor for a few months so I have a bit to learn. 

� Good luck!  Remember to focus on the realistic, not the theoretical! 
Glamorgan-Spring Bay 

� Would attend workshop if run by independent body. 

� Obviously residents in rural communities would have more knowledge and awareness of the FPA. 
Glenorchy City � The RMPS was conceived of as an integrated resource management and planning system.  However, the intent has been subverted by 

the setting up of separate systems for mature [sic] farming and forestry. 

� Forestry not an industry in Hobart City Council area. 
Hobart City 

� I'm embarrassed I know so little about this! 

� Forestry seen to decrease land values in Kentish. 

� I have [seen Guide to Planning Approvals for Forestry in Tasmania publication] but have not read it yet. Kentish 

� Like all industries in a tree market society or democracy, supply and demand governs our environment. 

� As a local government planner I am totally dissatisfied with FPA and forestry operations and management of PTR.  If appears to be 
totally self regulated with little consideration of impact on natural values. 

� As an elected rep I have been refused access to one of these [annual Three-Year plan] briefings.  [Regarding attending workshops] Have 
done it for 15 years only to get shafted by FT every time - have given up wasting my time.  In [question] 14, most is propaganda.  The 
Guide is lovely but you will never get any action to reports of breeches of FHP's [sic] or forest practices Code. 

� Concerned about sinister federal/state ''off set'' legislation which supports removal of forest in urban areas containing threatened species, 
in exchange for money for replanting and conservation projects. 

Kingborough 

� Kingborough municipality does not contain a great deal of forestry activity - my involvement/knowledge is mainly due to previous 10 years 
at another Tasmanian Council. 

Appendix E – Additional comments by respondents 
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Latrobe 
� There appears to be more to protect and lock up areas of native forests especially on private land with the owners expected to cover any 

loss of production or availability of land.  The move is for a community benefit and should be compensation available [sic] or some other 
benefit. 

� Communication between forestry associations/companies and local government bodies is important and should be fostered.  The 3-year 
plans only become firmed up as the dates get closer and then the plan can be changed with only minimum notice. Launceston City 

� Reference consultation with forest industry organisations: I have had no contact with these organisations. 

Meander Valley � MIS plantation system is regularly in the spotlight in Meander Valley due [to] loss of prime land as higher prices can be paid.  Impact on 
water quality and quantity also high on the agenda. 

� I have been told that some recipients of this survey have declined to fill it in because they don't know much about the system.  
Unfortunately this will negate the result to some degree. 

� The [annual Three-Year plan] briefings are too vague and often provide no useful information!  On the whole the existing system works 
reasonably well, although such an assessment is based on the assumption that FPO's fully address the requirements of the Code.  
Possible impacts on roads and catchments may need further attention. 

Northern Midlands 

� There is very big concern that agricultural land is being purchased by timber companies and farmers are unable to expand to stay viable 
or get into farming. 

Sorell � We should be conserving our high conservation value forests as the destruction of them is integral in the effects/causes of climate 
change, rainfall and many other environmental effects.  Trees are more valuable left in the ground. 

Waratah-Wynyard � One page not enough if you are only going to be a 'tree basher' as it seems.  Tis a crop when all said and done. 

West Coast � Also poor government consultative processes. 

West Tamar � I am really pleased to receive this questionnaire.  Some of us hope for a day when rational discussions and comments can take place.  At 
present those of us in the middle are viewed as the 'enemy' of both forestry and the environmentalists. 

 
 
 
 
 
 


