
7.18. George Harris 

The Statement of Principles – A contribution 

 

To:  Mr. Bill Kelty 

From:  George Harris 

Date:  08/03/2011 

 

Dear Mr. Kelty, 

 

Thank you for the opportunity to contribute the following to your efforts in facilitating 

progress on the Statement of Principles: 

 

I am a designer and manufacturer of furniture and handcrafted products for retail sale in 

Tasmania‟s unique Special Timbers from our native forests. 

 

I am one of 2,000 Tasmanians that are specialty artists, wood turners, wooden boat-builders, 

furniture designers and manufacturers, and who depend upon Tasmania‟s native timbers. 

These timbers are managed on a sustainable basis though Forestry Tasmania‟s Special 

Timbers Strategy. 

 

I do not believe an agreement can be reached under the Statement of Principles that I would 

have any level of happiness with. 

 

I do not believe an agreement can be reached that is in the best interests of the Tasmanian 

community.  

 

I do not believe an agreement can be reached that is in the interests of myself or any other 

person of similar interests currently working, or likely to engage in similar work at any time 

in the future. 

 

The Principles provide for “ongoing specialty timber supply including eucalypt for our 

Tasmanian high value furniture and craft industries through a negotiated plan and timeline.” 

 

Yet they also require that they “Immediately protect, maintain and enhance High 

Conservation Value Forests identified by ENGO’s on public land” 

 

A simple overlay of the maps within the Special Timbers Strategy showing Special Timbers 

distribution with those of the Wilderness Society and Environment Tasmania showing HCV 

forest indentified by ENGO‟s reveal that the area sought would not make it possible to 

deliver any Special Timbers, let alone an on-going long-term supply. 

 

I believe the process that delivered the current task was flawed, and that the Statement of 

Principles itself is a seriously flawed document. 



 

While I believe that peace in the forests and an end to conflict over forestry issues would be a 

nice situation to be in, I believe that an understanding of the nature of the conflict and its 

motivations would lead any observer to conclude that such a set of circumstances, with an 

acceptable level of equity, cannot be delivered by negotiation, and certainly none that would 

have any level of permanence.  

 

In such circumstances, I am completely opposed to bargaining away any further assets, 

especially those that I consider so precious: our Special Timbers.  

I am disgusted that others in the bargaining process are seeking to negotiate assets on my 

behalf for which they have such little regard. 

I believe these negotiations were entered into in circumstances of distress, and that Special 

Timbers are the ant that gets trampled when the elephants are stampeding to save themselves.  

 

Not only should no surrender of territory or entitlement be contemplated, but there can be no 

surrender of territory or entitlement without compensation, and it is clear that the federal 

government have indicated that no further money will be available to provide compensation. 

Equally it is clear that the state government is not in a position to offer any compensation. No 

one, as far as I am aware, is entering this negotiation from the timber industry side with a 

preparedness to bargain away territory for no compensation, (or at least I hope that is the 

case!), and no one associated with Special Timbers that I know would regard anything as 

suitable compensation for trading away access to Special Timbers for generations to come.   

 

Consequently, I could not support an agreement and I believe abandonment of the process 

should be considered. 

 

Such abandonment of the process should be accompanied by a move to seek support on the 

floor of the Tasmanian House of Assembly for an affirmation of support for the native forest-

based timber industry, for the support and extension of the RFA and the RFA process, and 

support for the Special Timbers Strategy and the Special Timbers sector, and a rejection of 

the concept that a transition from a native forest-based timber industry to a substantially or 

entirely plantation-based timber industry is either necessary or desirable.  

 

A Labor state government with an honest and accurate understanding of its true constituency 

would support the native forest-based timber industry, as would a Liberal government from 

its support for the business sector, and the Greens members would be left where they deserve 

to be – alone and friendless. On a good day the Legislative Council would carry unanimously 

any motion in support of the timber industry, and on a bad day it would still be at least 13 – 2.  

So what is their problem??? 

 

Your‟s sincerely, 

George Harris 

 



 

Annexes:  The timber industry including Special Timbers 

  Location and growth rates  

  Special Timbers Strategy 

  The ENGO‟s and HCV 

  World Heritage Area and nominated WHA extensions 

  Gunns, The Wilderness Society and the Tamar Valley pulp mill 

The Wilderness Society and tax free status 

 

 The timber industry 

I have a concern for the whole timber industry, not just one part of it. In Tasmania it is 

important to understand that no part of the industry stands completely on its own, and some 

of the smaller parts could not survive without proximity to the mainstream activities. 

Many see the timber industry just in terms of the supply of a commodity, but there are areas 

in the application side where the source of the timber, its characteristics and the story behind 

it are important. This is especially so in the furniture and woodcraft sector, and in the 

boatbuilding sector.  

 

Special Timbers 

Special Timbers are unique and endemic Tasmanian timbers that are found in limited 

quantities in particular areas of our native forests. They are highly prized by woodworkers for 

their decorative qualities and their application to specific purposes, and include Blackwood, 

Myrtle, (especially Tiger Myrtle), Musk, Celery-top Pine, King Billy Pine, Huon Pine, 

Blackheart Sassafras, and numerous others. 

 

These species are the basis of a manufacturing industry that directly employs 2,000 people in 

FTE (full time equivalent) positions, and a further 8,500 people engage in related activities 

either as a hobby, or to a limited commercial extent. (Farley & Bishop, 2009) These timbers 

cannot be substituted by any other timber. Special Timbers occupy iconic space in our 

artistic, cultural and heritage landscape.   

 

Special Timbers are an inalienable part of an industry that comprises furniture designers and 

manufacturers, wood turners, sculptors, musical instrument makers, wooden boat builders, 

and the craft shops and galleries that are an iconic element of our tourism and visitor 

experience. These have put locations like Strahan, Richmond, Geeveston, Stanley, and 

Salamanca Place on the map. They have given outlets like the Design Centre in Launceston 

and the Tasmanian Wood Design Collection a well deserved international reputation. 

The combination of stunning materials, brilliant design, and flawless execution have raised 

Tasmanian made timber products to the equal of any that can be found anywhere on the 

planet. 

 

The recent Australian Wooden Boat Festival in Hobart is a reminder of just how special our 

boat building timbers are.  

Huon Pine, Celery-top Pine and King Billy, which only grow in Tasmania, are recognised 



internationally as among the finest boat-building timbers available.  

This festival is not just about museum pieces, magnificent though they are, it is just as 

important for new work, for keeping skills alive, and for creating new opportunities. 

 

The making of musical instruments is emerging as a significant activity in Tasmania, and 

many makers are using Special Timbers. It is believed there are sixty active makers, and an 

exhibition in Hobart in 2009 displayed the work of forty musical instrument makers, past and 

present.  

 

Instruments currently being made in Tasmania include guitars, (both electric and acoustic), 

violins, harps, drums, recorder, clarinet, and recreations of medieval designs in string and 

wind instruments. 

 

There are instrument makers in Tasmania reproducing medieval designs whose entire output 

is being commissioned and sold in Europe over the internet.   

 

Considerable interest in Tasmanian Special Timbers is developing in America, and is 

resulting in sales and exporting of timber blanks for guitars as well as the work of local guitar 

makers. 

 

Location and growth rates 

Special Timbers exist in limited quantities in specific areas. These are usually in the wetter 

areas, and most that remain are locked up in existing reserves.  

 

There is one truism concerning our Special Timbers: You cannot harvest them where they do 

not grow! Another is this: You cannot manage a reserve as if it was a production forest, and 

you cannot manage a production forest as if it were a reserve!  

 

Most Special Timbers have slow to very slow growth rates. Blackwood can produce a saw 

log in 80 to 90 years. Myrtle and Blackheart Sassafras require at least 200 years, and 

preferably longer. It takes at least 400 years to get a good Celery-top Pine. Huon Pine and 

King Billy Pine can take 800 years to reach a suitable size, and the oldest Huon Pine was 

measured by core sample to be 3,300 years and still growing. 

 

This makes an absolute nonsense of the claim by Environment Tasmania in their recently 

released timber industry policy that Special Timbers should be grown in plantations!  

Huon and King Billy have a strong natural defence in that their oil is a fungicide and 

insecticide. This greatly slows their susceptibility to rot and decay, and they can lie on the 

forest floor for a very long time. The opposite is the case for Myrtle and Sassafras, which 

deteriorate rapidly, and must be forwarded to a saw mill without delay or degradation will 

begin to occur.  

 

The long existing policy of delivering Huon Pine in low quantities without felling living trees 

is appropriate, and possible because a significant amount was placed in long term storage 



from harvest in areas that were flooded in hydro-electric power development schemes, 

(Gordon-Pedder and Lake Burbury), and a significant amount remains available from salvage 

on the Teepookana Plateau near Strahan, and other areas, aided by the natural durability of 

the timber.  

 

Most of the remaining area on the Teepookana Plateau has been targeted by the HCV lock-

up. This is utterly unacceptable. 

 

The ENGO‟s participating in the Statement of Principles process have a misguided idea that 

Special Timbers can continue to be available from salvage off the forest floor following 

harvesting operations, and in some cases years after the event if regeneration burning for 

some reason has not occurred. This is wrong for two reasons. Firstly, anything that meets the 

specifications of a Category 4 saw log, (Special Timbers), would have been recovered 

because of its value to the feller and harvesting contractor, and secondly any out-of-

specification (defect) log would have deteriorated to the point of minimal value, including to 

the end user, especially if it had been left for any period of time, unless it was Huon Pine in 

which case it would have been recovered anyway. 

 

This misguided idea arises from a completely discredited report written in 2004 by one of the 

founding members of Timber Workers For Forests. (a misleading name for a group opposed 

to the traditional industry) This report refers to an audit conducted by this person on residue 

left after logging on Coupe EP074D. Logging on this coupe had been completed, but the 

coupe had not been closed, and regen burning had not at that stage occurred. The TWFF 

report indicated that on this single coupe an amount of 65,440 cubic metres of Special 

Timbers was left behind. This is more than five times the total yield of Special Timbers 

across all coupes in the whole state for the year 2008-09! At the time one commentator 

suggested there would have to be trees growing on top of trees to generate that much timber, 

even before harvesting and removal of saw logs! 

 

The request by The Wilderness Society and Environment Tasmania for an immediate audit of 

un-burnt logging coupes from previous years to quantify timber salvage and wood bank 

opportunities (esp. for special species) indicates that this erroneous and misguided concept 

still drives their thinking.   

 

Special Timbers Strategy 

A considerable effort was made by Forestry Tasmania in developing the Special Timbers 

Strategy, which was officially launched in March 2010 following an extensive consultation 

process.  Submissions were invited from interested persons following a period of display of 

the Strategy in draft form during 2009. The Strategy adopted the STMU‟s (Special Timbers 

Management Units) from the RFA and added around 20,000 hectares of mature eucalypt 

forest in recognition that such timber should be managed under the same regime as Special 

Timbers for the qualities of the timber, which include burl and fiddleback grain features 

prized by woodworkers. This mature eucalypt forest is also rich in Special Timbers. 

 



The essence of the Special Timbers Strategy is to provide an on-going long-term supply of 

Special Timbers with three objectives: to sustain the resource, maximise value recovery, and 

to promote Tasmanian Special Timbers to the world. These are consistent with the 2008 

Sustainability Charter, and involve non-clearfelling harvesting techniques and rotations of 

200 years or greater. 

 

It is unacceptable that any incursion be made on the capacity or intent of the Special Timbers 

Strategy. 

 

A simple overlay of the maps within the Special Timbers Strategy showing Special Timbers 

distribution with those of the Wilderness Society and Environment Tasmania showing the 

claims of HCV forest reveal that the area sought to be included in the moratorium would not 

make it possible to deliver any Special Timbers, let alone an on-going long-term supply. A 

reduction in area leading to a reduction in the quantity of Special Timbers that can be 

supplied in a sustainable manner is completely unacceptable. 

 

The ENGO’s and HCV 

The area available under the Special Timbers Strategy was derived from the STMU‟s 

(Special Timbers Management Units) identified in the RFA, (Regional Forest Agreement), 

which applied clear and defined criteria for determining reserve boundaries and areas of high 

conservation value.  

 

This was a scientific process that was available for all to scrutinise.  

 

In areas of state forest that were generally available for timber production, a more detailed 

examination involving on-ground evaluation is available to determine the exact layout and 

procedures in accordance with the Forest Practices Code to produce a Timber Harvesting 

Plan. These procedures are accepted as an accurate means delivering all requirements, 

including the scope and intent of the EPBC Act. 

 

However, this is obviously not acceptable to the ENGO‟s, who prefer their own process, and 

their own criteria, whatever they are. 

 

It is felt by most in the timber industry that the decisions that permitted and encouraged the 

ENGO‟s to nominate whatever they felt to be HCV forest without any reference to any 

established criteria, or any requirement to justify the criteria they might happen to use, or any 

questioning or inquiry as to what that criteria might be have been a major flaw in the process. 

 

Anecdotes circulating about how ENGO representatives have been observed discussing areas 

and drawing lines on maps have left industry people flabbergasted. How people‟s working 

lives, investments, and industry futures can be determined by such a means is utterly 

unsupportable. 

 



The fact that areas of re-growth, and areas containing actual plantations can be described as 

HCV forest and included in areas nominated for reservation is reprehensible. 

 

World Heritage Area and nominated WHA extensions 

The ENGO‟s have nominated additional reserve areas on the basis that they think it is 

appropriate to extend the World Heritage Area boundaries. This is despite a recent request by 

ENGO‟s and Greens members of parliament to extend the boundaries having been assessed 

by a visiting delegation from the WHA Committee in 2008 and comprehensively rejected. 

 

One of the grounds for the ENGO‟s seeking to extend the boundaries was to provide a buffer 

around the WHA. However, it is quite clear in the documentation of the declaration of the 

WHA that the current boundaries contain buffer zones within them that protect the values and 

the elements that led to the nomination in the first instance. 

 

Consequently, any move now to extend the boundaries on this basis is absolutely rejected. 

 

Gunns, The Wilderness Society and the Tamar Valley pulp mill 

Gunns is a company that has been around for a long time. During the 1980‟s it was a medium 

level timber and saw milling company. At that time the conservation movement had become 

established and had won major victories in its No Dams campaigns. These campaigns were 

winding down, and a number of people were discovering they had paid occupations that were 

more fun than real jobs, and new campaign areas had to be developed around which 

fundraising activities could succeed. It was the discovered that these new organisations 

depended upon a model of perpetual conflict, and it was a strategic and tactical error to 

participate in the final resolution of a conflict. The longer a conflict could be drawn out the 

better.  

 

The forests and forestry campaigns were ramped up as the No Dams campaigns wound down. 

Many small to medium timber companies were worn down by the campaigns. Many sold out 

or closed, and at this point Gunns decided to go on an acquisition drive, and it became a large 

and successful company. It bought up many distressed assets across all facets of the timber 

industry, including hardwood and softwood mills, veneer plants, woodchip mills, and 

ultimately acquired and developed a plantation estate. It became the only company on the 

ASX 200 to be listed as headquartered in Tasmania. It thought it could withstand the 

sustained attack of the environment movement. 

 

Meanwhile, the Wilderness Society and other related groups participated in the Forests & 

Forest Industry Strategy, which ultimately delivered the signing of the RFA in 1997 after a 

process lasting six years. The Wilderness Society participated for the whole of that time, but 

withdrew at the last moment on the last day when the signatories had picked up the pens to 

sign the documents. It had extended the conflict as long as it could in that process, but has 

continued ever since, and has won more concessions than would have been possible if it had 

signed the RFA. It continues to attack the RFA to this day.  

 



It seems every time they come around, we give them something. The RFA was substantially 

bastardised by a political campaign during the 2004 federal election in a process that resulted 

in the 2005 Tasmanian Community Forest Agreement. That agreement was a substantial 

capitulation, and in that agreement we locked up more forest than we ever should, including 

areas of very valuable Special Timbers. In that agreement over 80% of the Myrtle that was 

available at that time was locked up. And here they are again! 

 

The difference here is that this time they have been tempted to actually sign something, 

although it was not an agreement, but a process to lead to an agreement. Any piece of paper 

they were likely to sign was never going to be a piece of paper that the timber industry would 

like the look of, and boy is that the case!  

 

For years now the Wilderness Society and others have run a comprehensive campaign against 

Gunns, demonising the company in the process. They have sought to sabotage Gunns‟ 

international markets, and have picketed and bullied the offices of their customers in Japan. 

They have sought to promote FSC as their preferred certification scheme, having taken over 

and manipulated the Environmental Chapter of FSC in Australia. Some of the Wilderness 

Society representatives that have participated in the Statement of Principles negotiations are 

the same people who have shaped the development of FSC in Australia.  

 

In contrast to what occurs overseas, FSC in Australia has more plantation area under 

certification than native forest, and it is much more difficult to achieve FSC certification for 

native forest harvesting. It seems that it is not designed to be available, rather, it is designed 

to be not available!  

 

The Wilderness Society and others have campaigned solidly against the Tamar Valley pulp 

mill proposal, and have been instrumental in the mill now seeking to be entirely plantation 

fed. In addition, it is likely that significant areas of plantation that Gunns owns will not be 

able to gain FSC certification under the provisions that have been written into FSC in 

Australia.  

 

The conservation movement has been split in Tasmania over opposition to the Gunns Tamar 

Valley pulp mill proposal. It will be a real test of the Wilderness Society to see how it 

negotiates the rest of the Statement of Principles process under these circumstances. Its 

support for this proposed pulp mill may be a price too high, even in exchange for the 

maximum amount of forest going into new reserves. It is a bad deal for the timber industry: 

too much forest for a neutered pulp mill. 

 

The biggest issue for the native forest-based saw milling industry is the market for its residue 

in the fibre sector. If the existing saw mills, which are flourishing after having bounced back 

from the recent downturn, cannot dispose of their residue for a reasonable return, they would 

have to close in a matter of weeks. The original pulp mill proposal was seen as an opportunity 

to have a market for the residue that could compete with or even replace the faltering export 

market. 



 

So why would the native forest-based saw millers support a loss of resource for a pulp mill 

that will not do them any good in any other way? 

 

The Wilderness Society and the elected Greens do not support native forest sourced saw mill 

residue being put to any commercial purpose. They are opposed to its export as chips, its use 

in an on-shore pulp mill, or its use in renewable energy generation. This is utterly 

reprehensible. This is contrary to the requirements they place on every other industry – 

maximise the use of waste, recycle waste products, extract maximum value, etc. It is 

unacceptable that once a log has been fairly and properly classified as a saw log, its by-

products cannot be used in this way. No movement on these issues is sufficient justification 

for saying not one additional square metre should go into reserves.  

 

Would I trade any percentage of the already restricted Special Timbers for the pulp mill, a 

pulp mill, or any pulp mill? No way!    

  

The Wilderness Society’s behaviour and tax free status 

The Wilderness Society is registered as an Environmental Organisation, and as such has tax 

free status on its income similar to that of a charity. As such it is one of the few organisations 

that can act in a manner that can be described as a secondary boycott. This behaviour has 

long been not available to trade unions and other organisations. However, The Wilderness 

Society is alleged to have been engaging in activities that should cause its tax status to be 

revoked.  One of the proscribed activities is to engage in those of an overtly political nature. 

It is widely believed that The Wilderness Society has been channelling money into other 

groups, and guiding the activities of those groups. These groups include The Huon Valley 

Environment Centre and Still Wild Still Threatened. It was recently alleged that the 

Wilderness Society established Our Common Ground as a front group, and funded its recent 

television ad campaign against forestry activities to the tune of $600,000   

 

Following pages: An article from „The Truth‟ newspaper, (Melbourne), of June 6, 1946, 

documenting the story of the Heather girls, who were harvesting timber in the area Senator 

Christine Milne recently demanded be vacated as it was designated HCV forest.



 



  



7.19. Diversity Tasmania 

 

 

 



7.20. Tasmanian Conservation Trust 

 







Hon Julia Gillard MP 

Prime Minister of Australia 

PO Box 6022 

House of Representatives 

Parliament House 

Canberra ACT 2600 

 

12 January 2011 

 

Dear Prime Minister, 

 

Tasmanian Forests Statement of Principles Agreement: Biodiversity Review Panel 

report provides a potential process for defining High Conservation Value Forests 

 

The Tasmanian Conservation Trust welcomed your media release of 7 December 

2010, ‘Statement of action on the Tasmanian forestry principles’, in which you 

committed your government to a number of actions as initial steps in progressing 

implementation of the Tasmanian ‘Forests Statement of Principles Agreement’ 

(FSoPA). 

 

The TCT is greatly encouraged by your announcement that, as part of the proposed 

due diligence assessment of the Tasmanian forestry industry, your government will 

seek clarification of ‘detail and definitions contained within the Statement of 

Principles including High Conservation Value forests’ (HCVF). The TCT shares your 

government’s apparent concern that the FSoPA has failed to define this key term.   

 

The TCT wrote to you on 18 November 2010 identifying numerous key shortcomings 

of the FSoPA, most critically the failure to properly address the need for protection of 

native forests for biodiversity conservation, principally found on private land. 

However, we also acknowledged that the FSoPA promises a very good outcome for 

the protection of HCVF on public land, mainly in wilderness areas.  In summary the 

FSoPA promises good outcomes for wilderness protection but poor outcomes for 

biodiversity protection. 

 

The FSoPA fails to include a comprehensive and scientifically based definition of 

HCVF or outline a process for the identification of HCVF. If not addressed, this failure 

will undoubtedly leave much of Tasmania’s HCVF, predominately the high 

biodiverse forests on private land, unrecognized and unprotected.  

 

The FSoPA also fails to acknowledge the need for an ongoing process to assess 

conservation values of forest areas which remain available for logging, 

incorporating new knowledge regarding forest values and the impacts of logging. 

 

The purpose of this letter is to point out that a process for identifying HCVF has, in 

large part, been created by the April 2009 report to the Tasmanian Forest Practices 



Authority (FPA), ‘Review of the biodiversity provisions of the Tasmanian Forest 

Practices Code’. We have attached the ‘Overview of key findings and 

recommendations’ section of the report but the complete report is available on line 

at:  

http://www.fpa.tas.gov.au/index.php?id=40&tx_mininews_pi1[showUid]=30&cHash=9

c6346860f488d88d22dfaafdddef941 

 

We have also enclosed an article which summarises the report’s background, 

recommendations and the TCT’s response to it. 

 

The report was produced by the Biodiversity Review Panel, a group of eminent and 

independent Tasmanian forest ecologists and forest managers. It was commissioned 

by the FPA to provide a thorough scientific review as part of the ongoing, but 

currently suspended, review of the biodiversity provisions of the Tasmanian Forest 

Practices Code. 

 

The changes recommended in the Biodiversity Review Panel report, if implemented, 

would provide a much improved framework for the identification and conservation 

of forest biodiversity through the Tasmanian Forest Practices System.  

 

In July 2010, the FPA suspended the review of the Forest Practices Code while it 

sought clarification from the state government on matters of future forest policy.  

 

We urge your government to work with the Tasmanian Government to ensure the 

policy matters, which have held up the review of the Forest Practices Code, are 

addressed urgently and that the review is re-started and completed as soon as 

possible. 

 

Rather than re-invent the wheel in respect of defining HCVF, the Australian and 

Tasmanian governments need only implement the recommendations of the 

Biodiversity Review Panel report.  

 

An improved regulatory framework, including amendment of the Forest Practices 

Code, coupled with reservation of currently identified HCVF on public land and 

provision of incentive programs to protect HCVF from logging on private land (as per 

our 18 November letter), would provide a complete and scientifically defendable 

strategy for conservation of HCVF in Tasmania. 

 

Yours sincerely, 

 

 

Peter McGlone 

Director 

 

 

http://www.fpa.tas.gov.au/index.php?id=40&tx_mininews_pi1%5bshowUid%5d=30&cHash=9c6346860f488d88d22dfaafdddef941
http://www.fpa.tas.gov.au/index.php?id=40&tx_mininews_pi1%5bshowUid%5d=30&cHash=9c6346860f488d88d22dfaafdddef941


Enclosed: 

- ‘Review of the biodiversity provisions of the Tasmanian Forest Practices Code’, 

‘Overview of key findings and recommendations’, pages 1-19, report to the 

Tasmanian Forest Practices Authority, April 2009. 

- ‘Review of the biodiversity provisions of the Forest Practices Code’, Tasmanian 

Conservationist, June 2009. 

 

Cc Senator the Hon Joseph Ludwig, Minister for Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry 

Hon Tony Burke MP, Minister for Sustainability, Environment, Water, Population 

and Communities 



Hon Tony Burke MP 
Minister for Sustainability, Environment, Water, Population and Communities 
PO Box 6022 
House of Representatives 
Parliament House 
Canberra ACT 2600 

 

27 January 2011 

 

Dear Minister, 

 

Tasmanian Forests Statement of Principles Agreement and the need to protect swift 

parrot breeding habitat in Tasmania 

 

The Tasmanian Conservation Trust is concerned that the critical breeding habitat for 

the nationally endangered swift parrot (Lathamus discolor) is not being considered 

for protection as part of the ‘Tasmanian Forests Statement of Principles Agreement’ 

(FSoP).  

 

We urge you to work with the state government to ensure that the implementation 

plan currently being developed for the FSoP recommends the protection of swift 

parrot breeding habitat. 

 

While we have been told by Senator Joseph Lugwig that he is the  

‘Australian Government minister responsible for forestry matters’ (letter to the TCT, 20 

December 2010), you have portfolio responsibility for conservation of threatened 

species listed on the schedules of the EPBC Act, including the swift parrot. More 

specifically, you have responsibility pursuant to section 269(2) of the EPBC Act, to 

work with state governments to implement threatened species recovery plans 

adopted under the EPBC Act. 

 

You may be aware that the national ‘Swift Parrot Recovery Plan’, adopted under 

the EPBC Act on 26 March 2002, lists as an objective: 

 

To implement management strategies at the landscape scale to protect and 

improve priority habitats and sites resulting in a sustained improvement in 

carrying capacity 

 

The TCT is a representative on the National Swift Parrot Recovery Team which has a 

role of coordinating the development and implementation of the recovery plan. 

Over several years it has become increasingly clear from the briefings we receive 

while attending these meetings that current state government policies and 

programs are failing to adequately protect even the most important breeding 

habitat in Tasmania. 

 



It has also been made clear at the recovery team meetings that the over-riding 

priority for conservation of this species on a national basis is protection of breeding 

habitat, which is found only in Tasmania. We understand that the ‘Draft National 

Recovery Plan for the Swift Parrot Lathamus discolor’, currently in preparation, 

formally recognises this as the highest priority objective for the species. 

 

With this in mind it appears that the FSoP could be an historic opportunity to secure 

the vital breeding habitat of the swift parrot. However the areas which have been 

proposed for protection, by the conservation organizations which are signatories to 

the FSoP, are predominately wilderness areas found in parts of Tasmania which 

include very little of the swift parrot breeding habitat. 

 

We have attached a January 2011 map which shows swift parrot breeding habitat 

(map provided to the members of the recovery team by the Tasmanian Department 

of Primary Industries, Parks, Water and Environment) and a July 2010 draft map of 

proposed reserves produced by Environment Tasmania as an input to the FSoP 

process.  

 

The ET proposed reserves (the areas shaded dark brown and light brown on the 

map) would incorporate very little of the swift parrot breeding habitat. We have only 

been able to do an elementary analysis based on over lapping the two maps, but it 

is clear that very little of the identified important breeding areas (IBAs) are proposed 

for reservation. Excluding the Maria Island IBA, which is entirely within an existing 

national park, no reserves are proposed for four of the other eleven IBAs. Also, we 

estimate that 5% or less of the identified nesting habitat within the remaining seven 

IBAs is proposed to be reserved.  

 

Based on figures we have received from the Tasmanian Government we know that 

47% of high and medium density breeding habitat is found on private land and none 

of this is included in the reserve proposals of Environment Tasmania, which relates 

only to forests on public land.  

 

Clearly the proposed reserves were not planned with the swift parrot’s habitat in 

mind and would, if obtained, not achieve a significant outcome for the species. 

While this letter focuses on the swift parrot, it appears that threatened species 

generally were not taken into account in the preparation of these reserve proposals 

and we hope you share our concern regarding this omission. 

  

The TCT wrote to you on 18 November 2010 identifying numerous key shortcomings 

of the FSoP, most critically the failure to properly address the need for protection of 

native forests for biodiversity conservation. To address these short-comings, we 

recommended a number of measures, principally the allocation of funding for a 

private forest incentive program to protect areas of high biodiversity on private land, 

including threatened species habitats, and that any proposed transition of logging 



out of public native forests be based on the identification and protection of high 

conservation value forests as a priority. 

 

If these measures were implemented and adequately funded, swift parrot breeding 

habitat would undoubtedly be viewed as having the highest conservation value 

and therefore be given the highest priority for protection on public and private land.  

 

We strongly urge you to support these proposals, as a means of protecting swift 

parrot breeding habitat and other important biodiversity values, and ask that you 

encourage the state government to endorse them as a key element of the 

implementation plan currently being developed for the FSoP. 

 

The TCT believes that, as the Australian Government minister with responsibility for 

conservation of the swift parrot and other EPBC Act listed threatened species, you 

have a clear portfolio responsibility to support programs and policies which aim to 

improve the protection of key habitat. Furthermore, your support for these programs 

and policies does not clash with Senator Ludwig’s role as minister responsible for 

forestry policy.  

 

The private forest conservation program that the TCT proposes would be voluntary 

and, rather than restricting land owners’ opportunities to log their forests, would 

simply offer an alternative source of income to logging.  

 

We also believe that it is your role as environment minister to ensure that the FSoP 

implementation plan includes scientifically based definitions and processes for 

determining high conservation value forests and therefore priorities for protection. 

Without any doubt, the breeding habitat of nationally listed endangered species 

such as the swift parrot should be accepted as having the highest conservation 

value of all forests and we seek your support in having this recognised. 

 

Yours sincerely, 

 

 

 

Peter McGlone 

Director 

 

Enclosed: 

 

- ‘Swift parrot breeding habitat and important breeding areas’, produced by the 

Tasmanian Department of Primary Industries, Parks, Water and Environment, 

January 2011. 

 



- ‘Draft Environment Tasmania reserve proposals’, produced by Environment 

Tasmania as an input to the Tasmanian Forests Statement of Principles Agreement 

process, July 2010. 

 

Cc 

 

- Chris Tzaros, Chair, National Swift Parrot Recovery Team, C/- Birds Australi



7.21. Clive Stott 
 

9 Alpine Crescent 

Grindelwald 

Tasmania.    7277. 

 

7
th
 March 2011 

Without Prejudice 

 

Mr. Jim Wilson 

 

Plantation Standards and Services Manager 

Gunns Ltd. 

76 Lindsay Street 

Launceston 

Tasmania.   7250 

 

Dear Sir, 

 

Plantation Burning Policy 

 

I refer to your recent email and telephone call regarding Gunns Limited Proposed Plantation 

Burning Policy. 

 

You are seeking my input into this policy; acknowledged the amount of time I have invested 

on this issue; and would like my comments as to where Gunns Limited have got to so far with 

the Policy. 

 

I note you mention, “Gunns Limited are in the process of developing a policy on plantation 

burning in Tasmania.” 

This tells me Gunns are admitting to NOT having a policy on plantation burning in the past if 

as you say Gunns are at this point developing „a policy‟. 

 

Plantation Burning Policy: 

In this day and age a burning policy is simply out of tune with community expectations. 

 

In recent years much has been learnt about the harmful effects of smoke and it is now 

believed to be more harmful than first recognised. 

 

The Precautionary Principle must be applied and burning should be stopped at the source. 

Deliberate burning means deliberate pernicious smoke. 

 

Low intensity fires do not mean low intensity smoke; quite the opposite in many cases. 

 

1    Low intensity fire: 

Where have you got to so far? 

 

Sadly nowhere if the Principles of this policy are to use low intensity fire. 

 



Low intensity fire is capable of causing large quantities of toxic smoke which can be inhaled 

for long periods of time. 

 

Please visit http://www.cleanairtas.com and follow the links to learn about the harmful effects 

of smoke. 

 

Gunns cannot control smoke travel or dangerous levels of smoke in some areas once a fire is 

lit. A simple wind change can put vulnerable people‟s health and lives at risk. 

 

Vulnerable people in our community are those with for example, respiratory disease such as 

asthma or COPD; cardiovascular disease; some diabetics, the young, and the elderly. 

 

A great proportion of our (aging) population are vulnerable people. 

 

Plantation burning does not show Gunns are sensitive to avoiding smoke emissions, and 

maximising carbon storages as claimed. 

 

Gunns recognises burning is not the way of the future and yet wants to keep using smoky low 

intensity burns. 

 

Low intensity burns drive people indoors against their will, and restricts their right to free 

travel in Tasmania. 

 

Harmful toxins from accelerants used to light the fires can adhere to breathable particles and 

cross over into the blood stream. 

 

2:    All plantations managed by Gunns in Tasmania 

Where have you got to so far? 

 

Gunns undertake burning with, or for, other agencies in Tasmania. Smoke is smoke. Mention 

has not been made of this in the document. 

 

There have been recent changes, but Gunns I believe, still own or manage plantations on the 

mainland. 

If this is correct these operations need to be considered by Gunns when it comes to the use of 

any fire in any State for the following reasons:  

 

i) It has been determined by EPA Tasmania that mainland smoke is known to affect the lives 

of people in Tasmanian. 

ii) PM2.5 particle pollution from burns can travel up to a 1000km and stay airborne for 

weeks. 

 

5:    Revision - A new version will be issued whenever significant changes occur: 

Where have you got to so far? 

 

If it suits, this policy document could be thrown out by Gunns tomorrow ….and I hope it is. 

It carries no weight, can be changed at will, and is worded to allow Gunns to keep burning 

where ever, and whenever, they like. 

 



Gunns are not exempt from our over-riding and principal Environmental Management and 

Pollution Control Act (EMPCA -1994): 

 

The fundamental basis of EMPCA is the prevention, reduction and remediation of 
environmental harm. 
While this is defined very broadly in section 5 of the Act as:  
"any adverse effect on the environment (of whatever degree or duration) and includes an 
environmental nuisance" (the latter is defined as 'the emission of a pollutant that 
unreasonably interferes with, or is likely to interfere with, a person's enjoyment of the 
environment')". 
 
This includes deliberately lit low intensity fires. 

 

From the amount of time I have invested in this issue I do not believe Gunns Limited will 

ever receive a social licence to cause deliberate pernicious smoke in Tasmania from 

plantation related burns. 

 

I also believe plantations have spread like a cancer across Tasmania. 

I feel we must be mindful of how they are managed when we have the highest rates of asthma 

and non-skin cancer in Australia. 

 

I would be happy “...to meet somewhere for a coffee…” when Gunns Limited totally 

removes the Plantation Burning Policy from their Plantations Policy and Procedures Manual 

because they manage their plantations without the use of fire, and without using polluting 

bioenergy plants as well. 

 

 

Yours sincerely, 

 

 

Clive M. Stott 

http://www.cleanairtas.com 

 

http://www.cleanairtas.com/




7.22. Huon Resource Development Group 

 



 



 



 



 



 





7.23. Redd Forests 
 

PROTECTING THE DEVIL’S FORESTS 
An Improved forestry management Project in Tasmania 
 
Redd Forests Pty Ltd ha s created Australia’s first internationally recognised Reduced 
Emissions from Deforestation and Degradation (REDD) project to meet VCS and Australian 
NCOS Standards. This project demonstrates the commercial viability of using the carbon 
market to pro vi de an alternative income to landowners who, traditionally, have logged 
their land for income. 
 
12% of the world’s greenhouse emissions come from deforestation and degradation of land. 
Our forests are the lungs of the planet and we need them just as we need the very air itself 
that they purify. 
 
About Redd Forests 
Redd Forests Pty Ltd was incorporated in December of 2008 as a “profit for purpose” 
business designed to apply commercially viable methodologies to replace activities that 
degrade or destroy the world’s forests. 
 
Native and old growth forests in good condition 
Tasmania is home to ancient forests that are beautiful, irreplaceable and vital for wildlife. 
Here live the tallest hardwood forests and the tallest flowering plants on Earth; some trees 
are over 400 years old and reach 97 meters in height. They are a huge store of carbon for 
the world. 
 
They grow amidst rainforest tree species such as myrtle, leatherwood and celery top pine, 
with man ferns, mosses and lichens. Such ancient forests are incredibly precious as well as 
being the irreplaceable home of endemic wildlife. 
 
Large areas have been cleared for agriculture, and the remaining forest is crucial habitat for 
endangered species such as the Tasmanian wedge-tailed eagle, white goshawk, swift parrot, 
giant crayfish and spotted quoll and, of course, the iconic Tasmanian Devil.  
 
This remnant forest is especially important for maintaining ecological connectivity and 
resilience under the stresses of climate change. 
 
This project will allow Tasmania to transition away from logging native forests for low value 
wood chips. Enough plantation forests exist and much of the already degraded land can be 
turned into plantations for any additional demand of wood chips for pulp. 
 
The project area as it is now 
The project area directly impacts climate change and biodiversity by storing and 
sequestering carbon dioxide and improving habitat for fauna and flora. By eliminating 
selective logging, and allowing natural regeneration of the key forest communities to 
continue, unabated. The project will enhance long-term biodiversity. Our project areas have 



varied forest communities including: 
Eucalyptus delegatensis: dry forest and woodland 
Eucalyptus amygdalina: forest and woodland on dolerite 
Eucalyptus viminalis: grassy forest and woodland 
Eucalyptus delegatensis: forest with broad-leaf shrubs 
Eucalyptus Regnans: wet schlerophyll forest with high carbon density 
 
The forest areas are multi-aged, rich with natural undergrowth and provides the essential 
natural environment for local plants and animals. 
 
The threat 
Typical logging practices carried out include the use of clearfell silviculture, liquid 
incendiaries (napalm) and the poison sodium monofluoroacetate (#1080). Though legal, 
these practices are widely condemned. 
 
Nearly all the logged wood is chipped and exported for pulp used in the manufacture of 
paper. 
 
However, only one-third of the biomass of the tree is used and the residue is burned or, in 
the case of the roots, allowed to rot. As a consequence the emission of CO2 into the 
atmosphere is almost immediate and, as paper has a short life, absolute within just a few 
years. 
 
Although replacement plantations will sequester CO2 in their short life they too will be 
harvested for pulp and the cycle of emissions continues. 
 
Project details 
Our projects are widespread across Tasmania and so far have protected over 18,000 
hectares of native forests. 
 
With your help we can extend that coverage to over 150,000 hectares and, in so doing, 
avoid the emission of up to 15 million tonnes of greenhouse gases over the 25 year project 
period. 
 
By buying the carbon credits generated by our project you will enable the landowners to 
earn an income by protecting their forests instead of logging them. 
 
Climate 
Our projects will avoid the release of up to 15 million tonnes of greenhouse gases (CO2-e), 
and ensure the ongoing sequestration of CO2 by the forest over the 25 year project period. 
 
Recent biomass surveys have found that some old-growth forests in Tasmania store more 
than 650 tonnes of carbon per hectare, exceeding the amount of carbon stored in the 
vegetation of most tropical rainforests. Plantations established in place of old-growth 
forests after clearing store considerably less carbon and are harvested regularly emitting 
any CO2 they may have sequestered in their short life. As the wood from these plantations 



is turned to pulp nearly all of their stored carbon is released into the atmosphere very 
quickly. 
 
Community 
This is a high-profile project with remarkable endemism and quantifiable financial 
additionality for the landowner ensuring that benefits will continue to accrue beyond the 
project’s timeline of 25 years. It will also help maintain Tasmania's aesthetic beauty, and 
support the allimportant tourist sector while helping promote ecosystem services which 
support other land uses and human welfare. Project success will support a wave of new 
opportunities for local communities. 
 
Biodiversity 
Many of our project areas are home to healthy communities of the iconic, but now 
endangered Tasmanian Devil, as well as nesting sites of the endangered Wedge 
Tailed Eagle and numerous rare native flora as well as providing a natural habitat for 
Bettongs and Potoroos. Tasmania is a biodiversity island and highly threatened 
under a business-as-usual scenario. 
 
Project Quality 
Our projects are of the very highest veracity. They are validated and verified by external 
third parties and meet the rigorous criteria of the Climate, Community and Biodiversity 
Standards (CCBS) and the Voluntary Carbon Standard (VCS). 
 
Accreditation by the VCS and CCBS assures investors that this project is of the highest 
calibre and brings positive outcomes not just in the fight against climate change but to 
the local community and the biodiversity of the region. 
 
Voluntary Carbon Units (VCUs) issued by the VCS can be bought by those wishing to offset 
their emissions and move toward carbon neutrality. Buyers can rest assured of the 
accuracy, quality and ongoing verification of the projects and purchase the credits in full 
confidence of having helped avoid the emission of harmful greenhouse gasses and the 
degradation of our forests. 


