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Executive Summary 
Tasmania’s forests are an important economic and environmental resource for all Tasmanians, 

providing vital employment, recreation and conservation values. The importance of the Tasmanian 

private forest resource to the forest industry is increasing, with 44% of harvested timber sourced 

from private forests in 2011-2012. The proportion of wood production from private forest highlights 

the importance of private forest owners for the long term management of the Tasmanian forest 

estate, and the viability of the Tasmanian forest industry. It is therefore important to develop a 

comprehensive understanding of the range of private forest owners’ forest management objectives, 

including their intent to harvest their forests. A better understanding of the private forest owners’ 

harvest intent and forest management objectives will help guide the development of forest policy 

and programs to assist private growers best manage Tasmanian forests to achieve a range of forest 

management objectives. 

From time to time Private Forests Tasmania (PFT) undertakes a Forest Owner Intent Survey (FOIS), 

which provides a useful instrument from which to develop an understanding of current trends in 

Tasmanian forest owners’ harvest intent and forest management objectives. The FOIS focuses on 

non-industrial private forest (NIPF) which includes forests not owned by the State or forest industry 

entities. The 2012 FOIS was undertaken from March to August 2012 by researchers from the 

Institute for Regional Development (IRD) at the University of Tasmania, in partnership with PFT. The 

study was jointly funded by the University of Tasmania and PFT and was approved by the Tasmanian 

Social Science Human Research Ethics Committee [H0012307].  

The 2012 FOIS found that 88% of Tasmanian non-industrial private forest owners (NIPFOs) do not 

intend to harvest their forest in the next three years, compared to 83% of respondents in the 2002 

FOIS. This lack of interest in forest harvesting correlates with the non-timber forest management 

objectives preferred by survey respondents. The 2012 FOIS found that Tasmanian NIPFOs value a 

range of forest management objectives with a focus predominantly on non-timber outputs and 

minor wood production such as domestic firewood. Several factors influenced NIPFO harvest intent, 

including forest area, previous harvest intent, age, education and occupation. The larger the forest 

area the more likely the intent to harvest due to the potential for a larger volume of merchantable 

timber and higher economic returns, and less direct impacts on the residence. Those NIPFOs with 

recent harvest experience, who own either harvested forest or plantation, or who have derived an 

income from forestry activities in the past three years, all indicated a greater intent to harvest their 

forest than other NIPFOS. The presence of either a contractual or a statutory arrangement that 

supports timber harvesting (i.e. Private Timber Reserve (PTR), timber purchase agreement) did not 

substantially influence the intent to harvest, unlike the findings of the 2002 FOIS.  

Previous studies typically found that increased education increased the likelihood of timber 

production but this finding was not supported by this Tasmanian survey, with increased levels of 

education negatively affecting harvest intent. This may be attributed to the professional 

conditioning, the assumptions and values embedded within individuals during their professional 

training experiences (Chambers 1997), or to alternative opportunities for income generation both 

from the forest area or external to the forest (van Putten & Jennings 2010).  
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Many 2012 respondents are earning high incomes compared to the Tasmanian average and reported 

that they did not have a financial need to harvest their forest although, if the financial need arose, 

they may consider it. Forest management objectives and financial need both act as drivers for forest 

harvest intent which correlates with the previous findings of van Putten and Jennings (2010). These 

findings highlight the importance of the policy tools and extension services available in Tasmanian 

forestry, with a mix of policy instruments needed to both encourage timber production and support 

the range of forest management objectives. The survey findings highlight the need for all NIPFOs to 

be able to manage their forests effectively to achieve their desired purpose. Therefore NIPFOs need 

to be able to access information and extension services that satisfy a range of forest management 

objectives and are not restricted to commercial forest management objectives. 
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1. Introduction 

Tasmania’s forests are an important economic and environmental resource for all Tasmanians, 

providing vital employment, recreation and conservation values. The diversity of values attributed to 

Tasmania’s forests contributes to the contention surrounding forest policy in Tasmania as 

highlighted by the ongoing Tasmanian forest ‘peace process’. An increase in the Tasmanian forest 

reserve system is proposed as part of the process, reducing the availability of public native forest for 

timber production purposes (see IVG Capstone Report, 2012). This proposed change in forest access 

potentially impacts the viability of timber producers and timber processors, highlighting the need to 

revise our understanding of Tasmania’s private forest resource including the harvesting intent of 

private forest owners.  

In 2010-2011 approximately 26% of Tasmania’s native forests and 81% of plantation forests1 are 

privately owned (ABARES 2012, Gavran 2012). In 2010-2011 an estimated 34% of Tasmania’s total 

wood production was sourced from private forests, increasing to 39% in 2011-2012 due to the sale 

of the jointly owned Forestry Tasmania/GMO softwood pine estate to a private investment entity, 

and the significant decline (reduction of 41%) in timber production from 2010-20111 to 2011-20122. 

The proportion of wood production from private forest highlights the importance of private forest 

owners for the long term management of the Tasmanian forest estate and the viability of the 

Tasmanian forest industry. The role of private forest owners in managing for economic and/or 

conservation based forest values is well recognised, with various policies, programs and 

organisations designed to support private forest management (e.g. Private Forests Tasmania).  

The importance of private forest owners to the Tasmanian forest industry highlights the need for a 

comprehensive understanding of the range of forest management objectives, including the forest 

owner’s intent to harvest their forest. While there is a significant body of literature available 

regarding the prediction of forest owner intent to harvest (see Gramann et al. 1985; Salkie et al. 

1995; Kuuluvainen et al. 1996; Beach et al. 2005), these studies are predominantly based in North 

America and Europe and hence the behaviour drivers may be different in Tasmania where forestry is 

highly politicised (van Putten & Jennings 2010). A better understanding of the private forest owner 

harvest intent and forest management objectives will help guide the development of forest policy 

and programs to assist private growers best manage Tasmanian forests to achieve a range of forest 

management objectives. 

From time to time Private Forests Tasmania (PFT) conducts a  Forest Owner Intent Survey (FOIS). 

This study follows on from the previous survey  published  by Jennnings and van Putten (2003, 2006) 

and van Putten & Jennings (2010) and uses the Forest Owner Intent Survey (FOIS) to develop an 

understanding of current trends in Tasmanian forest owners’ harvest intent and forest management 

objectives. This survey of non-industrial private forest owners (NIPFOs) seeks to understand the 

                                                           
1
 These plantations are predominantly industrial plantations (e.g. owned by forest industry entities such as large processing 

companies including Gunns Limited, Norske Skog, Forest Enterprises Australia etc.) 
2
 Calculated using the volumes reported in the Forestry Tasmania Stewardship Report (2012) and Private Forests Tasmania 

Annual Report 2012 (PFT 2012). Please note that a conversion of 1.08t=1m
3
 is used for both hardwood and softwood as 

used by PFT. Please note than an amendment to the FT figures have been made to account for the correct addition of 
Taswood Growers softwood harvesting. Taswood Growers ownership converted from Forestry Tasmania/GMO to New 
Forests (ANZFF) January 31 2012, resulting in timber production from that date being private forest and not Crown wood. 
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characteristics of NIPFOs, including their intent to harvest their forest and other forest management 

based questions. The survey focuses on non-industrial private forest (NIPF) rather than all privately 

owned forest. Non-industrial private forest is defined as “forest land that is privately owned by 

individuals or corporations other than forest industry and where management may include 

objectives other than timber production” (Helms 1998 p.124, in Harrison et al. 2002) and primarily 

includes all forest that is not owned by the State or ‘industrial forest’ that is owned by large forest 

industry entities. The previous FOIS was undertaken in 2002 by Jennings and van Putten (2003).  

The 2012 FOIS was undertaken from March to August 2012 by researchers from the Institute for 

Regional Development (IRD) at the University of Tasmania, in partnership with PFT3. The study was 

jointly funded by the University of Tasmania4 and PFT5 and was approved by the Tasmanian Social 

Science Human Research Ethics Committee [H0012307].  

The following report provides an overview of the results of the 2012 FOIS, starting with a brief 

introduction into the study of NIPFO forest management behaviour; including a review of literature 

regarding private forest management. Section three provides a description of the methods used for 

this study and key limitations of the approaches used. The results of the study are presented in 

Section four and synthesised in Section five to highlight the key learnings from the 2012 FOIS and 

potential policy and forest extension outcomes.  

 

                                                           
3
 The FOIS formed part of a larger study initiated by PFT regarding the forest certification understanding and intent of 

NIPFOs (see Dare & Eversole 2012).  
4
 The University of Tasmania contributed $14,000 through the Research Enhancement Grant Scheme (REGS), and in-kind 

research and administrative support. 
5
 PFT contributed $10,000 cash and in-kind support for the survey distribution. In addition key PFT staff provided significant 

input and support throughout the project, as encouraged by the Knowledge Partnering methodology adopted for this 
study. 
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2. Private forest management 
Forest management is a complex array of decision-making shaped by prevailing environmental 

conditions, forest product markets and the socio-political context (e.g. public policy and social 

sentiment) (Beach et al. 2005). These factors do not act independently of each other, and as such 

much work has been undertaken to capture the influence of these factors on private forest 

management decision-making. Since the 1980s numerous studies have been undertaken to 

understand the forest management objectives of non-industrial private forest owners (NIPFOs). 

These studies have explored a range of factors that potentially influence forest owner harvest intent, 

including forest owner characteristics (see Binkley 1981; Clements & Jamnick 1989; MacFarlane 

1994; Wear & Parks 1994; Salkie et al. 1995; and Jennings & van Putten 2001, 2003, 2006; van 

Putten & Jennings 2010), the influence of previous commercial forest management activities on 

future harvest intent (see Gramann et al. 1985; Young & Reichenbach 1987; Jennings & van Putten 

2006; van Putten & Jennings 2010), and the effect of market price on harvest intent (see Adams & 

Haynes 1989; Newman & Wear 1993; Kuuluvainen et al. 1996; Karppinen 1998). The objectives and 

attitudes of NIPFOs towards their forest are important explanatory variables to include in studies of 

NIPFO forest management intent (see Kurtz & Lewis 1981; Egan & Jones 1993; Bohlin & Roos 2002; 

Erickson et al. 2002; Jennings & van Putten 2003, 2006; van Putten & Jennings 2010). While the 

majority of these studies are focused on Northern America or Europe, some studies have been 

undertaken in Australia (Jennings & van Putten 2001, 2003, 2006; van Putten & Jennings 2010) and 

hence provide vital background information for this study.  

As highlighted by Beach et al. (2005) this growing body of literature is driven by both the importance 

of the private forest resource within the domestic and global forest product markets, and the 

complexity of NIPFO behaviour. In their review of econometric studies6 of NIPF management Beach 

and colleagues identified four sets of factors that influence NIPFO behaviour (2005, pp. 268): 

a) Market drivers – factors that explicitly alters the costs and/or benefits of commercial forest 

management (e.g. price received, costs of harvesting including development of operational 

plans, harvest and transport) 

b) Policy variables – factors that depend on policies to influence forest management 

investment (e.g. Codes of Practice, tax incentives, provision of extension services) 

c) Owner characteristics – identifies the preference and resources of NIPFO (e.g. socio-

demographic variable such as age, income, education) 

d) Forest conditions – relates to the physical characteristics of the forest area owned (e.g. soil, 

slope, species composition, productivity) 

While the labels may vary, recent studies have used a similar categorisation of influencing factors 

(Kuuluvainen et al. 1996; Karppinen 1998; Jennings & van Putten 2006; Nı´ Dhubha´in et al. 2007), 

highlighting the general applicability of these factors across a range of forest management contexts.  

While these reviews are useful, the generalisation of study findings is problematic and often 

inappropriate due to issues associated with a) sample populations, b) temporal influences, c) 

diversity of variables include, and d) variation in prevailing policies and regulation that influences 

                                                           
6
 Econometrics is the application of mathematics and statistical methods to economic data and is commonly used in 

studies of NIPFO behaviour. 
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forest management decision-making (Beach et al. 2005). This Forest Owner Intent Survey (FOIS) has, 

therefore, been undertaken to provide a current understanding of Tasmanian NIPFO objectives and 

as such has been altered from the previous 2002 FOIS undertaken by Jennings and van Putten (see 

Jennings & van Putten 2003, 2006; van Putten & Jennings 2010).  

It is important to recognise that in the ten years between the FOIS studies there has been 

considerable change in the Tasmanian forest industry. While the underlying contention regarding 

Tasmanian forest management continues, there have been significant changes in policy (e.g. 

Tasmanian Community Forest Agreement 2005), a change in the structure of the forest industry (e.g. 

boom and bust of Managed Investment Schemes7), as well as the significant reduction in forest 

processors (e.g. closure of sawmills and paper mills). Equally there has been change in the State 

economy, especially in rural and regional areas that have been affected by numerous impacts 

including the drought, low commodity prices and a high Australian dollar. These contextual factors 

are important to consider in the analysis of NIPFO forest management intent as they affect key 

factors such as timber markets and likely policy instruments, which have been shown to influence 

NIPFO’s harvesting decisions. 

 

                                                           
7
 See http://www.asic.gov.au/asic/ASIC.NSF/byHeadline/Managed%20investment%20schemes  

http://www.asic.gov.au/asic/ASIC.NSF/byHeadline/Managed%20investment%20schemes
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3. Methodology 

In order to understand Tasmanian forest owners’ forest harvest intent it is important to recognise 

the diversity of Tasmanian NIFPOs’, their forest ownership circumstances, and their forest 

management objectives. This FOIS was undertaken in conjunction with a study of Tasmanian NIPFOs’ 

understanding of and intent towards forest certification (See Dare & Eversole 2012). This larger 

project used the Knowledge Partnering research approach developed by the IRD (Eversole 2010, 

Titterton et al. 2011). Knowledge Partnering deliberately includes a range of knowledge types, 

including the knowledge of stakeholders such as forest owners, forest processors who purchase 

timber from private forest owners, and government and industry representatives. The sharing of this 

diverse knowledge facilitates the co-production of new knowledge amongst study participants. The 

FOIS component of the study was predominantly based on survey methodology, with some further 

insights regards forest harvest intent provided by focus group participants. 

3.1. Survey 

Quantitative data for the FOIS was collected through a mixed-methods survey (see Appendix 1). 

Survey development was informed by the literature, including previous versions of the FOIS (e.g. 

Jennings and van Putten 2003), with survey questions including information on NIPFO land holdings 

and management activities (e.g. landownership, farming activities), forest management objectives, 

forest certification awareness and other certification characteristics8, forest management history 

and intent to harvest, and general demographic based personal information.  

Survey participants were randomly selected from a subset of NIPF developed by PFT. This subset was 

based on the potential commercial viability of the forest cover (i.e. forest type, area, compliance 

with current Code of Forest Practices9) as further detailed in Appendix 3. The NIPF subset included 

approximately 5800 properties across Tasmania of which 830 were randomly selected to be included 

in the survey. PFT distributed the surveys on behalf of the research team using an adapted Dillman 

technique (Dillman 2007) with reminder letters sent three weeks following the initial distribution 

and a full survey posted to non-respondents six weeks after initial distribution. Various methods 

were provided for response including the completion of the paper survey and return in the provided 

stamped and addressed envelope, or online. In total a response rate of 25.1%10 was achieved with 

179 responses. 

3.2. Focus groups and workshops 

Focus group discussions provide opportunities to share knowledge and develop an improved 

understanding of the diversity of NIPFO perspectives, circumstances, forest management objectives 

and forest harvest intent. Four focus groups were conducted with NIPFOs, forest processors, and 

government agency representatives (see Table 1). A preliminary focus group was held with invited 

forest processor and government agency representatives to assist in the development of the survey 

questions. The three remaining focus groups were held following the survey distribution and 

                                                           
8
 See Dare and Eversole (2012) 

9
 The sample excludes areas unlikely to be harvested due to proximity to waterways or excessive slope. 

10
 Response rate calculated using amended sample size where duplicate landowners, undeliverable surveys and surveys 

where GIS data is incorrect are removed (i.e. industrial ownership, no forest on property). This removed 117 addresses 
from the initial sample 
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preliminary analysis - in Hobart, Launceston and Burnie in August 2012. These focus groups were 

workshop based and used to assist in the analysis of the survey results. The 15 workshop 

participants self-selected by either indicating their willingness to participate in focus group 

discussions on the survey instrument (Appendix 1), or responding to an advertisement of the focus 

group distributed through PFT networks.  

Table 1: Workshop participants  

Category Number participants* 

Government agency representatives 2 

NIPFOs 11 

Forest industry representatives 2 

Total 15 

* Some participants attended more than one workshop but are only counted once 

 

3.3. Limitations of methodology 

It is important to recognise the limitations of this study. While every effort was made to include a 

broad range of NIPFOs and forest industry stakeholders, data collection was limited by time 

constraints. As a consequence we cannot guarantee that all forest management objectives and 

characteristics of forest harvest intent have been adequately identified and considered in this 

report.  
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4. Results 

4.1. NIPFO characteristics 

The following section describes the characteristics of the NIPFOs who responded to the survey, and 

briefly describes the potential impacts of these characteristics on harvest intent. 

The respondents to the survey were primarily male (84%) and aged between 45 and 74 years (Figure 

1). This distribution is not reflective of the State population (49.3% are male and 36% aged between 

45 and 74 years (ABS 2011)), however it is impossible to determine if this distribution reflects the 

representation of the NIPFOs  as data is not available on the gender and age characteristics of the 

population of Tasmanian NIPFOs. However it is important to note that the NIPFO age and gender 

distribution is likely to differ from the broader Tasmanian population due to landownership and 

management characteristics.  

 

Figure 1: Age distribution of survey respondents (n=175) 

The 2012 FOIS found that NIFPOs predominantly live in rural areas, with only 15% of the survey 

respondents living in an urban location compared to 51% living in a rural locality (sparse population 

outside of township) (Figure 2). This correlated with the large proportion of NIPFOs who use their 

forested property as either a permanent residence (45%) or a seasonal residence (e.g. recreation) 

(17%) (Figure 3), with 98% of those respondents who have a permanent residence on their property 

living in rural locations (i.e. rural town, small rural town or rural locality) (Figure 4). Urban residents 

are most likely to have a seasonal residence on the forested property (42%), although a large 

number of rural residents (29%) also use their forested property for a seasonal residence (e.g. fishing 

or hunting shack) (Figure 4). 
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Figure 2: Place of residence of survey respondents (n=175) 

 

Figure 3: Forest owner residence on property (n=179)  

 

Figure 4: Distribution of forest owner residence on property by location of residence  
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The annual gross household income for NIPFOs is varied (Figure 5). Of the NIPFOs who provided an 

answer to the survey question11 37% earn a household income of less than $60,000, 29% of NIPFO 

households earn between $60,000 and $100,000, and 34% earn over $100,000. Given that the 2011 

Census (ABS 2012) identified that the median household income in Tasmania in 2011 was $49,296 

(substantially lower than the national median household income of $64,168), the reported NIPFO 

household incomes are high within the Tasmanian context.  

 

Figure 5: Distribution of gross income of respondents (n=169) 

The higher than average income is potentially attributed to the occupation of the responding NIPFOs 

as shown in Figure 6. Perhaps not surprisingly, given the high proportion of NIPFOs living in rural 

locations, 47% of respondents identified that they worked in the agriculture and forestry sectors, 

22% were professionals (e.g. lawyer, accountant, teacher, nurse), 12% were tradesmen and the 

remaining 19% were retired. The distribution of income ranges by occupation is shown in Figure 7 

highlighting the higher household income of responding professionals (40% over $100,000) and 

tradesmen (30% over $100,000) compared to other categories such as cropping (21% over $100,000) 

and graziers (18% over $100,000). It is important to note that we do not know the composition of 

the households (e.g. family size, number of income providers) and that we do not know the broader 

financial status of NIPFOs (e.g. their level of debt) which may affect harvest intent as discussed later 

in the report. 

                                                           
11

 30% respondents chose not to provide this sensitive information. The choice not to answer income related questions is a 
common occurrence in social surveys. 
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Figure 6: Occupation of survey respondents (n=175) 

 
Figure 7: Distribution of income by occupation of survey respondents (n=175) 

The educational attainment of survey respondents may influence their forest management 

objectives as found in previous studies (e.g. Jennings & van Putten 2001). Figure 8 provides details of 

the educational attainment of the responding NIPFOs, highlighting that the educational attainment 

is diverse, with 41% completing year 12 or less, and 51% reporting post year 12 qualifications. This 

representation is similar to the Tasmanian state average with 47.9% of Tasmanians reporting they 

had post-school (year 12) qualifications in the 2006 Census (ABS 2011).  
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Figure 8: Highest level of education attained by survey respondents (n=178) 

Figure 9 shows the distribution of educational achievement by occupation. Here it can be seen that 

the majority of professionals (74%) and high proportion of retirees (44%) have a university 

education. The educational attainment of NIPFOs has been shown to influence forest management 

behaviour (see Beach et al. 2005), as discussed later in this report. 

 
Figure 9: Distribution of educational attainment by occupation  

The duration of property ownership may also influence the behavioural characteristics of NIPFOs 

with van Putten and Jennings finding that the longer the duration of property ownership, the more 

likely the owners will harvest their forest (2010). However other studies have found that a shorter 

length of property ownership increases harvest intent (see Binkley 1981; Clements and Jamnick 

1989; Wear & Parks 1994; Salkie et al. 1995). Tasmanian NIPFOs have a significant history with their 

forested properties, with 51% of survey respondents indicating that that had owned the property for 

more than 20 years, compared to 26% who had owned their property for less than 10 years (Figure 

10). Primarily this property ownership is in the form of joint ownership between individuals (e.g. 
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spouses) (41%) (Figure 11), which when combined with family partnerships (21%) highlights the role 

of family in NIPF ownership.  

 

Figure 10: Duration of forest property ownership (n=179) 

 

Figure 11: Forest property ownership (n=179) 

 

4.2. NIPFO forest and land characteristics 

It is important to understand the diversity of the non-industrial private forest when we consider the 

harvest intent. As well as a diversity of forest species, compositions, and productivity, there is a large 

range of factors associated with property and forest characteristics that potentially influence forest 

management objectives (Figure 12 and Figure 13). The cultural patterns of settlement in Tasmania 

have produced a large range of property sizes, with predominantly smaller property sizes located on 

the urban fringe and in highly productive regions (e.g. North West Tasmania), compared to central 
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Tasmania where larger properties are typically found. The property area may affect the 

opportunities for farming and forest management practices, due to economies of scale and potential 

economic viability of different management options.  

 

Figure 12: Total property area of survey respondents (hectares) (n=179) 

As shown in Figure 12, 51% of the survey respondents have a property area of 100 hectares or less12, 

and only 12% of respondent’s properties were greater than 500 hectares. When the area of forest is 

considered this trend is amplified, with 77% of properties including less than 100 hectares of 

forest13, and 7% with more than 500 hectares of forest (Figure 13). The high proportion of small 

areas of forest may affect the availability of the NIPF for timber production due to operational and 

financial realities reducing the benefits of timber harvesting (e.g. low areas available for harvest 

hence low financial return to NIFPO given the associated costs, high visual impact on permanent and 

seasonal residences).  

                                                           
12

 This only refers to the property being surveyed. It does not account for other properties owned by the survey 

respondent. 
13

 This is total forest and does not consider the area of forest actually suitable for harvest (i.e. merchantable size and 
volume, compliance with Forest Practices Code, not under conservation covenant etc.) 
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Figure 13: Distribution of combined forest area (hectares) (n=179) 

 

4.3. NIPFO forest management objectives 

The forest management objectives of NIPFOs are important when considering their intent to 

commercially harvest their forest. Forest management objectives have been studied prolifically 

across Europe, Northern America with the literature providing interesting insights (see Kurtz & Lewis 

1981; Egan & Jones 1993; Bohlin & Roos 2002; Erickson et al. 2002). In Australia the research 

regarding forest management objectives is less established, however considerable work has been 

undertaken in the agricultural sector looking at the influence of landholder characteristics and 

objectives on land management and consequently broader sustainable natural resource 

management (see Cary et al. 2001, 2002; Cody 2004; Emtage et al. 2007, 2012; Schirmer et al. 2012).  

Jennings and van Putten have conducted forest management behaviour studies in Tasmanian which 

provide a good background for this study (see Jennings & van Putten 2001, 2003, 2006; van Putten & 

Jennings 2010).  

The 2012 FOIS survey14 found a diversity of forest management objectives similar to those previous 

identified by Jennings and van Putten (2003; 2006), van Putten and Jennings (2010) and 

internationally by Butler & Leatherberry (2004), Beach et al. (2005) and Majumdar et al. (2008). 

Using the learnings of previous forest harvest intent studies undertaken in Australia (e.g. Jennings & 

van Putten 2003), a selection of forest management objectives were included in the survey (see 

Appendix 1). Forest management objectives included those based on environmental conservation 

values (biodiversity protection), personal wellbeing (spiritual/sentimental values) and forest 

production (e.g. commercial timber and woody biomass production). 

                                                           
14 Results of the forest management objectives identified in the 2012 FOIS survey are also provided in Dare, M and R. 

Eversole. (2012). Forest certification of Tasmania’s private forests: Exploring the understanding and intent of Tasmanian 

non-industrial private forest growers towards the adoption of forest certification. Institute for Regional Development, 

University of Tasmania, Burnie pp. 90. 
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The 2012 FOIS found that the management objectives of surveyed NIPFOs are commonly aligning 

with societal land management interests (e.g. non-timber outputs such as conservation) and not 

necessarily economically based forest management objectives (see Jennings & van Putten 2003; 

Kilgore et al. 2007, 2008b) which is often the driver for research into NIPFO characteristics. Table 2 

shows the diversity of forest management objectives identified in the 2012 FOIS. Survey respondents 

were asked to rate the importance of the provided forest management objectives based on a five 

point Likert scale where one equals ‘very unimportant’, two ‘unimportant’, three ‘neither important 

nor unimportant’ (neutral), four ‘important’ and five ‘very important’. The most important 

objectives identified included using the forest as a permanent or seasonal residence (average 

importance 3.4), to supply household firewood (average importance of 3.6), and for aesthetic or 

landscape values (average importance 3.4). This rating of the forest management objectives reflects 

the NIPFO characteristics identified in the previous section, where a high proportion of respondents 

lived on the forest property either permanent or seasonally (Figure 3), and hence place a high value 

on the firewood and aesthetics provided by the forest. 

Table 2: Importance of forest management objectives 

Forest management objective Average* 

To supply household firewood (n=166) 3.6 

As a permanent or seasonal residence (n=167) 3.4 

To provide an aesthetic or landscape values (n=162) 3.4 

For soil, water and biodiversity conservation (n=163) 3.3 

As an area to undertake recreational activities (e.g. fishing, hunting, 
camping) (n=163) 

3.2 

As an investment for my retirement (n=167) 3.2 

To store carbon (n=163) 3.2 

To provide spiritual and/or sentimental values (n=162) 2.9 

Commercial timber production (n=173) 2.7 

To provide stock grazing opportunities (n=168) 2.6 

As an additional source of on-farm employment (n=166) 2.3 

The production of woody biomass (production of wood and residues for 
energy production) (n=163) 

2.2 

As a tourism value (n=163) 2.1 

*Ranked on a scale of 1 to 5 where 1 equals ‘very unimportant’, 2 ‘unimportant’, 3 ‘neither important nor 
unimportant’ (neutral), 4 ‘important’ and 5 ‘very important’ 

The forest management objectives rated as least important included tourism (average importance of 

2.1), the production of woody biomass (average importance of 2.2) and the provision of on-farm 

employment (average importance of 2.3). As shown in Figure 14 only 15% of the responding NIPFOs 

rated tourism as ‘important’ or ‘very important’, in contrast to 60% of respondents rating tourism as 

being ‘very unimportant’ or ‘unimportant’. The low importance of woody biomass is not surprising 

due to the lack of biomass market at the time of the survey, with interest in woody biomass similar 

to interest in tourism with 14% rating woody biomass as important and 54% rating it as unimportant 

(Figure 14). Interestingly the production of timber (average importance 2.7) was rated as a lower 

importance than the storage of carbon was (average importance of 3.2), potentially due to carbon 

storage not requiring the harvesting of forests. This aligns with the high level of importance 
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attributed to non-timber forest values with ‘soil, water and biodiversity conservation’ having an 

average importance of 3.3, and forest recreation objectives which had an average importance of 3.2. 

The distribution of responses is important to recognise when interpreting the average of the Likert 

scale15, with unequal distribution of responses potentially highlighting trends hidden by basic 

average computations. Figure 14 shows the distribution of forest management objective responses 

and highlights some polarity in the responses. The importance of ‘soil, water and biodiversity 

conservation’ for example has an average of 3.3 indicating that it is important although not that far 

above neutral. However when we look at the distribution of responses regarding this objective 49% 

of the respondents rated this objective as ‘important’ or ‘very important’ and only 24% rated it 

below neutral as ‘unimportant’ or ‘very unimportant’ highlighting the need to further consider the 

actual responses provided. Similarly timber production has an average of 2.7 which is not 

substantially below neutral and yet 49% of respondents rated timber production as unimportant or 

very unimportant and only 33% rated it as important or very important. Perhaps of more interest is 

the proportion of respondents who rated timber production as ‘very unimportant’ at 37%, compared 

with 20% who rated it as ‘very important’ – highlighting the strength of judgement for timber 

production compared to ‘soil, water and biodiversity conservation’ where a lower 18% rated it as 

‘very unimportant’ and 26% rated it as ‘very important’. 

                                                           
15

 Likert scales are a well accepted survey measure used within the social sciences. In efficiently comparing the responses 

to a Likert scale an average or mean is often calculated requiring the conversion of an ordinal scale to a linear scale. The 
authors acknowledge the underlying concerns with this process and have provided additional analysis where necessary to 
highlight any misleading results or identify and clarify additional patterns of importance. 
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Figure 14: Importance of forest management objectives (distribution) 

Previous studies show that various factors may influence the importance of forest management 

objectives (see Beach et al. 2005 for a review of relevant studies). The 2012 FOIS identified three 

factors influencing the rating of forest management objectives, including the area of forest owned, 

occupation, and the level of education attained.  

The area of forest owned influences some forest management objectives as shown in Figure 15 and 

Figure 16. Predominantly the larger the forest area the higher the rating of importance for both 

production and conservation based objectives. Some importance may be attributed to the 

opportunities offered by larger forest areas, for example opportunities for additional on-farm 

employment increases due to the potentially larger scale of forest management operations. 

Similarly, the economic potential of larger forest areas influences the higher rating of other financial 

and production based objectives including retirement investment, stock grazing, woody biomass and 

timber production.  
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Ranked on a scale of 1 to 5 where 1 equals ‘very unimportant’, 2 ‘unimportant’, 3 ‘neither important nor unimportant’ 
(neutral), 4 ‘important’ and 5 ‘very important ‘ 

Figure 15: Importance of forest management objectives (production) by area of forest ownership 

Smaller forest owners (<150 hectares) rate carbon storage more highly than timber production 

(Figure 15), however for forest areas of 151 to 1000 hectares survey respondents valued retirement 

investment and timber production higher than carbon storage. NIFPOs with large areas of forest 

(>1000 hectares) valued carbon storage and timber production equally, likely due to these larger 

forest areas being more suitable for the current carbon market processes (current carbon 

certification systems preclude smaller land holdings due to high costs). 

 
Ranked on a scale of 1 to 5 where 1 equals ‘very unimportant’, 2 ‘unimportant’, 3 ‘neither important nor unimportant’ 
(neutral), 4 ‘important’ and 5 ‘very important ‘ 

Figure 16: Importance of forest management objectives (conservation) by area of forest ownership 
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The conservation based forest management objectives are not rated as disparately as the 

production based objectives with relatively even ratings within the forest area ownership categories 

(Figure 16). This may be due to less social and political contention surrounding the conservation 

based objectives, compared to commercial timber harvesting. The ‘soil, water and biodiversity 

conservation’ and ‘aesthetic and landscape values’ rated as being more important than spiritual and 

sentimental values predominantly ranked lowest. The forest management objective of carbon 

storage is also shown in Figure 16, highlighting the high correlation between the importance of 

conservation based objectives and carbon storage. 

Similar to the 2002 FOIS (Jennings & van Putten 2003), the 2012 FOIS found that the age of the 

survey respondent does not strongly influence the importance of forest management objectives, 

except for those respondents aged above 75 years who rate the environmental and landscape 

objectives higher than economic management objectives (Figure 17). This contrasts with North 

American studies that have found that younger people are more likely to harvest their forest (see 

Binkley 1981; Clements and Jamnick 1989; Wear & Parks 1994; Salkie et al. 1995). 

 
Ranked on a scale of 1 to 5 where 1 equals ‘very unimportant’, 2 ‘unimportant’, 3 ‘neither important 
nor unimportant’ (neutral), 4 ‘important’ and 5 ‘very important ‘ 

Figure 17: Importance of forest management objectives by age of survey respondent 

Previous studies found that higher education levels increase the probability of a NIPFO harvesting 

their forest (Beach et al. 2005), although van Putten & Jennings 2002 FOIS did not find this 

relationship (2010). This study has found that the educational attainment of survey respondents 

does influence the importance rating of forest management objectives. In contrast to previous 

findings, Figure 18 shows a decrease in the importance of timber production (and hence potential 

decrease in probability to harvest) as educational attainment increases, with an average importance 

of 3.0 for those educated to primary school level decreasing to an average importance of 2.3 for 

university educated NIPFOs. In comparison, the importance of ‘soil, water and biodiversity 

conservation’ increases as educational attainment increases, from an average importance of 2.7 for 

primary school educated NIPFOs to a strong 3.9 average importance for university educated 

respondents. This is potentially due to the professional conditioning of these respondents towards 
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conservation-based values (further discussed on page 25), and the higher incomes of those with 

higher education (i.e. proportionally higher income for professionals (see Figure 7) of which 74% are 

university educated) and hence less reliance or need for alternative income to be sourced from their 

forest resource. 

 
Ranked on a scale of 1 to 5 where 1 equals ‘very unimportant’, 2 ‘unimportant’, 3 ‘neither important nor 
unimportant’ (neutral), 4 ‘important’ and 5 ‘very important‘ 

Figure 18: Importance of forest management objectives by highest educational attainment 

Following on from the influence of education on forest management objectives, Table 3 details the 

importance of forest management objectives by the primary occupation of the survey respondent. 

There is a large variation in the importance of the objectives across occupations. For example farm 

foresters, whose income is predominantly derived from timber production, place a high value in 

commercial timber production objectives (average importance 4.1). Firewood production for 

domestic use (commercial firewood production was not included in the survey) is important for 

some land managers including graziers, cropping farmers, tradesmen and retirees. This is likely due 

to the high proportion of respondents in these occupations who rated domestic firewood highly 

living permanently or seasonally on the forested property (e.g. 75% of graziers, and 86% of retirees).  

As briefly discussed earlier, the forest owner’s occupation influences the value of forest 

management objectives, with highly educated professionals rating conservation based objectives 

such as ‘soil, water and biodiversity conservation’ higher (average importance 3.9) than other 

occupations. A substantial difference is observed in the spiritual and sentimental value of the forest, 

with agricultural producers rating this objective lower than the more educated professionals and 

retirees, potentially reflecting the priority of industrial land uses for agriculturally-based 

occupations, and the importance on non-economic forest values for those who do not necessarily 

need to generate an income from their land holdings.  
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Table 3: Importance of forest management objectives by occupation 

 As an area to 
undertake 

recreational 
activities 

As a 
permanent 
or seasonal 
residence 

To supply 
household 
firewood 

As an 
investment 

for my 
retirement 

To provide 
an aesthetic 
or landscape 

values 

Commercial 
timber 

production 

To provide 
spiritual 
and/or 

sentimental 
values 

For soil, 
water and 

biodiversity 
conservation 

Grazier (n=50) 3.0 3.0 3.8 3.1 3.5 3.1 2.7 3.3 

Dairy farmer (n=10) 3.0 3.1 2.9 3.1 3.2 3.0 2.6 3.0 

Cropping (n=14) 2.9 3.6 3.6 3.1 3.6 3.2 2.0 3.1 

Farm forester (n=8) 3.6 2.8 2.2 4.0 3.2 4.1 2.8 3.2 

Professional (n=38) 3.3 3.8 3.6 3.0 3.7 1.9 3.4 3.9 

Tradesmen (n=21) 4.0 3.9 4.1 3.8 3.1 2.9 2.9 3.4 

Retired (n=35) 2.9 3.5 3.6 3.3 3.3 2.2 3.1 3.1 

Ranked on a scale of 1 to 5 where 1 equals ‘very unimportant’, 2 ‘unimportant’, 3 ‘neither important nor unimportant’ (neutral), 4 ‘important’ and 5 ‘very important ‘ 
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4.4. NIPFO intent to harvest 

The 2012 FOIS found that the majority of NIPFOs were not intending on harvesting their forest, with 

41% indicating that they would likely harvest their forest in the next 25 years and 59% indicating that 

they were not intending on harvesting their forest. This variance in forest harvesting intent is even 

more stark when intent to harvest in the next three years is considered, with 88% of survey 

respondents indicated that they were not intending to harvest their forest in the next three years. 

This harvest intent is slightly lower than the intent reported in 2002, where 83% of survey 

respondents indicated that they were not intending to harvest their forest (van Putten & Jennings 

2010).  

Previous studies have shown that various economic, social and environmental variables influence 

forest owner harvesting behaviour (see Beach et al. 2005; van Putten & Jennings 2010). This study 

looked at some of these variables, including forest owner demographics, forest area characteristics, 

and previous forestry experience.  

4.4.1. Influence of age on intent to harvest 

The socioeconomic characteristics surveyed were all found to influence forest harvest intent at 

varying levels; Figure 19 shows the influence of age on harvest intent with older forest owners being 

less likely to harvest their forest. 

 
Figure 19: Influence of age of respondent on forest harvest intent  

4.4.2. Influence of place of residence on intent to harvest 

The influence of place of NIPFO residence varies (Figure 20), with little difference in intent observed 

between those that live in rural localities, rural and regional towns. However those that live in small 

rural towns and urban areas are less likely to harvest their forest (26% and 19% respondents likely to 

harvest respectively) (Figure 20). While it is difficult to determine why those who live in small rural 

towns are not intending to harvest (for example small rural towns do not have a high level of older 

NIPFOS (Figure 21)), the proportion of professionals and retirees living in urban centres (Figure 22) 

may attribute to the high level of disinterest of urban residents in harvesting operations as these 
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occupation categories place a higher importance on non-timber forest management objectives (see 

Table 3), this trend is further detailed below. 

 
Figure 20: Influence of place of residence on forest harvest intent  

 

 
Figure 21: Distribution of age by place of residence  
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Figure 22: Distribution of occupation by place of residence  

4.4.3. Influence of forest resources on intent to harvest 

Several studies have found that the forest volume and forest area positively influences harvest 

intentions (e.g. Bolkesjø & Baarsden 2002; van Putten & Jennings 2010). The results of this survey 

correlate with these previous results, with harvest intent increasing with forest area16 as shown in 

Figure 23. Once the forest area is greater than 50 hectares there is a substantial interest in forest 

harvesting with an average of 73% of NIPFOs intending to harvest their forest. This may be 

attributed to the increased financial viability of forest operation as the forest area and hence 

potential forest volume increases. 

 
Figure 23: Influence of total forest area on forest harvest intent  

                                                           
16

 The volume of merchantable timber available is not known and it is assumed that a greater forest area equates to a 
greater volume of timber being available. Forest area includes native forest and plantation forest areas. 
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4.4.4. Influence of education and occupation on intent to harvest 

The only level of educational achievement that significantly influenced forest harvest intent was the 

attainment of a university degree with 71% of respondents with a university degree indicating they 

do not intend to harvest their forest in the next 25 years and only 29% indicating they do intend to 

harvest their forest in the next 25 years (Figure 24). This is different to the results of previous studies 

where educational attainment increased the probability of harvesting (Binkley 1981; Clements and 

Jamnick 1989; Wear & Parks 1994; Salkie et al. 1995), although these studies were not undertaken in 

Tasmania and hence direct comparisons are problematic due to variations on the socio-political 

context. Jennings and van Putten (2001) in their study of North-west Tasmanian farmers found that 

educational attainment potentially influences the attitudes and values of NIPFOs. Similarly, the 2002 

FOIS highlighted that those forest owners most interested in non-timber forest management 

objectives reported a higher level of university education compared to those forest owners 

interested in multiple-use or timber production forest management objectives (Jennings & van 

Putten 2006), which correlated with the findings of the 2012 study.  

The influence of education and occupation of NIPFOs may be attributed to ‘professional 

conditioning’ (Chambers 1997). Professional conditioning results from the construction of realities 

based on their profession’s accepted ideas, values and behaviours (Chambers 1997). The different 

professional realities result in different needs, priorities and aspirations being expressed by the 

NIPFOs.  

 
Figure 24: Influence of educational attainment on forest harvest intent  

The primary occupation of the forest grower potentially influences harvest intent (Figure 25).  

Graziers and dairy farmers were more likely to harvest their forest (57% and 60% respectively) than 

not harvest their forest (43% and 40% respectively). Understandably farm foresters were most likely 

to harvest their forest with 88% of farm foresters indicating they would harvest their forest within 

the next 25 years. Thirteen per cent of farm foresters indicated they would not harvest their forest 

in the next 25 years, likely reflecting the length of time until the forest is ready for harvest. 

Professionals, tradesmen and retires are less likely to harvest their forest compared to other 
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occupations, with 82%, 62% and 74% indicating they do not intend to harvest their forest in the next 

25 years respectively.  

 
Figure 25: Influence of occupation on forest harvest intent  

The influence of occupation on forest harvest intent is likely embedded in the influences of 

educational attainment as discussed previously, and income drivers. Several studies have found that 

NIPFO income affects their intent to harvest, with lower income likely to positively affect forest 

harvest intent (Kuuluvainen et al. 1996), and alternative income (e.g. off-farm) likely to result in a 

reduced intent to harvest the forest resource (Løyland et al. 1995; van Putten & Jennings 2010). The 

2012 FOIS did not find such a relationship, Figure 26 shows that a high proportion of high income 

earners are not interested in harvesting their forest; however unlike previous studies this lack of 

interest in forest harvesting is equally true for low income earners, with all income brackets less 

interested in harvesting. The availability of ‘off-farm’ income can be measured by the NIPFO 

occupation, with non-agriculturally based NIPFOs benefiting from an ‘off-farm’ income. As shown in 

Figure 25 non-agricultural occupations have a substantially lower intent to harvest their forest than 

the agricultural producers. 

 
Figure 26: Influence of household income on forest harvest intent  
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4.4.5. Influence of length of ownership on intent to harvest 

The duration of property ownership has been found to influence forest harvest intent, with the 

longer the period of ownership the more likely the forest owner is to harvest the forest (van Putten 

& Jennings 2010). The 2012 FOIS does not support these findings, with no relationship found 

between duration of ownership and intent to harvest (see Figure 27). 

 
Figure 27: Influence of duration of property ownership on forest harvest intent  

 

4.4.6. Influence of previous forest management activities 

Previous studies of forest owner behaviour have identified that experience with commercial forest 

management increases the likelihood of future harvest intent (e.g. Gramann et al. 1985; Young & 

Reichenbach 1987; van Putten & Jennings 2010). Experience with forest management may occur in 

numerous ways, including previous harvesting or silvicultural operations (e.g. thinning native forest, 

the establishment of plantations), and the obtaining of contractual or statutory arrangements. Table 

4 provides NIPFO forest harvest intent based on previous harvesting experience and confirms 

previous results with NIPFOs more likely to harvest their forest if they have recently undertaken 

harvesting activities (62%) compared to if they have not undertaken harvesting activities (35%).  

Table 4: Influence of recent forest harvesting experience on future harvest intent  

Recent harvest experience Likely to harvest in 
next 25 years 

Unlikely to harvest in 
next 25 years 

Have undertaken harvesting in previous 3 years 
(n=39) 

62% 38% 

Have NOT undertaken harvesting in previous 3 
years (n=138) 

35% 65% 

The influence of forest type on NIPFO harvesting intent is shown in Figure 28 where the intent to 

harvest is greater for those NIPFOs who have previously harvested their forest or have established 

plantation forests. Some NIPFOs have indicated that they do not intend to harvest their softwood or 

hardwood plantation within the next 25 years which is surprising given that plantations are typically 

established for timber production objectives. This lack of intent may be attributed to the plantation 
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forests not being available for harvest in the next 25 years due to the preferred forest management 

regime (e.g. sawlog production) and their current age (e.g. relatively young). 

 

 

Figure 28: Influence of forest type on forest harvest intent  

The past receipt of income from forest harvesting positively influences the likelihood of future 

harvesting as shown in Figure 29. What is interesting is that the likelihood is not related to the level 

of income previously received from harvesting operations, with any income (i.e. >1% of household 

income) resulting in a high proportion of NIPFOs indicating that they intend to harvest their forest in 

the coming 25 years. The number of respondents who had received income from forestry activities 

was low in the 2012 FOIS (n=29) and, therefore, further research would be required to better 

understand these results. 

 
Figure 29: Influence of previous forestry income on forest harvest intent  
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4.4.7. Influence of forest management ‘instrument’ on intent to harvest 

There are various legal agreements or other ‘instruments’ that are associated with forest 

management. The 2002 FOIS found that the presence of a Private Timber Reserve (PTR)17 increased 

the likelihood of a NIPFO harvesting their forest (van Putten & Jennings 2010). PTRs are not the 

instrument that may influence a NIPFO intent to harvest, with various conservation agreements and 

timber contracts available that may also help to identify forest owner intent. The 2012 FOIS, 

therefore, asked NIPFOs to identify what types of forest management ‘arrangements’ they had in 

place for their forest area. Figure 30 shows the number of respondents who had the various 

arrangements in place and their intent to harvest their forest (please note that some respondents 

had multiple agreements in place). The data presented here shows that while a PTR does encourage 

timber production it is not a strong influencing variable for forest harvest intent with 51% of PTR 

holders (20 out of 39) indicating they intend to harvest in the next 25 years, compared to 60% of 

joint venture holders. Interestingly only 46% of those NIPFOs who have a timber contract are 

intending to harvest, this may be attributed to the current uncertainty in the Tasmanian forest 

industry, including the ongoing downturn in the markets and the recent collapse of the major wood 

processor Gunns Limited.  

 
Figure 30: Influence of forest management contractual arrangements on forest harvest intent  

Figure 30 also indicates that some NIPFOS with Private Forest Reserve Program or conservation 

covenant arrangements are still intending to harvest their forest. While these arrangements typically 

preclude forest harvesting, these NIPFOs may have some areas of their property under conservation-

based arrangements and other areas available for timber production.  

                                                           
17

 A PTR is a legal instrument placed over an area of the title that dedicates the forested land to long-term forest 

production subject to forestry regulation. A PTR is not mandatory to undertake forest harvesting. (see 
http://www.privateforests.tas.gov.au/private_timber_reserve_applications )  

http://www.privateforests.tas.gov.au/private_timber_reserve_applications
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4.4.8. Forest management objectives and harvest intent 

As discussed previously the forest management objectives of a NIPFO is influenced by a range of 

demographic characteristics that similarly affect forest harvest intent. While a significant proportion 

of surveyed NIPFOs do not intend to harvest their forest (59%), it is important to understand the 

overall forest management objectives of those who do intend to harvest so as forest policy and 

extensive services can be designed to best serve these multiple objectives.  

Figure 31 shows the importance of forest management objectives for those respondents who intend 

to harvest their forest in the next 25 years. As can be seen here there is a preference for those 

objectives that potentially have a financial gain (e.g. timber production, retirement investment), 

however conservation-based objectives are also highly preferred with ‘aesthetic and landscape 

values’ (58%) and ‘soil, water and biodiversity conservation’ (53%) also important to those NIPFOs 

who do intend to harvest. 

 
Figure 31: Distribution of forest management objectives for those NIPFOs intending to harvest their 

forest  

The preference for productive forest management objectives is lower for those NIPFOs who do not 

wish to harvest their forest as is evidenced by the results previously described and shown in Figure 

32. Interestingly, when the forest management objectives of those intending and not intending to 

harvest is compared, the importance of some conservation-based objectives is higher for those 

harvesting their forest than not harvesting. ‘Soil, water and biodiversity conservation’ for example is 

preferred by 53% of harvesting NIPFOs, and only 48% of those not interested in harvesting. The 

preference of domestic firewood production is higher for those NIPFOs not intending to harvest with 

70% of respondents ‘preferring’ or ‘most preferring’ this management objective compared to 57% of 

those forest owners intending to harvest.  
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The preference for forest management objectives highlights that these objectives alone do not 

adequately describe NIPFO intent to harvest, with many forest owners appreciating both production 

and non-timber forest values. 

 
Figure 32: Distribution of forest management objectives for those NIPFOs not intending to harvest their 

forest  

 

4.5. Reasons for not harvesting 

The 2012 FOIS asked respondents who did not intend to harvest their forest to rate the reasons for 

this decision (using a five point Likert scale where 1 was ‘very unimportant’, 2 ‘unimportant. 3 

‘neither important nor unimportant (neutral), 4 ‘important’ and 5 ‘very important’). As shown in 

Figure 33, the potential for environmental harm was the most highly rates reason for not harvesting 

(average 3.8), followed by financial reasons including ‘no financial need to harvest’ (average 3.2). 

This correlates with the previously identified influence of ‘off-farm’ income on harvest intent (see 

Figure 25 and Figure 26). The ‘inability to make a financial return’ returned an average rating of 

important of 2.9 which may be linked to the  high number of survey respondents with a small area of 

forest owned and hence small volume of merchantable timber available (average importance of 2.9), 

and to the current poor state of the Tasmanian wood product market. Ownership arrangements of 

the forest property did not highly influence reasons for not harvesting (average 1.6), nor did 

compliance requirements associated with the Tasmanian Forest Practices Code (FPC) or other 

legislation (average 1.8) with only 6% of respondents identifying that these restrictions were 

important (see Figure 34).  
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Ranked on a scale of 1 to 5 where 1 equals ‘very unimportant’, 2 ‘unimportant’, 3 ‘neither important nor unimportant’ 
(neutral), 4 ‘important’ and 5 ‘very important ‘ 

Figure 33: Average rating of reasons why NIPFOs did not want to harvest  

In contrast to the survey results, compliance with the Tasmanian Forest Practices Code was 

highlighted by some NIPFOs in focus group discussions as a potential issue affecting harvesting 

operations: 

“My neighbour is a wood hooker … and he is in court and he is in a heap of trouble for clearing 

trees on his own land. But there is no use showing him paperwork like [forest practices plan] 

because he can’t digest it, he never had an education.” [Focus group participant 1] 

“There has been so much forestry this, forestry that, and all these different acts it has left us all 

behind you see, no one knows what they are on about anymore.” [Focus group participant 1] 

“… to be totally and completely frustrated by regulators, government, sometimes private forests 

and other forest entities, and particularly the group called the forest practices office.” [Focus 

group participant 2] 

“20 years ago I was told it would be a good idea to have your forestry blocks certify as forest 

reserves [PTR]. … So guess what, I have got all this [FPC] crap now, because we have got 

overbearing legislation that comes in down the track because some bureaucrat in Hobart thinks 

it is a good idea.” [Focus group participant 3] 

Many of the focus group participants had recent experience with commercial forest management 

operations which may influence their perceptions of the current forest practices system. In contrast, 

over 78% of survey respondents had not undertaken harvesting activities within the past three years 

which is likely to limit their knowledge of the Tasmanian forest practices system which is constantly 

evolving. 

Those respondents who indicated that they felt that harvesting their forest would harm the 

environmental values (n=42)  rated conservation based forest management objectives highly with 
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68% rating soil, water and biodiversity conservation, 63% rating spiritual and sentimental values, and 

73% rating aesthetic and landscape values as being important or very important, highlighting a 

commitment to environmental forest management objectives 

Analysis of the distribution of responses helps to understand fully the diversity of NIPFO responses. 

As shown in Figure 34 most survey respondents did not believe that a lack of knowledge was a factor 

influencing their reasons for not harvesting with 52% of respondents indicating that a lack of 

knowledge regarding organising timber harvesting was not important reason for not harvesting. 

Similarly a large proportion of respondents did not rate regulatory compliance or ownership 

arrangements as being reasons for not harvesting as previously discussed. Figure 34 shows that 20% 

of respondents rated carbon storage as a reason for not harvesting, highlighting a potential need for 

further advice and policy instruments to support this forest management objective. Forty per cent of 

respondents indicated that ‘no financial need’ was a reason for not harvesting which relates well to 

previous studies that identified that financial security dissuades harvesting activities (e.g. van Putten 

& Jennings 2010). 

The ability to make a financial return has an even distribution of response with 31% indicating that 

this is not an important reason for not harvesting and 31% indicating it is an important factor in their 

decision not to harvest. The results are similar for forest volume availability, with 34% rating this as 

unimportant and 31% rating it an important factor. 

 
Figure 34: Distribution of imnportance of reasons for not undertaking forest harvesting  
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4.6. Incentives to harvest 

Of the 105 respondents who indicated that they were not intending to harvest their forest, 32% per 

cent indicated that ‘nothing would change their mind’. Of the remaining respondents, there was 

little enthusiasm for any of the harvest incentive options provided with all of the incentives close to 

neutral (see Figure 35). The average intentions for harvesting increased if the financial returns 

increased or if the financial need arose, highlighting the need for commercial viability and the role of 

the forest for supplementary income. This correlates with previously canvassed results of this study 

and previous studies where financial security influences harvest intent (e.g. van Putten & Jennings). 

 
Figure 35: Preferences for incentive to harvest options  

A reduction in the associated red tape for smaller areas was shown to increase the likelihood of 

harvesting; this is in contrast to results discussed earlier in this report (see page 33), where survey 

respondents indicated that regulatory compliance was not a factor that affected harvest intent 

(Figure 33 and Figure 34). 

Figure 35 and Figure 36 highlight the high level of neutrality around these options with many 

surveyed growers not willing to commit to any incentive. This may be due to the limited options 

provided in the survey, or this may be attributed to the high level of disinterest in commercial forest 

management objectives, particularly in the current Tasmanian forest climate, and hence the 

irrelevance of incentives to harvest in general. 
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Figure 36: Distribution of preferences for incentive to harvest options  

 

4.7. Land management post harvesting 

The post-harvest land management intent is important to consider, ensuring that appropriate policy 

mechanisms and extension services are available. Figure 37 (general forest management) and Figure 

38 (plantation-based management only) show the post-harvest land management intent for those 

survey respondents who indicated that they are likely to harvest their forest within the next 25 

years. Overwhelmingly survey respondents intend to leave their harvest forest area to regenerate 

naturally (62%) with only 23% intending to clear the forest for agricultural production. The survey 

did not seek to determine the drivers for these decisions (e.g. financial or environmental concerns).  

Of those owners who responded that they were not likely to leave the forest to regenerate naturally 

(n=19), 57% indicated that they would re-establish existing eucalypt or pine plantation and 26% 

indicated that they would clear the forest area for agriculture. Those who intend to clear for 

agriculture (n=14) are primarily agricultural producers (64%).  

The interest in carbon storage (40%) or woody biomass production (35%) post-harvest is important 

and somewhat surprising. Although these management options are currently ill defined in the 

Tasmanian market place, there is some interest in these forest uses, including a high level of 

uncertainty (‘don’t know’ responses), which highlights the need for more information regarding 

carbon storage and woody biomass to be made available to NIPFOs.  
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Figure 37: Likely post-harvest land management operations (various) 

 

 

Figure 38: Likely post-harvest land management operations (plantation based) 
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5. Discussion 
The 2012 FOIS provides a current overview of Tasmanian NIPFO preferred forest management 

objectives. The mixed methods survey instrument and follow up focus group discussions have 

provided an understanding of forest owner forest management priorities and justifications for their 

forest management choices. While this report does not provide a typology of NIPFOs as developed in 

the 2002 FOIS undertaken by Jennings and van Putten (2003, 2006; van Putten & Jennings 2010), the 

results of the survey are similar to those found in this earlier FOIS and other studies of NIPFO forest 

management behaviour.  

When interpreting the results of the 2012 FOIS and comparing it with other studies it is important to 

consider the current social and political environment surrounding the Tasmanian forest industry. 

Ongoing contestation regarding commercial forest management and the socially appropriate use of 

Tasmania’s public forests has created a highly charged environment in which to investigate preferred 

forest management objectives, with some selected NIPFOs choosing not to participate in the study 

due to not wanting to be associated with the forest industry in any way. In addition there has been a 

substantial downturn in the forest products market for several years, which has adversely impacted 

on commercial forest management opportunities and resulted in a significant decline in forestry 

employment (see Schirmer et al. 2011). This decline in the forest industry has affected many rural 

and regional communities and potentially influences their current forest management intent, with 

numerous social, political and economic challenges facing Tasmanian commercial forest 

management. 

The 2012 FOIS found that the majority of Tasmanian NIPFOs (59%) do not intend to harvest their 

forest in the next 25 years, and an overwhelming 88% of forest owners do not intend to harvest 

their forest in the coming three years. This lack of interest in harvesting in the next three years may 

be attributed to various factors including; (a) the small area of forest ready to be harvested in the 

next three years; (b) people are less likely to retire in the next three years and utilise their forest as a 

retirement investment; and (c) the current market conditions and uncertainty facing Tasmania’s 

forest industry is affecting NIPFOs willingness to commit to harvesting their forest.  

Previous studies have identified various factors that potentially influence NIPFO forest management 

behaviour including age, education, income, forest area, previous harvest experience and duration 

of ownership. These factors combine to influence NIPFOs’ general forest management objectives 

which in turn influence intent to harvest. The 2012 FOIS found that Tasmanian NIPFOs value a range 

of forest management objectives with a focus predominantly on non-timber outputs and minor 

wood production such as domestic firewood. This interest in non-timber outputs is not surprising 

given the low intent to harvest, and reflects an alignment with broader societal land management 

interest in conservation-based values (see Kilgore et al 2007, 2008b).  

The 2012 FOIS found that several factors influenced NIPFO harvest intent, including forest area, 

previous harvest intent, age, education and occupation. Not surprisingly the larger the forest area 

the more likely the intent to harvest due to the potential for a larger volume of merchantable timber 

and higher economic returns, and less direct impact on the residence (e.g. no harvested forest at the 

back door). This finding supports that found in other studies (see Beach et al. 2005; Jennings & van 

Putten 2006; van Putten & Jennings 2010). The 2012 FOIS findings also support previous studies with 
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regards to the positive impact of previous forest management experience on harvest intent. Those 

NIPFOs with either recent harvest experience, or who own harvested or plantation forest, or who 

have derived an income from forestry activities in the past three years all indicated a higher intent to 

harvest their forest than other NIPFOS. The presence of a statutory or contractual arrangement that 

supports timber harvesting (i.e. PTR, timber contract) did not substantially influence the intent to 

harvest, unlike the findings of the 2002 FOIS (Jennings and van Putten 2003). This may be attributed 

to the current downturn in the Tasmanian forest industry, or to the current financial need of 

responding forest owners. 

The results of previous studies have shown various effects of age, with some studies finding that age 

negatively affects harvest intent (e.g. older forest owners are less likely to harvest their forest) (see 

Jennings & van Putten 2001; Beach et al. 2005), and others finding that age positively affects harvest 

intent (e.g. older NIPFOS more likely to harvest, see Karpinnen (1998) and Kline et al. (1998)). The 

2012 FOIS study did not wholly support any finding with only one age category (over 75 years of age) 

being substantially different to other categories 

The impact of age is potentially linked with education as a large proportion of responding retirees 

being university educated. While 60% of the studies reviewed by Beach et al. (2005) found that 

increased education increased the likelihood of timber production this finding was not supported by 

this Tasmanian survey. Many retires are university educated (their fields of study are unknown) 

which, as discussed by Chambers (1997), can affect the values and priorities of people due to their 

experiences and professional conditioning. Additionally, a higher education can potentially enable 

NIPFOs alternative opportunities for income generation both from their forest or external to their 

forest (van Putten & Jennings 2010).  

Many respondents are earning high incomes compared to the Tasmanian average and reported that 

they did not have a financial need to harvest their forest although, if the financial need arose, they 

may consider harvesting their forest. The combination of forest management objectives and 

financial need as drivers for forest harvest intent correlate with the previous findings of van Putten 

and Jennings (2010). These findings highlight the importance of the policy tools and extension 

services available in Tasmanian forestry, with a mix of policy instruments needed to both encourage 

timber production and support the range of forest management objectives. 

The interest in emerging forest industries such as carbon sequestration and woody biomass 

production is important to consider. A range of survey questions included these emerging industries 

with 47% of respondents rating carbon storage and 14% rating woody biomass production as 

important or very important forest management objectives (see Figure 14), 20% indicated that they 

were not interested in harvesting their forest due to an interest in commercial carbon storage 

(Figure 34), 35% are interested in establishing trees for woody biomass post-harvesting, and 40% are 

interested in establishing trees for carbon storage post-harvesting (Figure 37). These figures 

highlight the need for more information to be made available to NIPFOs regarding these emerging 

industries, including concise and up-to-date information regarding the state of that industry in 

Tasmania, the current or potential market opportunities (e.g. recent work into woody biomass 

production, and the intricacies of establishing trees for carbon under the current Carbon farming 

regulations).  
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The 2012 FOIS provides a current analysis of Tasmanian NIPFO forest management objectives and 

harvest intent. The findings are similar to those found in the 2002 FOIS by Jennings and van Putten 

(2003) and highlight the importance of the diversity of forest management objectives in the 

management of Tasmania’s private forest estate. The survey findings highlight the need for all 

NIPFOs to have the opportunity to manage their forest to achieve their desired purpose. Therefore 

NIPFOs need to be able to access information and extension services that satisfy a range of forest 

management objectives and that are not just restricted to commercial forest management 

objectives. 
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7. Appendices 

7.1. Appendix 1 – Survey Instrument 

 

Private forest owners forest management intent 

 

Survey of Tasmanian private forest owners  
 
 

 

Question and answer booklet 
 

 

This survey should be completed by either the land owner or an agreed representative (e.g. 

manager). The survey should take 30 minutes to complete. 

Please answer this survey only for the property specified on page 2; if you own other properties 

please do not include them in this survey.   

If you need assistance completing the survey or have any questions about the survey, please 

contact the researcher Lain Dare on [phone number], or at the following email address: [email 

address] 

 

The survey can be completed using any ONE of the following two options: 
1. Complete the Question and Answer booklet you received in the mail: 

a. Return the survey using one of the following options: 
i. In the supplied stamped and addressed envelope 
ii. Fax to Melanie Dare at [fax number] 
iii. Email a scanned copy of the completed booklet to [email address]  
iv. Post to: 

    Melanie Dare 

    Institute for Regional Development 

    Private Bag 3528 

 Burnie, TAS 7320 

 

2. Complete the survey online (fastest option):  
a. Go to https://www.surveymonkey.com/s/Private-forest-management-intent-survey-2012 

and follow the prompts. Please note you will need to enter your Property ID provided on the 
following page. This number helps us to track responses, please remember that all 
responses are confidential as described in the provided information sheet.  

mailto:melanie.dare@utas.edu.au
mailto:melanie.dare@utas.edu.au
https://www.surveymonkey.com/s/Private-forest-management-intent-survey-2012
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Section 1. Your forest holdings and general property information 
This section asks questions about the forest you own and the rest of your property. This information 
helps us to understand the diversity of forested properties and land management objectives. 
 

Q1.1 Your property 
When answering questions throughout this survey, please answer only for the following property ONLY. 
(Please note that your participation in this survey will remain confidential – this information is only used 
to select properties to be included in the survey, and track survey responses)  
Property ID: _________________________ 

Property address _________________________________________________________ 

What is the total area of 

your property? 
_______ acres or ______ hectares (ha) 

Do you live permanently or 
seasonally on this property? 
(Please tick one box only) 

 Yes, permanently 

 No, neither permanently or seasonally 

 Yes, seasonally (e.g. recreation/holidays) 

How many years have you 
owned the property for? 
(Please tick one box only) 

 Less than one year 

 1-5 years 

 6-10 years 

 11-20 years  

 20+ years  

Which of the following best 
describes the current 
ownership of the property? 
(Please tick one box only) 

Individual owner 

Joint individual owners 

Partnership within family 

Partnership involving members 

outside my family 

Private company 

Trustee arrangement 

Other (please specify) : 

_____________________________ 

 

Q1.2 Property forest and agricultural areas  
Approximately what area of your property contains each of the following forest and agricultural 
production types? 
Forest type Estimated area 

1. Mature native forest (not harvested) (80+ years) 

2. Regrowth native forest (40-79 years) 

3. Young forest (15-39 years) 

4. Harvested forest (0-14 years) 

5. Softwood plantation (Pinus radiata) 

6. Eucalypt (hardwood) plantation (Eucalyptus globulus or E.nitens) 

7. Non-forested area 

_______ acres or ______ ha 

_______ acres or ______ ha 

_______ acres or ______ ha 

_______ acres or ______ ha 

_______ acres or ______ ha 

_______ acres or ______ ha 

_______ acres or ______ ha 

Land use  

1. Cropping 

2. Dairying 

3. Grazing 

4. Horticulture 

5. Other (please specify) ______________________________ 

_______ acres or ______ ha 

_______ acres or ______ ha 

_______ acres or ______ ha 

_______ acres or ______ ha 

_______ acres or ______ ha 
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Section 2. Forest Certification 
This section collects information about your understanding of forest certification and likelihood of 
seeking forest certification for your property.  

YOU DO NOT NEED ANY PRIOR KNOWLEDGE OF FOREST CERTIFICATION TO COMPLETE THIS SURVEY 

Forest certification is the voluntary process whereby forest management processes are audited by an 
independent third party against a predetermined standard, for example the Australian Forestry Standard 
(AFS), or the Forest Stewardship Council standards (FSC).  

Forest certification aims to ensure that forests are managed in an economically, environmentally, and 
socially sustainable manner. Forest certification gives consumers an assurance that wood products are 
sourced from sustainably managed forests.  

The forest certification processes may include: 
a) Forest owner decides to certify his/her forests 
b) Application to certifying organisation submitted 
c) Audit of forest management plan and on-site inspection to ensure compliance with standard/s 
d) Certification of approved forest management with ongoing periodic onsite inspections 

 

Q2.1 Forest certification awareness 
Prior to receiving this survey, what was your awareness of forest certification? (Please tick only one for 
each option provided) 

Prior awareness level 

Extensive understanding 

Some understanding 

Minimal understanding 

No understanding (but have heard of forest certification)  

Never heard of forest certification (go to Q2.3) 

 

Q2.2 Forest certification standards awareness 
On a scale of 1 to 5 please indicate your level of awareness of the following forest certification standards. 
(Please circle only one for each option provided) 

Forest certification standards 

Never 
heard 
of it 

 
Very 
poor 

 Average  
Very 
good 

Australian Forestry Standard (AFS)  9  1 2 3 4 5 

Forest Stewardship Council (FSC) 9  1 2 3 4 5 

Other (please specify) 
____________________________ 

9 
 

1 2 3 4 5 
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Q 2.3 Forest management objectives 
Please rate from 1 to 5 how important each of the following objectives are for your forested property? If 
you have more than one type of forest on your property (e.g. plantation and native forest), please answer 
for the forest covering the largest area of your property. (Please circle one number only for each 
objective) 
 

Forest management objectives 
Very  

Unimportant 

Neither 
important nor 
unimportant 

Very  

Important 

As a permanent or seasonal residence 1 2 3 4 5 

To supply household firewood  1 2 3 4 5 

As an area to undertake recreational activities 
(e.g. fishing, hunting, camping) 

1 2 3 4 5 

As an additional source of on-farm employment 1 2 3 4 5 

For soil, water and biodiversity conservation 1 2 3 4 5 

To provide spiritual and/or sentimental values  1 2 3 4 5 

As an investment for my retirement 1 2 3 4 5 

Commercial timber production 1 2 3 4 5 

To provide an aesthetic or landscape values 1 2 3 4 5 

To store carbon  1 2 3 4 5 

As a tourism value 1 2 3 4 5 

To provide stock grazing opportunities 1 2 3 4 5 

The production of woody biomass* 1 2 3 4 5 

Other (please specify) 

______________________________ 
1 2 3 4 5 

* Woody biomass production refers to the production of wood and residues for energy production. 
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Q2.4 Forest certification benefits and limitations 
If you were to consider forest certification for your forest, please rate how important the following 
potential benefits and limitations would be to you, where 1 is ‘Not a consideration’ and 5 is ‘Important 
consideration’. (Please circle only one for each option provided) 

 

Potential benefits and limitations of 
forest certification 

Not a 
consideration 
for me 

Neutral 
Important 

consideration 
for me 

 
Not 
sure 

Potential benefits of forest certification  

Improved forest health 1 2 3 4 5  9 

A higher price for forest products 1 2 3 4 5  9 

Wood supply preference from wood 
processors 

1 2 3 4 5  9 

Improved wildlife habitat  1 2 3 4 5  9 

Sustainable forest management practices 1 2 3 4 5  9 

Expanded markets for forest products 1 2 3 4 5  9 

Improved water quality and quantity 1 2 3 4 5  9 

Public recognition of good forest 
management practices 

1 2 3 4 5 
 9 

Potential limitations of forest certification  

Increased record-keeping and paperwork 
associated with forest management  

1 2 3 4 5  9 

Less control over forest management 
practices 

1 2 3 4 5  9 

No guarantee of a higher price for forest 
products 

1 2 3 4 5 
 9 

Increased costs of forest management 1 2 3 4 5  9 

Need for periodic on-site inspections of 
forest management practices 

1 2 3 4 5 
 9 

Other (please specify) 
__________________________________ 

1 2 3 4 5 
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Q2.5 Likelihood of certifying your forest 
Based on your current understanding of forest certification, how likely are you to have your forest 
certified? (Please tick only one) 

Likelihood of 
certifying your 
forest 

 My forest is currently certified 

I have considered certifying and am 

 very likely to certify my forest 

 likely to certify at a time closer to harvesting my forest 

 unsure whether I will certify my forest 

 do not plan to certify my forest 

I have not considered certifying and am  

 uncertain whether I would consider certifying my forest  

 certain that I will never want to certify my forest 

 
Q2.6 Forest certification characteristics 
If you were to consider forest certification for your forest (or if your forest is already certified) and based 
on your current knowledge of forest certification, on a scale of 1 to 5 where 1 is ‘Least prefer’ and 5 is 
’Most prefer’ would you prefer a forest certification process where:  (Please circle only one for each 
option provided) 

Forest certification characteristic Least prefer Neutral Most prefer 
 Not 

sure 

You are required to be involved throughout 

the whole certification process 
1 2 3 4 5 

 
9 

You are required to be involved during part 

of the certification process 
1 2 3 4 5 

 
9 

You do not need to be involved during the 

certification process 
1 2 3 4 5 

 
9 

The organisation managing the forest 

certification was a government body  
1 2 3 4 5 

 
9 

The organisation managing the forest 

certification was a commercial forest 

management company 

1 2 3 4 5 

 

9 

The organisation managing the forest 

certification was a not-for-profit 

organisation  

1 2 3 4 5 

 

9 

The organisation managing the forest 

certification was a forest owner association  
1 2 3 4 5 

 
9 

The forest certification was undertaken as a 

group certification process whereby 

multiple properties are certified together  

1 2 3 4 5 

 

9 
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Forest certification characteristic Least prefer Neutral Most prefer 
 Not 

sure 

The forest certification was undertaken as 

on individual property or individual 

landowner process  

1 2 3 4 5 

 

9 

The forest certification was incorporated 

into the management and sale process of 

your forest products 

1 2 3 4 5 

 

9 

You had to pay the full costs of the 

certification? 
1 2 3 4 5 

 
9 

You had to pay 50% of the costs of 

certification? 
1 2 3 4 5 

 
9 

You had to pay none of the costs of 

certification? 
1 2 3 4 5 

 
9 

Results of your certification audits were 

made available to the public (excluding 

private and commercially sensitive 

information)? 

1 2 3 4 5 

 

9 

 Not applicable as I will not consider certifying my forest 

 

Q2.7 Forest certification costs 
Q2.7a Based on your current knowledge of forest certification, what price would you be willing to pay for 
forest certification on your forest area where costs include initial certification costs and ongoing annual 
costs? (Please circle one only) 
 

Cost you are willing to pay to have your forest certified ($ / hectare / year) 

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 15 16 18 20+ 

 Not applicable as I will not consider certifying my forest 

*Please note the range provided here is not necessarily indicative of the actual cost of forest certification. 
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Q2.7b If you were to consider forest certification for your forest (or if your forest is already certified), 
what incentive mechanisms would you be interested in to assist you certify your forests? List your three 
MOST preferred incentive mechanisms and detail why you would like this form of incentive.  

Preferred incentive and description of why you would like this incentive 

1. _______________________________________________________________________________ 

Why:_________________________________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

2. _______________________________________________________________________________ 

Why:_________________________________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

3. _______________________________________________________________________________ 

Why:_________________________________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

 Not applicable as I will not consider certifying my forest 
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Q2.8 Barriers to forest certification? 
If you were to consider forest certification for your forest (or if your forest is already certified), on a scale 
of 1 to 5 how much of a barrier are / were the following for you in certifying your forest? (Please circle 
one for each option provided) 

Barriers to certification 
Definitely 

not a 
barrier  

 Neutral  
Significant 

barrier 

 
Not 
sure 

Costs associated with achieving forest 
certification 

1 2 3 4 5 
 

9 

Lack of understanding of forest certification 1 2 3 4 5  9 

Time required to seek forest certification 1 2 3 4 5  9 

Costs associated with maintaining forest 
certification 

1 2 3 4 5 
 

9 

Uncertainty that forest certification will 
result in my forest products being sold 

1 2 3 4 5 
 

9 

Available skills and expertise needed to 
achieve forest certification 

1 2 3 4 5 
 

9 

Perceived benefits of forest certification to 
landowner 

1 2 3 4 5 
 

9 

The length of time until my forest is ready to 
harvest 

1 2 3 4 5 
 

9 

Limitations on other forest management 
activities associated with forest certification 
compliance 

1 2 3 4 5 

 
9 

Other (please specify) 
______________________ 

1 2 3 4 5 
 

 

 Not applicable as I will not consider certifying my forest 
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Section 3. Forest management history 
This section asks questions about the forest you own and the rest of your property. This information 
helps us to understand the diversity of forested properties and land management objectives, including 
conservation and production based objectives. 
 

Q3.1 Contractual forest management arrangements  
Do you have any formal plans, agreements, contracts or covenants over part or all of the forest on your 
property?  

Arrangement type Yes No 
Don’t 
know 

If yes, what 
area of your 

forest does this 
cover?  

Private forest reserve program (PFRP) 
Program where landowners were paid for conserving forest 
on their properties. 

   _______ acres 
or ______ ha  

Private timber reserve (PTR) 
Legal reserve that dedicates land to long-term forest 
production subject to forestry regulation. 

   
_______ acres 
or ______ ha 

Joint venture agreement 
Where parties share costs and proceeds of the plantation. 

   
_______ acres 
or ______ ha  

Forestry right (lease) 
Where all or part of the land is leased to another party who 
controls the management of trees on that land. 

   
_______ acres 
or ______ ha 

Conservation covenant 
A voluntary agreement that aims to protect/enhance the 
lands natural, cultural and/or scientific values. 

   
_______ acres 
or ______ ha  

Forest certification  
A voluntary process whereby forest management 
processes/practices are audited against a predetermined 
standard (e.g. AFS or FSC). 

   

_______ acres 
or ______ ha  

Carbon scheme 
A voluntary process whereby growers assign/sell their stored 
carbon to others, to help offset carbon emissions (e.g. 
REDD). 

   

_______ acres 
or ______ ha  

Timber contract  
A contract of sale of forest products to a company or 
individual. 
 

If YES - Who is your timber contract with? 

 Forest processor - Businesses that process forest 
products, e.g. sawmills, woodchip processors 

 Timber broker/ mill door contractor - Businesses 
that coordinate timber harvesting operations and sale of 
forest products 

 Private – Contract between private individuals 

   
_______ acres 
or ______ ha 

Forest products which timber contract covers 
(tick all that apply): 
 

 Pulpwood 
 Sawlog & Veneer 
 Firewood 
 Other:______________________________ 

Other (please specify) 
___________________________________________ 

   
_______ acres 
or ______ ha  
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Q3.2 What type of harvesting operations have occurred? 
Which of the following timber harvesting operations have occurred on your property in the past 3 years, 
what area was treated and what year? (Please tick one box only for each harvesting activity) 

Have you undertaken any harvesting/clearing 
activities within your forest in the past 3 years? 

 Yes – complete Q 3.2  

 No – Go to Q 3.3 

Type of harvest operation Yes No 
Don’t 
know 

Approximate 
area harvested  

Year of 
harvest 

Selective logging native forest    
_______ acres or 

______ ha  
_____ 

Clearfall logging native forest    
_______ acres or 

______ ha  
_____ 

Clearfall logging plantation (eucalypt 
and/or pine) 

   
_______ acres or 

______ ha  
_____ 

Land clearing only (wood not sold)    
_______ acres or 

______ ha  
_____ 

Commercial thinning native forest    
_______ acres or 

______ ha  
_____ 

Commercial thinning softwood 
plantation 

   
_______ acres or 

______ ha  
_____ 

Commercial thinning hardwood 
plantation 

   _______ acres or 
______ ha  

_____ 

Non-commercial thinning native forest 
(wood not sold) 

   
_______ acres or 

______ ha  
_____ 

Non-commercial thinning softwood 
plantation (wood not sold) 

   
_______ acres or 

______ ha  
_____ 

Non-commercial thinning hardwood 
plantation (wood not sold) 

   _______ acres or 
______ ha  

_____ 

Other (please specify) 

______________________ 
   

_______ acres or 
______ ha  

_____ 
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Q3.3 Forest harvesting intent 
What areas of your forest do you anticipate you will commercially harvest and what forest products do you anticipate you will harvest? (Please tick only those 
that are applicable) 
Do you intend to harvest your forest 

within the next 25 years? 

 Yes – complete Q 3.3 and then go to Q 3.4 

 No – Go to Q 3.5 
Please estimate volumes of likely forest products if 

possible 

Forest Type 
I do not intend 
on harvesting 

this forest type 
Harvest type 

Year likely to harvest 
forest 

Estimated 
area to be 
harvested 

Pulpwood 
(tonnes) 

Sawlogs & 
veneer 
(cubic 

metres) 

Firewood 
(tonnes) 

Don’t know 
likely forest 

products 

Mature native forest  
(80+ years) 

 

 Select 

 Clearfall 

 Thinning 

 within next 3 years 

 3- 5 years 

 6 – 10 years 

 10 + years 

_______ 
acres or 

______ ha 
_____ t _____ m3

 _____ t  

Regrowth native forest 
(40-80 years) 

 

 Select 

 Clearfall 

 Thinning 

 within next 3 years 

 3- 5 years 

 6 – 10 years 

 10 + years 

_______ 
acres or 

______ ha 
_____ t _____ m3

 _____ t  

Pine (softwood) 
plantation 

 

 Select 

 Clearfall 

 Thinning 

 within next 3 years 

 3- 5 years 

 6 – 10 years 

 10 + years 

_______ 
acres or 

______ ha 
_____ t _____ m3

 _____ t  

Eucalypt (hardwood) 
plantation  

 

 Select 

 Clearfall 

 Thinning 

 within next 3 years 

 3- 5 years 

 6 – 10 years 

 10 + years 

_______ 
acres or 

______ ha 
_____ t _____ m3

 _____ t  

Other (please specify) 
__________________ 

 

 Select 

 Clearfall 

 Thinning 

 within next 3 years 

 3- 5 years 

 6 – 10 years 

 10 + years 

_______ 
acres or 

______ ha 
_____ t _____ m3

 _____ t  
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Q3.4 Land management post harvesting (future operations) 
If you harvest for commercial timber in future, how likely is it you would do any of the following post-
harvest land management options? Please rate on scale of 1 to 5 where 1 = very unlikely and 5 = very 
likely. (Please circle only one for each option provided) 

Land management options 

Very 
unlikely 

 
Neither 

likely nor 
unlikely 

 
Very 
likely 

NA  
(not 

applicable) 

 
Don’t 
know 

Clear for agricultural production 1 2 3 4 5 7  9 

Leave to regenerate naturally  1 2 3 4 5 7  9 

Reforest to native forest by burning 
and sowing (seed) 

1 2 3 4 5 7 
 9 

Establish new plantation 
 Eucalypt (hardwood) 
 Pine (softwood) 

1 2 3 4 5 7 
 

9 

Re-establish existing plantation 
 Eucalypt (hardwood) 
 Pine (softwood) 

1 2 3 4 5 7 
 

9 

Re-establish to new type of plantation 
 Eucalypt (hardwood) 
 Pine (softwood) 

1 2 3 4 5 7 
 

9 

Establish trees for carbon storage 1 2 3 4 5 7  9 

Establish trees for woody biomass 
production 

1 2 3 4 5 7 
 9 

Other (please specify) 
_______________________________ 

1 2 3 4 5 7 
 9 

GO TO QUESTION 4.1 
 

Q3.5 Reasons for not commercially harvesting 
Please rate from 1-5 how important the following reasons are for NOT harvesting your forest area. 
(Please circle one choice for each reason offered) 

Reason for not harvesting 
Very 
unimportant 

Neither 
important nor 
unimportant 

Very 
important 

 
Don’t 
know 

Little or none of my forest area is mature 
enough to harvest 

1 2 3 4 5 
 9 

I don’t believe I can make a financial return 
from harvesting my forest 

1 2 3 4 5 
 9 

I have no financial need to harvest timber 
from my forest and sell it 

1 2 3 4 5 
 9 

I don’t believe it is appropriate to harvest 
my forest as I think it would harm its 
environmental values  

1 2 3 4 5 
 

9 

My property is owned under arrangements 
that make it difficult to harvest the forest  

1 2 3 4 5 
 9 
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Reason for not harvesting 
Very 
unimportant 

Neither 
important nor 
unimportant 

Very 
important 

 
Don’t 
know 

I am not permitted to harvest under the 
Forest Practices Code or due to other legal 
restrictions 

1 2 3 4 5 
 

9 

I don’t have enough knowledge to organise 
harvest of my timber 

1 2 3 4 5 
 9 

I am planning to use my forest as 
commercial carbon storage 

1 2 3 4 5 
 9 

Other (please specify) 
____________________________________
____________________________________
____________________________________ 

1 2 3 4 5 

 

 

 

Q3.6 Incentives to harvest forest for timber 
If you do not plan to harvest your forest, would you be more or less likely to consider harvesting your 
forest for timber under the following circumstances? (Please circle one choice for each incentive offered) 

Incentive type 
Less 

likely  Neutral  More likely 

 Don’t 
know 

If financial returns from logging improved 1 2 3 4 5  9 

If the financial need arises 1 2 3 4 5  9 

If financial assistance is provided to 
prepare forest practices plans and other 
required documentation 

1 2 3 4 5  9 

If there was a new market for my forest 
products 

1 2 3 4 5  9 

If there was less red tape and costs 
associated with harvesting smaller forest 
areas 

1 2 3 4 5  9 

If financial assistance is provided to help 
re-establish the harvested area  

1 2 3 4 5  9 

Other (please specify) 
___________________________________
___________________________________
___________________________________ 

1 2 3 4 5   

 Nothing will change my mind 
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Section 4. Personal information 
This section collects information about you and your circumstances. This helps to understand trends of 
opinions and information within the broader private forest owner community. 
 

Q4.1 Demographic information (please tick one box only for each question) 

What is your gender?  Female   Male 

What is your age? 

 18-29 years 

 30-44 years 

 45-59 years 

 60-74 years 

 75+ years 

Where do you live? 
What best describes your 
community? (please select 
one only) 

Rural area / locality (no town) 

Small rural town (population less than 200) 

Rural town (population 500-2,000) 

Regional town (population 2001-15,000) 

Urban area (population greater than 15,000) 

What is your primary 
occupation? 
(select one option that 
best describes your 
principal occupation) 

Grazier 

Dairy farmer 

Cropping farmer 

Farm forester 

Retail/Hospitality 

Professional (e.g. lawyer, accountant, 
doctor, teacher, nurse, policeman) 

Tradesman (e.g. plumber, electrician) 

Retired 

Other_______________________ 

Education 
What is the highest level of 
qualification you have 
achieved? 
(select one option) 

Primary school  

Secondary/High school (Grade 10) 

Matriculation/College (Grade 12) 

TAFE (or equivalent)  

University 

Other (please specify): 
________________________ 

 

Q4.2 Forestry income characteristics 
Please remember that all information provided is confidential. 

In the financial year 2010-2011 what 
was your annual household income 
before tax? This includes the income 
earned by all working people in your 
household. (Please tick one box only) 

$0-19,999 

$20,000 – 39,000 

$40,000 - 59,000 

$60,000 – 79,000 

$80,000 – 99,999 

$100,000 – 119,000 

$120,000 – 139,000 

$140,000 or higher 

I do not wish to give this information 

What proportion of your annual 
household income was derived from 
forestry in the past 3 years? 

0% 

1-10% 

11-25% 

26-50% 

51-75% 

76-99% 

100% 

Don’t Know 
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Please indicate if you are interested in participating in a focus group discussion on forest certification of 
non-industrial private forest in Tasmania.  

 
 I am interested in taking part in a focus group discussion. 

 
Please note that not all survey participants may be able to participate in the focus groups due to limited number of 
participants required. 

 
 

My contact details (for contact regarding the focus group discussion) 
 
Name: __________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Email: __________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Phone number: ________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Postal address:  ________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 

Thank you for participating in the survey 
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7.2. Appendix 2 – Development of the Non-industrial Private Forest 

Owner subset 
 

The following details the technical aspects of how survey recipients were identified and selected. 

Please note that this process was designed and undertaken by Phil Donnelly, Geographic 

Information Systems Manager, Private Forests Tasmania. 

The area of interest (AOI) and targeted forest for the project: 

 Includes land owned by private independent landowners across Tasmania excluding King 

and Flinders Islands.  

 Excludes industrial company land and areas of forest on private land managed by industrial 

forestry companies.  

 The target forest data comprises areas greater than five hectares of native forest on any 

particular property AND all non-trivial areas of plantation, i.e. areas ≥ 2 hectares.  

GIS software for processing Arc/Info version 8, ArcGIS10 and FME. 

Product data: 

1.  tabular – PIDsXReserves State wide listing of all private land PIDs indicating presence of PTR and 

forest reserve type where these exist on the properties  

2.  spatial - FOIS_analyis  Containing full polygonal areas of all properties containing target forest 

areas plus the contained target forest and reserve data within them. 

 

Input data required:  

DPIPWE  Cadastral parcels (Dec2011),  Tasmanian reserve Estate (Dec2011), A subset listing of 

names and addresses 

PFT – Gazetted PTRs (Feb 2012), Pripit (Dec 2010 but including some plantation updates to Feb 

2012) PIDsxReserves attributes 

PID 

PTR - Gazetted y/n Boolean 

Reserve – forest reserve type 

 

FOIS_analysis attributes:  

Wesley Vale Forest Class grouped (WVFC) – only native forest and plantation classes will be 

maintained in the product data.   

PID, property name, owner name, owner address 

PTR  -  Gazetted  y/n Boolean 

Reserve – forest reserve type 

Hectares 

Process:  

Write the numbered steps under into a re-useable automated program script to run in Arc/Info. 
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1. Update PFT Pitype data as at Dec 2010 with latest plantation area updates (Limited to NW 

NRM region and 2008 GSP plantation remapped in the NE).   

2. Code up 20 WVFCs in the updated PItype data. 

3. Discard all areas that are not commercial native forest or plantation 

4. Dissolve the data on WVFC and attach and populate WVFC lookup attribute 

5.  Dissolve cadastral data set as at Sept 2011 on PID 

6. Create a subset of dissolved cadastral data set consisting of PIDs that intersect the WVFC 

data set. 

7. Union the cad subset and the WVFC data set  FOIS_cut1 

8. Finalize  the target forest data sets by discarding properties that contain less than 5ha of 

Native Forest AND contain no (non-trivial) areas of plantation  FOIS_cut2  

9. Discard PIDs containing no native forest or plantation FOIS_cut3 

10. Union  FOIS_Cut3  Tasmanian Reserves Estate  FOIS_cut4 

11.  Union FOIS_Cut4  Tasmanian Reserves Estate  FOIS_cut5 

12. Drop superfluous attributes and Dissolve on all remaining attributes  FOIS_cut6 

13. Output a table/list of PIDs. 

 

Source from DPIPWE a list of PIDs, property addresses, landowner names, landowner residential 

addresses. 

Join this list to the FOIS_cut3  FOIS_analysis 

 

 


