
i

 

Review and Evaluation of
the Tasmanian Private

Forest Reserves Program 

Prepared for

Tasmanian Department of Primary Industry
and Water



ii

Final Report    September 2007



Review and Evaluation of the Tasmanian Private Forest Reserves Program              September 2007

Brian Gilligan and Syneca Consulting Pty Ltd    -  September 2007 i

Contents

Contents ............................................................................................................... i

Executive Summary........................................................................................... iii

Recommendations............................................................................................. vi

Abbreviations...................................................................................................... x

1. Introduction .................................................................................................. 1

2. Background .................................................................................................. 3
2.1 Tasmania’s Forests 3
2.2 The IFA and RFA 3
2.3 The Private Forest Reserve Program 4
2.4 Program Structure and Decision making Processes 6
2.5 PFRP Funding 8
2.6 Previous reports and reviews 8
2.7 Statistics on the PFRP 9

3. Review Methodology and Evaluation Approach ..................................... 20
3.1 Evaluation Purpose and Scope 20
3.2 Terms of Reference 20
3.3 Evaluation Process 24

4. Issues Analysis and Discussion............................................................... 27
4.1 Performance against RFA objectives 27
4.2 Implementation of the PFRP Strategic Plan and governance 32
4.3 Implications of long term management for landowners and

government 38
4.4 Delivery of value for money 41
4.5 Interest in financial valuation of conservation assets and

values 60
4.6 Implications for voluntary private land conservation 61
4.7 Lessons for government and private landowners 62

5. Findings and Recommendations.............................................................. 63
5.1 Findings from the review 63
5.2 Recommendations 73



Review and Evaluation of the Tasmanian Private Forest Reserves Program              September 2007

Brian Gilligan and Syneca Consulting Pty Ltd    -  September 2007 ii

6. Bibliography ............................................................................................... 77

7. Attachments ............................................................................................... 79

Appendix 1: Details of stakeholder consultation and submissions
received ...................................................................................................... 80

Appendix 2: Summary of submissions received ........................................... 83



Review and Evaluation of the Tasmanian Private Forest Reserves Program              September 2007

Brian Gilligan and Syneca Consulting Pty Ltd    -  September 2007
iii

Executive Summary
The Private Forest Reserve Program (PFRP) was established as part of the
Regional Forest Agreement (RFA) between the Australian Government and the
Tasmanian Government in November 1997. The RFA provides a framework for
the management and use of Tasmanian forests, and seeks to implement effective
conservation, forest management and forest industry practices.  Where the
establishment of a comprehensive, adequate and representative (CAR) reserve
system could not be effected on public land, the reservation process was agreed
to be extended to private land through the PFRP.

Originally set up to run for four years, the Program was extended in 2002 after the
Report of the Inquiry into progress with implementation of the RFA. With a small
number of reserves still awaiting finalisation of covenanting processes, this review
and evaluation was initiated early in 2007 to assess the extent to which the PFRP
achieved the objectives set for it in 1997.

The Program had an implementation budget of $30 million, funded by the
Commonwealth Government.  The Commonwealth agreed to provide $20 million
from the Natural Heritage Trust and a further $10 million from other sources.

Performance against objectives
The review has found that the PFRP has made a significant contribution towards
CAR values. In gross terms, a total of 246 properties have been secured in
perpetuity representing approximately 38,400 hectares. At the time of writing there
are an additional 35 properties (4740 hectares) approved for inclusion in the
Program but where the covenants are still being finalised.

While these statistics are impressive the real worth of the Program has been the
contribution to CAR targets. Analysis of PFRP records indicates that the lands
secured have tended to be those with high priority for the establishment of a CAR
reserve system for Tasmania with reserves assigned to appropriate IUCN
categories. Some doubts have been raised in regard to the conservation value of
some of the reserves secured early in the life of the Program, but once the
Strategic Reserve Design was developed and put in place, not only was the
assessment process streamlined but a more proactive approach was taken to
identify high priority areas.

Science
Central to the success of the Program was the provision of a sound scientific
basis to inform decision making on which properties to be included. Under the
Strategic Plan the CAR Scientific Advisory Group (CARSAG) was established to
provide the scientific underpinning for the Advisory Committee and to provide
assurance for the Commonwealth and Tasmanian Government Ministers charged
with making the final decisions.
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The scientific analysis and advice was generally considered by stakeholders to be
of high quality, lending support to the assessment that the PFRP was successful
in terms of securing high CAR value forests.

Relationship with landowners
The comments by landowners who had involvement with the Program were
mixed. The major concerns raised were in regard to the time taken for process
from initial contact to finalisation of the covenant, the number of staff that
individual landowners dealt with, and inadequate support for ongoing
management of the reserve. Other concerns involved a lack of transparency on
the part of the PFRP and changes in approach as the Program became bedded
down.

On the other hand a number of landowners commented favourably on their
experience with the Program. However, it would appear that opportunities for
reserving land were lost due to some landowner perceptions of the Program.

Administrative arrangements and governance
The structure that was put in place to administer the scheme was reported to be
less than optimal. The Advisory Committee received mixed messages regarding
its function, and in practice played a central role in the line of decision making on
day-to-day matters including on individual proposals for reserves. This was
inappropriate for a body made up of representatives from different organisations
with widely varying objectives.

It was apparent from consultation with stakeholders that there were tensions
within the Advisory Committee and between the Committee and the PFRP Unit
within DPIW. To an extent this was due to the recognition that the initial design of
the Program needed fine tuning and changes were inevitable. 

CARSAG undertook considerable work necessary for the successful operation of
the PFRP. In addition many of its deliberations and outputs had broader
application, supporting other government Programs. It is suspected that
relationships between CARSAG activities and other government programs or
regulatory initiatives were not always clear, but the implications of this uncertainty
for government policy are beyond the scope of this review.

Comparison with other conservation programs on private lands
The concept of the PFRP was largely untried in 1997 and many of the features
distinguish it from more recent programs. In particular, the emphasis on a list of
priority CAR values and the broad principle to secure as many of the lands in
perpetuity with stringent conditions to protect conservation values makes direct
comparisons difficult.

The average cost of securing land was $334 per hectare for reserves secured in
perpetuity. The administrative cost component (up to 35% of the total expenditure
in some years) has to be considered in the context of the unavoidably complex
and resource intensive processes of identifying priority forested areas that met the
Program objectives, undertaking assessments and negotiating agreements with
the landowners. A high proportion (85%) of candidate lands did not proceed to
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reservation but entailed costs for the PFRP in terms of on-site inspection,
landowner interaction including negotiation, technical assessment and in some
cases preliminary drawing up of legal documents.
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Recommendations
The review and evaluation of the PFRP give rise to two sets of recommendations.
Recommendations in the first set relate to action that might be taken to maximise
the long term conservation value of the reserves established under the PFRP.
Recommendations in the second set are proposals to improve the design and
implementation of programs with similar objectives in the future.

Recommendations to achieve maximum value from covenants established
under the PFRP

More funding/support for on-going management
1.  Consideration should be given to options for providing some funding

assistance for on-going management through mechanisms such as:
 - establishing a contingency fund;
- arranging or coordinating group submissions for

funding at a district or regional level;
- negotiating specific purpose consideration for

covenant land owners from funding sources such as
NRM, EnviroFund etc.

User friendly Operations Plans 
2. Consideration should be given to the form in which Operations Plans and

other documents associated with covenants are presented to enhance
their visual attractiveness, minimise the text involved and maximise the
use of maps and airphoto overlays so that they are more meaningful and
readily referenced by landowners. The templates being used for the Non-
Forest Vegetation Program would seem to be generally applicable in this
regard and be used to update or progressively replace existing plans.

Strategic emphasis in reviews of Operations Plans
3. The schedule of five yearly reviews of Operations Plans currently

underway should be used to comprehensively address threats to reserve
values and more precisely define on-going management tasks.

Weeds strategy 
4. Weed management problems on reserves should be systematically

identified and addressed in the context of the 2005 Tasmanian Weed
Management Strategy.  Concentrated efforts should be made to
coordinate the approach with other bodies that have an interest in weed
management (eg Local Councils, NRM regions).

Staffing
5. Consideration should be given to employing staff on longer term contracts

wherever possible to reduce staff turnover and optimise relationship
building with landowners. 
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6. Consideration should be given to the adequacy of staffing levels given the
high importance landowners place on personal contact with program staff.

Contact with landowners
7. While nothing will replace personal contact with program staff, a regular

Newsletter, website updates and local network meetings should be
provided along with other initiatives to keep in touch with landowners,
advising them of staff changes and explaining biological monitoring and
other initiatives with relevance and/or benefits to reserves other than only
those sites actually studied.

Land values
8. A review of recent Valuer General valuations of properties should be

undertaken to clarify the nature of any change in property values for those
including covenanted lands and this information should be communicated
to banks and other lending institutions.

Recommendations for future programs 

Design and policy considerations
9. Core parameters of program design should be settled and separated from

action to implement the program so that ‘products’ on offer can be clearly
defined from the outset.

10. Clear preference should be given to longer term security for reserve areas
and sustained management commitments.

11. Management objectives and desired outcomes must be clearly stated and
explicitly linked to relevant positive actions and prohibitions to maximise
prospects for their achievement.

12. The majority of funds to landowners should be paid in the form of periodic
payments based on completion of agreed tasks set out in the Operations
or Management Plan for the land in question.

13. Program design should be founded on transparency of process and equity
in the availability of all information relevant to decision making by
participating landowners.

14. Data management should be recognised as a critical element of program
design, must be linked with monitoring and evaluation protocols, and
integrated with reporting requirements for the on-going management
regime.

15. The Natural Resources Management Ministerial Council and Environment
Protection and Heritage Council should be asked to consider having the
Protected Areas Working Group or the National Reserve System Task
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Group tasked to co-ordinate a National Framework for Private
Conservation Reserves. The objective should be to standardise the
currency used in the design and implementation of covenanting and other
schemes with a view to building landowner confidence and enhancing
engagement with programs such as the PFRP and Forest Conservation
Fund.

Any framework should include clear principles and options for:
• minimising tax liabilities, including land tax;
• permanent rebates on Local Government rates;
• achieving higher levels of cooperation and engagement with

Local Government.

Managing relationships with landowners to optimise on-going
reserve management

16. Any future Program of this type should seek to have support staff in
place as soon as possible after commencement.

17. Staff with responsibility for building and managing long term
relationships with landowners should as far as possible be employed on
a permanent basis or on long term contracts to maximise continuity.

18. Staff/contractor training and performance management mechanisms
need to be put in place to ensure consistency of approach and delivery.

19. Consideration should be given to the form in which Operations Plans
and other documents are presented to make them visually  attractive,
minimise the text involved and maximise the use of maps and airphoto
overlays so that they are meaningful and readily referenced by
landowners. 

20. Prioritisation and management of negotiations with landowners must
take account of the potential financial impact of delays on those
engaged in business enterprises on their land, especially those in the
establishment phase of a farming venture on which they are relying for
their livelihood.

21. Staff involved in managing relationships with landowners must be
particularly diligent in identifying new owners of covenanted land and
ensuring that they have all the information and support they need to
enable them to fulfil reserve management obligations. 

Program governance 
22. A stakeholder based Advisory Committee should have a review and

feedback role, parallel to rather than within the Program decision
making stream.



Review and Evaluation of the Tasmanian Private Forest Reserves Program              September 2007

Brian Gilligan and Syneca Consulting Pty Ltd    -  September 2007
ix

Science
23. Robust Science is critical and must provide a reliable foundation for

any program to achieve conservation management of private land.

24. Management of reserves should be undertaken within the
internationally recognised Management Effectiveness Framework
(IUCN, 2006) which includes provision for periodic reviews and adaptive
management responses to changes in reserve condition.
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Abbreviations
CAR Comprehensive, Adequate and Representative

CARSAG CAR (as in Comprehensive, Adequate and Representative

Reserve System) Scientific Advisory Group

DELM Department of Environment and Land Management – now

DPIW

DEWR Department of the Environment and Water Resources

(Commonwealth)

DPIW Department of Primary Industry and Water

FPA Forest Practices Authority (Formerly Forest Practices Board)

IBRA Interim Biogeographic Regionalisation for Australia

IFA Interim Forest Agreement

IUCN World Conservation Union

NHT Natural Heritage Trust

PAPL Protected Areas on Private Land (Program)

PFRP Private Forest Reserves Program

PFT Private Forests Tasmania

RFA Regional Forest Agreement

SRD Strategic Reserve Design

TCA Timber Communities Australia

TCT Tasmanian Conservation Trust

TFGA Tasmanian Farmers and Graziers Association
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1. Introduction
The Private Forest Reserve Program (PFRP) was established as part of the
Regional Forest Agreement (RFA) between the Australian Government and the
Tasmanian Government in November 1997.

Originally set up to run for four years, the Program was extended in 2002 after the
Report of the Inquiry into progress with implementation of the RFA. 

In May 2005, a Supplementary Tasmanian Regional Forest Agreement was
signed between the Australian Government and the Tasmanian Government. This
agreement included provision for the PFRP to continue to operate until 30 June
2006.

With a small number of reserves still awaiting finalisation of covenanting
processes, this review and evaluation was initiated early in 2007 to assess the
extent to which the PFRP achieved the objectives set for it in 1997.

A map of the sites secured under the PFRP is shown in Figure 1.1 which also
shows the Bioregion boundaries (IBRA V).
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Figure 1.1: Map of PFRP reserves and Bioregions
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2. Background

2.1 Tasmania’s Forests
Tasmania’s forests, as relics of ancient Gondwana landscapes floating on one of
the very few discrete landmasses that exist at this latitude in the southern
hemisphere are unique and sustain highly significant biodiversity values. 

Tasmania is the most heavily forested state in Australia. The forests provided a
rich resource base for the Aboriginal inhabitants of the island who were
comprehensively displaced by European settlement in the nineteenth century.
Not surprisingly, since that time timber harvesting and forest related industries
have been a very significant part of both the State’s economy and the social and
cultural fabric of many communities throughout the state. More than half the
timber harvested in Tasmania comes from private land rather than public forests
and for many farmers, selective logging has been a routine part of their farming
enterprise, over and above any clearing which might have been undertaken to
convert land for agricultural use.

2.2 The IFA and RFA
The conflict in regard to the ‘use’ of these forests between globally significant
biodiversity values and substantial social and economic importance resulted in
major public debates in the last quarter of the twentieth century at both the State
and National level. Devising sound and sustainable public policy in this highly
politically charged environment was always going to be a major challenge.

A national program of negotiating Regional Forest Agreements (RFAs) was
initiated in the early 1990s in an effort to resolve controversial forest management
issues arising in many jurisdictions across the country. The negotiations were
intended to culminate in the signing of agreements between the Commonwealth
and relevant state Governments reserving areas with the highest and
irreplaceable  biodiversity values and setting out operational arrangements for
sustainable forestry operations in the remaining areas. 

In order to take some of the heat out of public debate and allow time for
comprehensive negotiations and the formulation of robust public policy, Interim
Forest Agreements (IFAs) were negotiated, placing a moratorium on logging
operations in contentious areas while the negotiations to achieve a lasting
regional Forest Agreement (RFA) proceeded.

In Tasmania, after an IFA and extensive negotiations the RFA was formally
signed in November 1997.

Assessment of biodiversity values for protection through the RFA negotiations
was based on the need to establish a comprehensive, adequate and
representative (CAR) reserve system as defined by the Nationally Agreed Criteria
for the Establishment of a Comprehensive, Adequate and Representative reserve
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System for Forests in Australia, commonly referred to as the JANIS criteria.
(Commonwealth of Australia, 1997) As negotiations on the RFA proceeded it
became clear that while most, if not all, of the iconic sites which were the subject
of controversy and high profile conservation campaigns were on public land, many
of the most important areas for protecting biodiversity values were on private land
and, more specifically, the only way that JANIS targets could be met was to
reserve forests on private land.

It was estimated that some 100,000 hectares of forest areas on private land would
have to be reserved in some way and managed on an on-going basis to protect its
conservation values. Between mid 1997 and November 1997 a proposal was
formulated for the establishment of a Private Forest reserve program to be
incorporated into the final Tasmanian RFA.

2.3 The Private Forest Reserve Program
Attachment 8 of the Tasmanian RFA between the Tasmanian and Australian
Governments in November 1997 sets out an undertaking to establish a ‘program
to protect CAR values on private land’ involving voluntary participation by
landowners and protecting CAR values in perpetuity, wherever possible’.

The Australian Government agreed to provide $30 million to fund the program.

An Advisory Committee made up of representatives nominated by the Department
of Environment and Land Management (DELM); Private Forests Tasmania (PFT);
the Forest Practices Board (FPB); the Tasmanian Farmers and Graziers
Association (TFGA); the Tasmanian Conservation Trust (TCT) and the Australian
Government; was given the task of formulating a Strategic Plan for the program
and in July 1998 the Australian Government and the Tasmanian Government
agreed on a “Strategic Plan for the Private Land Component of the CAR Reserve
System”.

2.3.1 PFRP Objectives
It is important for a program to have clearly stated objectives to guide design,
planning and operations, and against which performance can be measured.

Paragraph A.9.1 in Attachment 1 to the PFRP Strategic Plan sets out the following
objectives:

‘The objectives for the private land CAR Reserve System are to:
 undertake adequate on-ground assessment of candidate CAR reserves

and identify their conservation values; and
 maintain and enhance the nature conservation values of areas of

designated CAR reserves.’

Notably, while the Strategic Plan contains broad statements which accord with the
rationale for the PFRP as set out in Attachment 8 to the RFA, the objectives
explicitly enunciated in the Plan do not define strategic conservation outcomes
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and the first bullet point is more about generic actions to be taken than strategic
objectives to be pursued. 

2.3.2 PFRP Strategic Plan and Strategic Reserve Design

Strategic Plan
Section 1 of the Strategic Plan provides the context for the PFRP in terms of the
links to the RFA and funding arrangements as part of the Tasmanian NHT
Partnership Agreement. The guiding principles are:

i. The program will commence once the CAR values have been prioritised
and will continue for an agreed period.

ii. Participation in the program by private landowners will be voluntary.
iii. The program will seek to maximise agreed CAR values on private land

in a cost effective manner.
iv. The CAR values will, wherever possible, be secured in perpetuity.
v. Implementation of the program will be the responsibility of the State.

The Strategic Plan defines conservation priorities (Tables 3 and 4 in Attachment 1
to the Strategic Plan). The Plan anticipated that these priorities would be analysed
on IBRA (Interim Biogeographic Regionalisation for Australia) provisional regions
and, subsequently, might be reworked on the basis of improved regionalisation
models which the CAR Scientific Advisory Group (CARSAG) might propose. In
doing this, priority would be given to reserving large areas of high biophysical
naturalness.

Priority attention was to be given to protecting rare, vulnerable and endangered
vegetation communities; rare and depleted old growth forests; and RFA priority
species (Appendix 2 to the Plan).

One principle adopted by the governments was that the PFRP should not include
targets for forest communities and old growth forest if these targets could be
achievable on public lands but were not realised because of socio-economic
factors.

Section 2 of the Plan defines the implementation arrangements, including
Ministerial responsibilities, the role of the Advisory Committee and terms of
reference for CARSAG. A central requirement was that CARSAG maintain a set
of maps of candidate areas to indicate reservation priorities under the program,
incorporating the results of the Tasmanian Natural Heritage Trust (NHT)
Vegetation Management Strategy Project. 

Section 3 lists and describes methods for securing conservation values. A number
of options for protecting and managing CAR values are discussed.

Section 4 deals with community involvement, in terms of landowner access to the
program and public information programs.

Section 5 provides detail on negotiation, valuation and approval processes.
Appendix 9 contains a negotiating strategy.
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Section 6 sets out the proposed arrangements for management, monitoring and
review.

Section 7 specifies program support arrangements.

More detailed discussion of the contents of the Strategic Plan is in the relevant
parts of this report.

Strategic Reserve Design
The Strategic Reserve Design (SRD) process was a system of reserve system
planning designed to support the objectives of the PFRP by assessing, identifying
and prioritising areas of forest on freehold land in terms of their contribution to the
CAR reserve system.

The SRD process was designed to model the most efficient reserve system which
the PFRP might achieve. It delivered a prioritisation of all candidate reserve areas
as the basis for proactive approaches to landowners, and as the basis for
assessing other areas in response to approaches from landowners.

2.4 Program Structure and Decision making Processes

2.4.1 Structure
The administration of the PFRP was expressly made the responsibility of the
Tasmanian Government.

The PFRP was delivered by a dedicated unit within the Tasmanian Department of
Primary Industry and Water (hereafter DPIW or the Department). This unit had
responsibility for the administration and co-ordination of the various functions of
the PFRP as described below.

The Advisory Committee was to provide advice to the decision makers, being the
Ministers representing Tasmania (the State Minister for Primary Industries and
Water) and the Commonwealth (the Commonwealth Minister for the Environment
and Heritage). 

Advice from the Committee has covered individual proposals for reserved areas
on properties; implementation of the Strategic Plan, progress of the program and
recommendations for improvements.

The Scientific Advisory Group for the CAR process (CARSAG) had responsibility
for providing independent scientific rigour and objectivity. CARSAG met fortnightly
to consider and assess individual proposals. CARSAG also undertook broader
investigations, notably in regard to a set of forest vegetation maps for candidate
areas involving maintenance and improvements in accuracy and coverage. The
Strategic Reserve Design was developed under the auspices of CARSAG.
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2.4.2 Advisory Committee
The Advisory Committee met every three months and a major component of
meetings was to consider individual proposals for forest reserves. Advisory
Committee deliberations had the benefit of scientific insights provided by
CARSAG.

2.4.3 Process
The responsibility for the decision to include a reserve in the PFRP and to
approve any associated funding rested with the Tasmanian and Commonwealth
Ministers. Recommendations for approval were provided to the Tasmanian
Minister by the PFRP unit, and the recommendations were made in the light of
advice from the Advisory Committee.

For each candidate reserve, the process began with initial contact between a
landowner and the program unit, either through an approach from the landowner
or initiated by the program unit. At this point a file entry for the candidate reserve
was created in the PFRP system. 

Following contact, a site evaluation was conducted by a conservation officer to
generate an assessment of the conservation values of the site, in terms of priority
vegetation (CAR criteria), condition of the site (the extent of damage to
conservation values) and such matters as level of threat, size of the reserve and
proximity to other reserved land. This assessment involved considerable
judgement but was ‘criteria based’ in terms of a structure devised by CARSAG. 

The conservation officer reported in person on the site assessment to CARSAG
for review and preparation of a report to go to the Advisory Committee. Using
priorities agreed to in the RFA, CARSAG assigned a numerical ‘conservation
priority’ score (from 1 to 6) (based on the Conservation Priority Index). Over the
life of the program, CARSAG developed tools to make the assessment process
more efficient. These tools included SRD, a scoring system for the attractiveness
of a site (in line with but more refined than the considerations for the initial site
evaluation) and issues such as the threats to its conservation values.  Importantly,
the CARSAG report was limited to the ‘scientific’ aspects of the site. 

CARSAG also allocated an IUCN category for the reserve. The category system
developed by the World Conservation Union (IUCN) is based on the nature of the
natural and cultural heritage values of a site and the management regime
employed to protect those values. Most of the reserves established under the
PFRP are in one or other of two IUCN categories. Strict Nature Reserves
(Category 1) are established primarily for scientific research, and Managed
Resource Protected Areas (Category 6) permit sustainable use of natural
products and services while preventing decline in biological diversity.

If the CARSAG assessment supported the proposal, a negotiator was appointed
to undertake the negotiation of a draft agreement including the mandatory
conditions and price as set by the PFRP Unit. Once a draft proposal had been
agreed with the landowner, this was forwarded to the Advisory Committee. The
Committee made recommendations on proposals to the Tasmanian Minister for
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approval or otherwise. Proposals that involved NHT funding were referred to the
Commonwealth Minister.

When approval had been granted, the process of completing the final legal
documents was commenced. This involved a quality control officer from the PFRP
unit.

2.5 PFRP Funding 
Under the RFA, the Commonwealth Government provided $30 million in funding
to implement the PFRP - $20 million from Tasmania’s share of the National
Heritage Trust of Australia Reserve (RFA paragraph 100) and $10 million from
other sources (RFA paragraph 101(iv)). Funding proposals from the NHT
Australia Reserve were considered by the Commonwealth Minister. Approval for
spending from the $10 million ‘other’ funds rested with the Tasmanian Minister.

The latter $10 million was retained in Tasmania. The funds were invested, with
the interest earned ($5,478,783 million over the life of the program; to June 30th

2006) being added to the program funds. The Tasmanian Government agreed to
contribute an additional sum of approximately $300,000 equivalent to the interest
that would have been earned if the $10 million had been invested from the day the
RFA was signed until 30 June 1998.

In broad terms, the NHT funds were used for securing reserves and the State
Tasmanian Trust Fund was used for administration. 

In accordance with Paragraph 28 of the Supplementary Tasmanian RFA (May
2005) funds remaining in the NHT allocation at the end of the PFRP have been
transferred to the Forest Conservation Fund, which includes the new revolving
fund. Paragraph 29 provides that Tasmania agrees to use the balance of
the State Trust funds to fund a State Private Property Vegetation Conservation
Program.

2.6 Previous reports and reviews
A number of reviews and investigations have been undertaken of the PFRP:

 The Mid Term Review of the program (as part of the Mid term Review of
the National Heritage Trust  - ie NHT1) conducted by
PricewaterhouseCoopers (November 1999)

 A survey of landowners undertaken by Kathy Kuryl (Tasmanian
Department of Premier and Cabinet) in 2001

 Various academic theses (Hilsendager 2006, Vercoe 2003).

Matters covered in these reports will be raised in the relevant part of this review
document.
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2.7 Statistics on the PFRP

2.7.1 Activity in the PFRP
Activity as measured by number of properties where final settlement was reached
on a reserve peaked in year 5 of the program (2003) at 50 properties (Figure 2.1).
In the years leading up to the peak there had been a relatively uniform rise in
settlements from a slow start. Settlements in 2004 dropped slightly to 48, and
since then the annual number of settlements has been constant at 23 (note that
the numbers for 2007 have not been finalised at the time of writing).

At this moment the total area secured as forest reserves under the program is
38,400 hectares. Broadly speaking the area secured each year (Figure 2.2)
follows a pattern similar to that observed for the number of properties, with the
highest outcomes in the middle years of the program. However, the peak of 8,100
hectares occurred in 2002 one year earlier than the peak in number of properties.
It appears that the cause of the departure between number of reserves and area
secured is due in the main to a small number of properties with large areas of land
secured. 
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2.7.2 Source of referral
The greatest source of referrals for reserves is ‘expression of interest’ accounting
for 116 of the 246 secured properties (47%). The second most common source
involved the 49 referrals through DPIWE (20%).

Over the life of the program (Figure 2.1), ‘expression of interest’ dominated the
number of referrals after year 2, that is, from 2001 onwards. Bush Care referrals
were important in the middle years of the program. Program acquisitions recorded
as initiated by SRD only commenced in 2004 following the release of the formal
documentation on SRD (DPIWE 2004), but the principles were in place
beforehand. SRD referrals have grown steadily since then to a level where they
account for 10 referrals in 2007 (62%). The timing is understood to reflect the
consequence of discussions in the Advisory Committee for an increased focus on
lands assessed as being particularly valuable from a conservation perspective,
and an enhanced role for the SRD process to identify these lands.

Note that the year in Figures 2.1 and 2.2 refers to the settlement date, the initial
referral would have occurred on average one year previously.

2.7.3 Type of security
The three forms of security for reserved areas were:

 perpetual covenant – 223 properties
 purchase – 22 properties
 Management Agreement without covenant – 2 properties.

For the current purpose, a covenant is an undertaking by a landowner to manage
his or her property (or a designated part) in accordance with the conditions set out
in the covenant. The owner in effect yields control of his property to the extent
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specified by the conditions of the covenant. The covenant is attached to the title
deed of the land and is binding on future owners: all covenants under the PFRP
are perpetual.  The covenant conditions are legally enforceable under Tasmania’s
Nature Conservation Act (2002), but a detailed assessment of compliance with
actions specified in the covenants is beyond the scope of this review.

In conjunction with the Covenant, all reserves under the PFRP are subject to an
Operations Plan.  The Operations Plan provides Minister’s authorisations for
activities in the Covenant that require authorisation as well as management
prescriptions (which are agreed with the owner) for the reserve.  So for example, if
the Covenant permits grazing “as authorised by the Minister”, the Operations Plan
will then state the grazing rate, season, duration and any other necessary
conditions.  The Plans are subject to five yearly reviews through a negotiated
process.

In addition to these agreements,  for 95 of the covenanted properties, the parties
entered into Management Agreements which effectively constitute a contract
specifying activities outlined in the Operations Plan and designating a schedule of
payments to the landowner related to completion of specific tasks over time. 

Covenants accounted for the great majority of reserved areas (90%). Areas that
are subject to a covenant are deemed to be conservation reserves and the
covenants expressly prohibit damaging activities and require that the land is
managed to protect or enhance conservation values. Perpetual covenants are
considered to approach outright purchase of land in terms of the security of
protection provided for conservation values but outcomes depend on continuing
compliance and commitment by landholders.

The first two years of the program saw a significant proportion of purchases (more
than half), but the proportion has decreased since then (Figure 2.3).
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Figure 2.3: Form of security for reserved area

2.7.4 Distribution of size of reserved area
The mean size of the reserved area is 155 hectares.  However, the mean
conceals substantial variation in the size of the areas reserved on different
properties. The majority (63%) of reserves are less than 100 hectares in size and
only one reserve in five exceeds 200 hectares. There are seven reserved areas
above 1000 hectares and the two largest are 2508 and 2029 hectares
respectively. 

Figure 2.4 indicates that the general trend in the average size of each reserved
area has been downwards over the duration of the program (ignoring 1999 when
only one property was secured). The decrease has been significant from an
average size of 286 ha in 2000 to 86 ha in 2006, representing a reduction of over
70%. 
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Figure 2.4: Size of area reserved

Presumably, this trend reflects the changes over the years in the reserved areas
that were offered for incorporation in the PFRP (and that were considered of
sufficient conservation value to be approved). The downward trend in Figure 2.4
suggests that the supply of large areas for conservation may have been steadily
drying up. This has potential implications for the conservation value of the lands
reserved and definite impacts on the administration and negotiation costs per
hectare of securing land.

The result so far in the latest year (2007) of an average size of 181 ha has been
against the trend. Program staff have advised that settlement of reserved areas
for larger farms has been delayed in many cases due to the complexities
introduced by multiple property deeds and associated difficulties in the
covenanting process. These properties are heavily represented in the later years
of the program (and also in the properties approved but where final settlement is
still outstanding). To the extent that larger properties may be associated with
larger areas to be reserved, this could explain the recent upward move in the
trend line.

2.7.5 CARSAG rankings
CARSAG in their assessments generated rankings for proposals for reserves. The
rankings involved:

 priority – in terms of the conservation values of the land based on CAR
 urgency – reflecting the level of threat to the conservation values.

Priority
The relevant rankings for CARSAG priority are:

1. essential for CAR reserve, no alternatives - needs highest level of
protection and maximum security
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2. there are alternatives - but needs highest level of protection and maximum
security

3. desirable CAR values but alternatives exist - significant flexibility for
negotiation and level of security

4. limited CAR values - secure only at a minimum or no cost to the Program

Figure 2.5 shows the breakdown of CARSAG priority rankings for forest reserves
acquired over the life of the PFRP. It can be seen that of the 247 reserves that
were secured, 108 (44%) were ranked with the highest priority, and there are a
further 81 reserves with the second highest priority. This suggests that the PFRP
was quite successful in securing forest reserves identified as high priority.

N/R, 50

CARSAG Priority 4, 3
CARSAG Priority 3, 5

CARSAG Priority 2, 81

CARSAG Priority 1, 108

Figure 2.5: CARSAG Priority rankings (number of properties)

Figure 2.6 shows the yearly variation in the number of reserves with different
priorities. The middle years of the PFRP saw a somewhat larger proportion of
priority 2 reserves approved at the expense of priority 1 reserves that had a burst
in 2001, and are highly represented from 2005 onwards.
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Figure 2.6: Annual variation in CARSAG priority

Urgency
The relevant rankings for CARSAG urgency are:

1. Immediate threat and no way of diminishing the threat - respond
immediately

2. Immediate threat, may be diminished by other means - respond as soon as
practicable

3. Generic threat to the CAR values - respond as appropriate
4. Limited threat to the CAR values - respond as appropriate
5. No apparent threat - respond as available resources permit
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Figure 2.7 shows the breakdown of CARSAG urgency rankings for forest reserves
acquired over the life of the PFRP. In contrast to the situation with priority, the
most highly represented rankings for urgency are in the middle levels – the
maximum is 108 reserves (44%) for urgency ranking 3.

Figure 2.8 shows the corresponding annual variation for CARSAG urgency
rankings. In percentage terms it seems that urgency level 3 has grown over the
years at the expense of both higher and lower urgency levels. Overall, it seems
that the reserves considered at greater risk were secured to a greater extent in
the early years of the program.

N/R, 51

CARSAG Urgency 5, 6

CARSAG Urgency 4, 35

CARSAG Urgency 3, 109

CARSAG Urgency 2, 13

CARSAG Urgency 1, 33

Figure 2.7: CARSAG urgency rankings (number of properties)
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Figure 2.8: Annual variation in CARSAG urgency

2.7.6 IUCN Categories 
Figure 2.9 is a pie chart of the breakdown by IUCN category. The main category
is managed resource protected area accounting for 64% of the total area secured.
At the other end of the scale of security and management focus, the category of
strict nature reserve represents 31% of the total. The remaining categories
contribute relatively little in terms of area.

11,076, 31%

152, 0%

1,826, 5%
23,126, 64%

Strict Nature Reserve
National Park
Habitat/Species Management Area
Managed Resource Protected Area

Figure 2.9: Area (ha) secured by IUCN category (% of total)
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2.7.7 Vegetation
An analysis of information on the targeted forest communities that have been
reserved in covenanted areas is provided in section 4.1 (Performance against
RFA objectives), and a summary is provided in table 4.2. The PFRP database
contains further vegetation related information (see below)  though no analysis
has been undertaken for this review. 

Areas of forest communities under reservation through the PFRP are recorded in
the database in tabular form.  Areas of non-forest vegetation communities that
occur in covenanted areas are also recorded in tabular form.  Payment for
proposed reserves on private land was calculated according to the number of
hectares of distinct forest communities.  This information is stored in the database
for every property reserved through the PFRP.  This information was collected as
well as survey techniques and technologies (eg handheld GPS / GIS software and
hardware) permitted at the time.  

Threatened or priority species that occur in the covenanted areas are recorded as
non-tabular format as a text field in the PFRP database.  Capture and reporting of
this information was a task of the program; but it was not stored in this database
in a way that allowed for aggregated reporting.  However, detailed species
information was provided to the Threatened Species Section for uploading into
their database (GTSPOT – now known as the Natural Values Atlas).  This
information was of importance in terms of making decisions regarding reservation.
However, as not all properties contained these threatened priority species values,
there are instances where property records have no data of this type.

2.7.8 National Estate values
The preservation of National Estate values is addressed in Section A.5 of
Attachment 1 to the Strategic Plan. Appendix 3 to the Plan lists geoconservation
sites requiring consideration for the private land component of the CAR reserve
assessment. Appendix 4 to the Plan lists some specific National Estate areas
found in forests on private land.

Notwithstanding these references to National Estate values in the Strategic Plan,
the impression gained from consultation with former PFRP staff is that National
Estate values played a minor role, at most, in decisions on proposals to secure
land under the program. This situation can be attributed in large part to the
inherent difficulties in dealing with National Estate values in a program such as
the PFRP. Chief among these difficulties was that the information on National
Estate values was not very accurately mapped: a large part of Tasmania was
deemed to be covered by National Estate lands reflecting a lack of sound
knowledge (the lack of knowledge is hinted at in the Strategic Plan which makes a
number of calls for further investigation). Also, there was a perception of the
potential for duplication: National Estate values could be picked up by other
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programs, and, at the same time, areas with significant National Estate values
were likely to be given a high priority by CARSAG.

The background to this situation is that the overriding priorities and intent of the
PFRP were to enhance the reservation status of forest communities and old
growth forest - National Estate values were considered worthwhile but of
subsidiary importance.  During the RFA, national estate values were mapped at a
very broad level only, and the next step of defining national estate places (under
commonwealth legislation) was never taken, due to proposed legislative changes
under the EPBC Act to replace it with the concept of matters of national
significance. Without the additional refining step the National Estate values maps
were of little assistance to PFRP in prioritising properties.

The upshot is that it is not possible to systematically evaluate to what extent
National Estate values have been preserved as a result of the PFRP. More
specifically, it has not proved possible to locate any specific information on the
protection of National Estate values either in reports or on the PFRP database.
Nonetheless, it is assumed that the lands secured by the program contain
important examples of National Estate values.
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3. Review Methodology and Evaluation Approach

3.1 Evaluation Purpose and Scope
The Review and Evaluation seeks to assess the degree to which the PFRP: 

 has achieved conservation targets;
 produced outputs which represent value-for-money;
 applied appropriate processes and methods; and 
 had an impact on community expectations in terms of conservation and

covenants.

The review and evaluation is also expected to provide advice and
recommendations applicable to future government programs, policy and related
initiatives.

3.2 Terms of Reference
The major tasks for the review and evaluation are set out in the Terms of
Reference in the form of seven key questions:

1. A report card or scoreboard of performance against the original
RFA objectives 

• Tabular summary, graphs, and assessments in terms of the area
reserved: contribution towards reservation of values not possible
to be protected on public lands.
 Comprehensiveness of reserves created: 

⇒ What previously un-reserved communities and species have
now been reserved by the PFRP

⇒ Priority forests – by ha overall and per community
⇒ Old-growth forest reservation
⇒ Priority vs non-priority forest hectares 
 Adequacy of reserves created

⇒ Size range; mean, median and average size of protected
areas generally, and per community and bioregion

⇒ Connectivity of ‘reserve’ areas, location within landscape 
⇒ IUCN categories – level of protection; ha’s for each

community
 Representativeness of reserves created

⇒ Communities secured across bioregions / range for that
community

 Contributions of other conservation values - reservation of
previously unreserved priority species, reservation of reserved
species, non-forest vegetation.
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⇒ Number of reserves for each priority species. What impact
have these new reserves had on the status of the species?

⇒ Changes to National Estate values 
⇒ Area of non-forest vegetation in reserves generally, and area

of non-forest priority veg reserved for each community. (Refer
above comment on non-priority vegetation.)

2. How well did implementation of the Private Forest Reserves
Program Strategic Plan meet the objectives of the RFA, and how
was the Strategic Plan managed over the life of the program?

• How did the Private Forest Reserve Program Advisory Committee
administer the implementation/evolution of the Strategic Plan
during the life of the program 

• Progress towards JANIS criteria (Tables 1,2,3,4 Strategic Plan)

• Statewide progress as portion of target achieved
 Progress towards Bioregional targets based on the IBRA 5

bioregionalisation model: ‘As a priority, the forest community and
old growth reservation targets shown in Tables 3 and 4 (refer
Attachment 1) will be analysed on IBRA provisional regions and,
subsequently, may be reworked on the basis of improved
regionalisation models which the Scientific Advisory Group (SAG)
may propose from time to time’ (excerpt from page 11, strategic
plan)

• Bioregional progress as portion of target achieved
 Contribution to reservation (Tables 5, 6 Strategic Plan)
 Number of properties secured with value
 Analysis of properties covenanted and their owners e.g. farms,

bush blocks, “lifestyle’ residential; absent 
 Assessment of Strategic Reserve Design approach
 Comparison of proactive vs. reactive approach (“triggers”)
 Did referral mechanisms referred to in the Strategic Plan operate

effectively?
 Application of Program Implementation Statement (2003)
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3.  Implications of long term management of conservation values for
land secured by the program for:  (a) landowners and (b)
government

• Role of compliance and managing landowner compliance

• Issues and risks re long term management of natural values on
‘reserves’ (including change of ownership)

• Adequacy of current stewardship arrangements

• Adequacy of current and planned biological monitoring

• Adequacy of funding provided for weed control and fencing

• Managing change of ownership

• Covenants and their affect on the market value of land

4. How well did the Private Forest Reserves Program approach
deliver value for money, taking into account governance and
management arrangements, scientific inputs and purchased
outputs?

• Assessment of (response to) recommendations of the NHT Mid-term
Review

• Assessment of landowner surveys (Kuryl 2001, Vercoe 2003) and
surveys undertaken as part of this review. 

• Benchmarks and performance measures of efficiency i.e. “value for
money”:

• Program outputs ($/ha; $/reserve)

• Governance and “overheads”
 The impact of Advisory Committee requirements on permissible

activities within reserves, in terms of costs to the PFRP.
 Cost of reporting on program performance and property proposals

• Scientific inputs (CARSAG)

• Proactive, targeted strategic approach (implementation of the
Strategic Reserve Design approach)

• Management and monitoring – compliance with
covenants/Management Agreements

5. To what extent did the Private Forest Reserves Program influence
expectations and create a precedent for financial valuation of
conservation assets and values.  For example, what are
landowners’ views and expectations for participating in new
markets for conservation outcomes (e.g. new Forest Conservation
Fund)? How were expectations managed?
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• To what extent did the PFRP contribute/influence people and
create an expectation that people should be paid to protect high
conservation value assets on their land as opposed to not being
paid

• How helpful has the program been in assisting other
Tasmanian/Commonwealth vegetation conservation projects 

• Assess changes in attitudes of landowners to a “market” for
providing conservation services

• How was the PFRP impacted by other programs and approaches
to native vegetation management and how well did it respond

 forest practices changes eg. development of moratoriums on
clearance and conversion of some forest communities

 the development of alternative vegetation management options/
incentives or Programs eg. GA fencing incentive schemes, NFVP,
PAPL

 the development of trade-off covenant requirements eg. by Councils
for subdivision approvals

6. To what extent has the Private Forest Reserves Program
influenced the trend towards voluntary private land conservation
i.e. other voluntary conservation programs (e.g. Land for Wildlife,
NHT, NAP, PAPL). What are the implications for other programs?
• How has the PFRP assisted the RFA & NHT partnership

agreements with Tasmania

• Assess changes in attitudes of landowners to providing
conservation services voluntarily, without financial incentives

7. What strategic (and operational) lessons are there from the
Private Forest Reserves Program for the Government and
landowners to achieve sound and enduring protection of natural
values on private land?

• What did the Australian and Tasmanian governments learn from
the PFRP

• Were the governance arrangements right

• Overview of lessons learnt (at strategic and operational levels)
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3.3 Evaluation Process

3.3.1 Quantitative review and analysis
The terms of reference call for the review to report on a number of quantitative
aspects of the PFRP. The quantitative results presented in this review have
largely used information in the database established for the PFRP, augmented by
written material, notably program annual reports.

The analysis has had to deal with some apparent discrepancies and
inconsistencies in information held in the database, and these are spelled out in
more detail in the relevant sections of the report.  The extent of these data issues
are what might be reasonably expected in a program that was innovative and,
ultimately, extended over a period of ten years, resulting in changes in program
emphasis and management processes, It appears that the high turnover of staff
has contributed to these problems: when individual members of staff left the
PFRP unit they took with them important understandings in regard to the
database. It was remarked by one stakeholder that the database was not
designed to integrate with other data management systems within DPIW, and this
echoes the apparent disconnect between the PFRP and broader policy directions
in some of the work by CARSAG.

Importantly, we have not found any evidence that weaknesses in the information
held on the database compromised decision making as part of the PFRP. 

3.3.2 Qualitative review and analysis
The primary resource for the qualitative analysis was various documents that
were reviewed to gain an insight into the design and conduct of the program.
Documents reviewed include the RFA, PFRP Strategic Plan, Annual Reports, and
Advisory Committee meeting papers, Covenant Agreements for individual
reserves and Operations Plans for individual reserves. Refer to the bibliography
for a full list of documents reviewed.

Insights gained from document review informed subsequent discussions held with
stakeholders during the consultation process and assisted the articulation of
issues for analysis as the evaluation proceeded.

3.3.3 Consultation

At the commencement of the review process, advertisements were placed by
DPIW in major Tasmanian newspapers and The Australian inviting submissions to
the review and evaluation from all groups, individuals and organisations with an
interest in conservation and, in particular, those who had some involvement with
the PFRP. A four week period was allowed for submissions and the closing date
for submissions was specified at Friday 1 June 2007.  

Letters were also sent to all landowners who had secured reserves on their
property and to 150 other landowners who had been involved in negotiations
which did not result in establishment of a reserve.
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Two requests for late submission were received and a total of nine (9)
submissions were received, the last arriving on 28 June 2007. Two people also
requested that they be contacted by phone to enable them to provide input to the
evaluation.

The review of the PFRP involved an extensive consultation program. A
consultation list was prepared including staff who had previously worked on the
Program, contractors, former members of the Advisory Committee, former
members of CARSAG, representatives of key stakeholder groups and senior
officers of relevant government agencies.

It was considered particularly important to visit a range of reserves and talk first
hand with landowners to get their perspective on the program. These visits were
arranged as part of a tour from Hobart, through the Midlands to Launceston and
the Tamar before returning to Hobart via St Mary’s and the east coast. Structuring
the visits in this way provided a valuable opportunity to put the PFRP reserves in
their landscape context. Discussions were held with some 15 covenant owners
and some twenty other PFRP reserves were at least sighted in their local setting.

Landowners consulted ranged from residents on lifestyle/rural residential blocks
through to those managing large farming enterprises on properties covering many
thousands of hectares. Some landowners had owned the land for only a short
time, in some cases having purchased an already covenanted block, while others
had grown up on large family holdings which had not changed hands beyond the
family since the original land grants in the early 1820’s.

Consultation discussions were focused on the questions set out in the Terms of
Reference for the evaluation but did not seek to take people slavishly through the
questions item by item. Rather, the discussions generally opened with an
overview of the questions to ensure that there was a shared understanding of the
scope of the evaluation. Thereafter, people were simply invited to share their
experiences of the program, with particular attention to what they considered were
its major strengths and weaknesses.

Notes were taken and consolidated at the end of each day to facilitate tracking of
issues arising from the consultation. As the consultation progressed, issues raised
or propositions put by some people were tested with others in subsequent
discussions so that a consolidated picture emerged. Over time, fewer and fewer
new issues were raised so that after consultation discussions with some 60
people (a full list is provided in Appendix 1). It is considered that stakeholder
consultation provided a sound understanding of the functioning of the program
informed by the perspectives of people on all sides as the basis of the evaluation. 

3.3.4 Report preparation and administration of the review
The evaluation was overseen by a steering committee made up of officers from
DPIW for Tasmania and DEWR for the Commonwealth. The DPIW managed the
review on behalf of the client.
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The contract for the review and evaluation was signed on 1 May 2007 and work
began immediately. A progress report was provided to the Steering Committee on
1 June detailing work undertaken on document and data review as well as
stakeholder consultations and issues arising from the consultations to date.

A preliminary draft of the report of the review and evaluation was provided to the
Steering Committee on 6 July and a formal draft of the final report was submitted
for Steering Committee consideration on 27 July2007. Comments were received
on the draft report from the client in mid September.
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4. Issues Analysis and Discussion
Section 4 provides a broad coverage of the information assembled for the
evaluation of the program, through review of reports and documents, consultation
with stakeholders (including responses to the call for submissions) and
interrogation of the database. 

The intention here is to document what we have heard and seen in a
comprehensive and consistent way. While some analysis and interpretation is
included in this section, the question of what conclusions can be drawn from the
evaluation and our judgement on key matters is left to Section 5.

The structure of Section 4 in terms of sub-section headings follows the structure
of the questions that the terms of reference for the evaluation specifies are to be
addressed (see Section 3.2 above). However, given the preceding comments, the
final question 7 (on lessons from the PFRP) would appear to fit more naturally in
Section 5 and has been deferred till then.

4.1 Performance against RFA objectives
Quantitative reservation targets for forest communities on private lands at the
state level are specified in Table 3 of Attachment 1 to the Strategic Plan. The
corresponding targets for old growth forest communities are defined in Table 4.
These targets are based on the JANIS criteria (see Table 1 on page 9 of the SRD
report) for forest communities:

 Endangered – 100% of extant area
 Vulnerable - 60% of extant area
 Rare - 100% of extant area
 Not threatened – taken to be 15% of pre-1750 extant

and for old growth forest:
 Rare – taken to be 100% of extant area
 Depleted - 100% of extant area
 Not threatened – taken to be 60% of extant area.

Table 4.1: JANIS Criteria
Forest communities Old growth forest

Endangered 100% of extant area -
Vulnerable 60% of extant area -
Rare 100% of extant area 100% of extant area
Depleted - 100% of extant area
Not threatened 15% of pre-1750 extant 60% of extant area
Note: Percentages for the not threatened categories are specified as ‘taken to be’ the indicated
percentages

In aggregate the requirements in the Strategic Plan are for 120,846 hectares of
specified forest communities and old growth to be secured for conservation. In
practice the total area secured as of May 2007 is 38,369 ha with a further
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4,740 ha either awaiting Ministerial approval or approved but not yet secured by a
final settlement on the covenant. 

Given that in aggregate the area of land secured represents only some 30% of the
program target, then by definition there must be substantial shortfalls for individual
forest communities. 

Table 4.2 provides a breakdown of area secured by individual forest communities
and old growth forest types

The JANIS criteria for the different forest communities are specified in terms of the
extant examples. It is certainly unrealistic to expect these requirements to be met
in full in a voluntary program. Some of the targets at the state level are quite
small, less than 100 hectares, and possibly found only on a small number of
properties. If the landowners of these properties had no interest in participating in
the program, then any prospect of preserving these communities on private land
would be effectively impossible.

There are further difficulties of a practical nature for a program that targets priority
conservation targets. The nature of the negotiation process and the geographic
distribution of forested areas on properties mean that it is not possible to covenant
only lands of high conservation value. Inevitably, less valuable forest areas are
included along with the forest communities sought – it has been estimated that
perhaps as much as 40% of the total area secured consists of ‘bycatch’.

We have been advised that, in view of such considerations, there was a
realisation at an early stage of the program that it would not be possible to meet,
or even approach the JANIS criteria. Instead the focus of the CARSAG work
turned to achieving goals defined through the guidance provided by SRD (the
process of setting priorities depended on elements of judgement and was not
entirely automated). In other words, given that there would be a shortfall in the
JANIS targets, the SRD was designed to provide a structure for prioritising land
acquisitions that was expected to maximise the conservation values within the
practical constraints of the operation of the PFRP.

The Strategic Plan (Section 1.6.1) calls on CARSAG ‘as a priority’ to analyse the
forest community and old growth reservation targets on IBRA provisional regions
and subsequently to be reworked on the basis of improved regionalisation
models.

A set of targets at the bioregional level1 are stored on the database though this is
different from the ‘targets’ that can be deduced from the table in Attachment 10 to
the SRD report. A note to the table states that the table entries under the heading
bioregional targets are reservation targets that would apply if JANIS criteria were
to be met in full – this is not the PFRP target and is used to set priorities. It should
also be noted that the bioregional targets when aggregated are more than twice
the targets initially set at the state level. 

                                                
1 See Figure 1.1 for a definition of bioregion boundaries for IBRA V.
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Table 4.2: Areas of forest communities secured and targets

 
Ben

Lomond

Central
Highland

s Flinders King

Northern
Midland

s

Norther
n

Slopes
South
East

Souther
n

Ranges
Grand
Total

Strategi
c Plana

% of
target

   
AC 49 107 180 21 157 19 533
AC(OG) 129 2 131
AD 559 72 296 20 215 1,162 9,133 13%
AD(OG) 475 17 492 3,104 16%
AI 391 5,114 282 387 6,174 13,413 46%
AI(OG)  103 0%
AS 183 1,534 8 1,725 12,419 14%
AS(OG) 26 26 116 22%
AV 25 40 3 51 23 142
AV(OG) 29 29 14 207%
BA 62 325 15 5 407 1,720 24%
BA(OG) 16 238 41 295 109 271%
BF 13 289 6 308 129 239%
BR 8 14 16 38
BS 42 42 40 105%
C 4 4
CR 1 60 61 106 58%
CR(OG) 11 11 13 85%
D 45 21 297 121 54 538
D(OG) 4 4
DSC 38 0 35 168 241 1,565 15%
DSC(OG) 130 107 5 11 253 257 98%
DT 55 0 153 74 283
DT(OG) 5 5 98 5%
F  21 0%
G 130 230 5 364 452 81%
G(OG)  53 0%
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GG 15 3 2,315 41 2,374 2,336 102%
GG(OG) 172 172
KG 171 171 1,808 9%
L 2 5 4 2 13
L(OG) 2 2 4
M+ 41 3 44
M+(OG)  36 0%
ME 2 58 167 2 7 236 216 109%
ME(OG) 19 19 130 15%
MO 20 20 20 100%
N 51 7 57 …
NF 31 31 …
NP 14 9 15 3 41 97 42%
NT 100 100 …
O 20 0 3 92 1,458 319 1,893 …
O(OG) 5 216 221 …
OT 37 29 237 86 127 515 …
OT(OG) 21 99 26 146 146 100%
OV 109 85 151 157 293 27 822 6,868 12%
OV(OG) 13 13 …
P 2,255 196 2,451 …

P(OG) 2,745 15 2,760

37
7459

%
PJ 215 21 11 60 307 439 70%
PJ(OG) 1 1 131 1%
PS 16 150 130 295 110 268%
R 36 7 17 59 …
R(OG) 5 5 447 1%
RI 45 45 52 87%
RI(OG)  100 0%
RO 511 540 16 1,067 1,358 79%
RO(OG) 40 40 107 37%
SG 2 24 26 …



Review and Evaluation of the Tasmanian Private Forest Reserves Program              September 2007

Brian Gilligan and Syneca Consulting Pty Ltd    -  September 2007 31

SG(OG)  170 0%
SI 24 96 29 3 7 160 …
SO 257 7 264 …
SO(OG) 130 169 299 229 131%
TD 45 45 …
TD(OG) 21 21 …
TI 1,594 45 1,640 25,871 6%

TI(OG) 1,047 1,047

52
2013

%
V 815 2,097 24 1,499 4,434 33,369 13%
V(OG) 65 65 102 64%
VW 115 117 521 6 758 3,617 21%
VW(OG) 50 50 133 38%
ZZ 51 35 411 1,116 201 94 337 125 2,370 …
Grand
Total 3,560 870 1,131 2,666 9,651 1,914 17,536 1,040 38,369

120,846 32%

Note (a): From Tables 3 and 4 in Attachment 1 of the PFRP Strategic Plan
OG – old growth



Review and Evaluation of the Tasmanian Private Forest Reserves Program              September 2007

Brian Gilligan and Syneca Consulting Pty Ltd    -  September 2007
32

It can be seen from Table 4.1 that there are a number of forest communities that
have not been preserved to a level representing a significant proportion of the
target at the state level. Six forest communities are not represented at all in the
PFRP and a further five communities have achieved less than 10% of the target.
However, it might be argued that some of these targets were unrealistic and/or
that the lack of success in these areas is not particularly significant. For example,
the ‘short rainforest’ community is identified with a target of only 29 hectares and it
has been noted that some of the other communities are extremely rare old growth
variants which only exist because of particular burning regimes and other
historical and management complexities. More detailed examination of the validity
of communities identified and targets specified is considered to be beyond the
terms of the current evaluation.

To the extent to which it might be concluded that the PFRP has not achieved its
targets in regard to some forest communities, it is difficult to believe that the
performance would have been any better with alternative forms of voluntary
programs for conservation on private lands. Arguably, the emphasis on CAR
requirements based on a strongly scientific approach, plus the intensive
interaction with landowners gave the PFRP the ‘best shot’ at achieving the JANIS
criteria.

One submission received during this evaluation posed the question “what has
happened to the remaining targeted forest lands on private property?’ It is not
possible to answer this question with any degree of accuracy. The only valid way
to determine rates or clearing or conversion to productive use, and the extent of
degradation, is to conduct a survey of these lands at some point in the future and
compare the results with what was observed during the operation of the PFRP.
Attempts to infer what might have happened from extrapolating general rates of
loss are open to the criticism that landowners with targeted forest communities on
their properties may have not be typical of the general population in terms of their
views on conservation and the financial inducements they face for conversion of
the forests.

4.2 Implementation of the PFRP Strategic Plan and governance

Advisory Committee
The functions of the Committee are set out in RFA Attachment 8:

‘7. In addition to providing advice to the Parties on the strategic plan, the
Committee will, on an ongoing basis, monitor the program and, where
appropriate, make recommendations designed to improve the delivery and
effectiveness of the program.’

Attachment 8 to the RFA also states
’13. Projects for which funding is sought will be submitted by DELM (now
DPIW) to the Committee for advice and recommendations on priorities
consistent with the strategic plan.
14. Following consideration by the Committee, DELM will submit to the
Minister projects for approval and the Committees advice.’
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Paragraphs 13 and 14 suggest that the initial intention was for the Committee to
provide advice on individual proposals. In practice, this is what the Committee has
in fact done, as well as discharging its other responsibilities. However, during the
consultation program, a number of concerns were raised in regard to the
operation of the Committee and it appears that debate about the role of the
Advisory Committee and its impact on the efficient management of the PFRP
continued throughout the life of the Program. 

The NHT Mid-Term Review (PwC 1999) noted its concerns (page 22): 
‘Rather than taking a role of governance advice and support the Advisory
Committee involves itself in a great deal of detail, causing inefficiency and
duplication of decision making and review by the Unit and CARSAG.’

In response to such concerns PFRP (2003) states:
‘Policy 9.1 Advisory role of the Advisory Committee
The Advisory Committee reaffirms that its role and functions are those defined
in the Strategic Plan and the RFA Attachment 8, and specifically that its focus
will be at a strategic rather than operation level.’

The gist of the concerns is that the Committee, made up of stakeholders from a
range of organisations with widely varying objectives, was in effect placed in the
direct line of decision making as to which properties were to be included in the
program.  The view was expressed a number of times that it may have been more
appropriate for the Committee to focus on a proper advisory role to support the
managers (the PFRP unit) and the decision makers (the Ministers). 

Our understanding (based on conversations with past members and necessarily
cursory perusal of Committee records) is that in fact the ‘advice’ from the
Committee took the form of recommendations. Further these recommendations
had considerable weight in the final decisions to be made. 

It would appear that it would not be an exaggeration to say that the Committee,
but perhaps more accurately, some members of the Committee, undertook core
work of assessing proposals in detail (based on the scientific expert inputs from
CARSAG). In particular, the Committee had an effective veto on proposals. If the
Committee did not support a proposal it did not proceed to the next stage.

The level of micro management of the program by the Advisory Committee was
obviously a source of frustration for many of the staff of the PFRP Unit. Some
staff felt that the Advisory Committee was continually re-defining the product they
were trying to negotiate and that it was impossible for the program to run
efficiently in such circumstances. 

On the other hand, one member of the Advisory Committee consulted asserted
that it was the Program staff who were inflexible, unwilling to accommodate the
requirements of the Advisory Committee. The problem was considered to lie
fundamentally with the culture of the staff and agency management who were
unwilling to acknowledge the ‘power and authority’ given to the Advisory
Committee by Attachment 8 to the RFA. They were also reportedly reluctant to
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recognise the ready access at least some Advisory Committee members had to
the office of the Commonwealth Minister in Canberra and that this access would
be used if Committee members had concerns about the way individual covenants
were being negotiated.

It is also clear from the consultation that the Advisory Committee was not a
particularly harmonious group. Advisory Committee meetings were very difficult to
chair and were clearly unhappy experiences for staff and many people associated
with them. A small number of individuals apparently did most of the talking; others
were generally prepared to agree with whatever was proposed, keen not to be
seen to be obstructing processing of proposals.

There evidently were very tense relations between the Advisory Committee,
especially some individuals on the Advisory Committee and program staff. One
long term member of the Advisory Committee consulted for this review referred to
having had dealings with some twenty staff involved in the program. Of these,
only ‘about three’ would have been employed if the Committee member in
question was running the program.

It should be noted that the detailed group dynamics of the Advisory Committee
are only relevant to this review to the extent to which they rendered the
Committee dysfunctional in the sense that this impacted upon the efficiency and
effectiveness of the Program. But it is possible that some of the criticism of the
PFRP not being a ‘farmer friendly’ program (see under heading ‘Negotiation
process’) may be traced back to the constraints and uncertainties imposed on
negotiations by this tension between the Advisory Committee and Program staff. 

CARSAG
The establishment of CARSAG is foreshadowed in Attachment 8 to the RFA:

‘8. DELM will establish a scientific advisory group to advise on formulating
the strategic plan and conservation management principles.’

Given the emphasis on CAR criteria in the PFRP, the functions provided by
CARSAG were essential and in fact central to achieving program objectives. The
entire basis for assessing conservation values under the CAR system requires
robust and rigorous scientific inputs. There was near universal agreement during
the consultation phase of this review that the members of CARSAG were of high
quality in terms of their scientific expertise and that the advice provided by
CARSAG was scientifically sound.

Several people consulted who were otherwise critical of aspects of the program
spoke positively of the role of key people involved in CARSAG referring to some
of them as ‘scientists who knew their stuff’ and turned around the opinion of some
landowners otherwise sceptical about the program.

In the event, CARSAG not only provided the scientific underpinning for the PFRP,
but also generated information and other materials of much broader application.
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When CARSAG first came together at the start of the PFRP it found that many of
the requirements needed to do its job properly were not available. Considerable
resources went into developing these materials and tools. Perhaps the most
notable example was the mapping of vegetation types across Tasmania which
was not adequate to undertake CAR assessments at the bioregion level.
Subsequently, the former IBRA IV bioregional definition was superseded for the
purpose of the PFRP with IBRA V.  We understand that CARSAG adopted IBRA
V for their work, even though ‘officially’ Tasmania is still operating under IBRA IV.

While the outputs from CARSAG were undoubtedly of benefit to Tasmania, the
situation outlined above highlights that CARSAG operated in somewhat of a policy
vacuum. It could be hypothesised that the fine work done by CARSAG and the
utility of its application may well have been enhanced if these activities had been
more closely aligned with government policy.

Negotiation process

While the complex governance arrangements may have been an understandable
concern for staff, most consulted appear to have been very committed in their
work and to have drawn considerable personal satisfaction from their involvement
with a program they clearly considered to be very worthwhile. On the other hand
one negotiator consulted for this review admitted to not enjoying the role but
guessed he was reasonably successful in it.

One of the major issues with the PFRP has been the high turnover of staff,
exacerbated by the extensive use of contractors. Of course, the use of contract
staff provides major benefits in terms of the flexibility to manage workloads that
varied substantially over the life of the program. However, the drawback is that the
skills and knowledge that a contractor acquires during the contract is lost to the
organisation when he or she leaves. This is a broader issue for the PFRP as a
whole: one of the difficulties in conducting this evaluation has been the lack of
continuity in staff and the hurdle this places in terms of obtaining a clear picture of
how the program operated in the past.

In the case of negotiating with landowners, there were specific problems
associated with high staff turnover. A number of landowners consulted voiced
their displeasure at not being able to deal with a single program officer throughout
their negotiations and, in some cases, reportedly not being sure who their contact
officer was. 

Any program whose success depends ultimately on how well negotiation is
conducted, as was the case with the PFRP, has to deal with the issue of
uniformity in approach by the negotiators. From consultation with landowners it
seems there was considerable variation in the approach adopted by different
negotiators. 

Process and product refinements were not generally stabilised until 2002.
Certainly, prior to this time and possibly afterwards, there was considerable
variability in approaches taken and emphasis placed by Conservation Officers,
Negotiators and the Advisory Committee. In particular, the SRD was only finalised
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well into the life of the program. In the early years, there was considerable
pressure to get some ‘runs on the board’ in terms of secured reserves, in view of
program delays due to the time taken to develop systems and to establish viable
working relationships with landowners.  The combination of these two factors
means that doubts exist as to the conservation worth of the early lands acquired
under the program.

Concern was expressed during the consultation that priorities specified by
CARSAG were often not followed by Program staff.

The allocation of priorities for the negotiation of covenants seems to have taken
little if any account of the variable impact of delays on the landowners (ie minimal
impact on a lifestyle/rural residential landowner but major impact on a struggling
farmer servicing a large mortgage).

Written policy and guidelines for the conduct of negotiations were prepared in
2003. There can still be debate as to whether these resulted in more uniformity.
Perhaps more importantly, the more fundamental question remains as to the likely
consequences of less than optimal negotiations. Were valuable candidate
reserves lost to the program due to poor negotiations? Or was it the case that
landowners had more or less fixed their decision as to whether to commit to the
program well before the detailed negotiation commenced?

A further complication (though related to the other difficulties) was introduced
through the practice of using different staff members in the position of
conservation officer (whose task was site assessment) and of contract negotiator
for the same landowner. On the other hand some landowners may have
welcomed this arrangement, since it gave them another officer to deal with who
had a fresh perspective.

Perhaps the issue with the biggest practical consequence was the extended times
taken to finalise covenants, raised by a number of the landowners, though it
seems unfair to sheet all the blame for delays on the negotiator. Several
landowners indicated that they seriously considered withdrawing from the process
because of the delay (they had assumed once the in-principle decision was made
that the rest of the process would be straightforward). In fact, more than one
landowner reported that they made the threat of withdrawal to the PFRP unit,
before their proposals were given the attention they felt they deserved.

Some of the delays experienced were beyond the control of the PFRP Unit, such
as changes to the legislation or a new Minister, or unwillingness of third parties to
discharge caveats or grant mortgagee consent. The Strategic Plan provides
explicitly for the State Minister to approve payment to a landowner from the State
Trust Fund which would be reimbursed from the NHT funds once Commonwealth
approval was granted. This process was followed where it would avoid delays
waiting for Commonwealth formal agreement.

One criticism of the way the PFRP was run was that there was substantial
asymmetry in the information available to program staff and to landowners on
which to make decisions. Annual reports for the PFRP contained information on
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hectares secured and price paid, but this reporting was at a highly aggregated
level – in fact much of the reporting was for the whole program. Landowners had
no systematic information on the prices paid for lands with similar conservation
values (or even market values) that might inform their negotiating strategy or
position. This put them at considerable disadvantage vis-à-vis the program,
particularly since it is understood that the negotiator offered a more or less fixed
price, with little room for increasing this offer.

Strong views have been repeatedly expressed in consultation discussions that the
PFRP was not a ‘farmer friendly’ program; that it did not recognise the
circumstances under which they were operating and did not deal with them in a
commercially relevant and business-like manner. 

For example, it was not uncommon for landowners to feel disadvantaged because
of their limited knowledge of what biodiversity attributes government was looking
for and what price flexibility there might be between areas with relatively higher or
lower biodiversity values. As one landowner put it:

“If I am selling 1000 sheep, 700 fat and 300 in poor condition, I want to know
how much is being offered for the sheep in each category so that I can decide
whether to sell, one group only; both groups; or none. Similarly, in negotiations
with government for a PFRP reserve I wanted to know what money was being
offered for the different component parts of the proposed reserve, but I could
never get a breakdown of the relative values of the areas of different forest
communities.”

This was less of an issue for owners of lifestyle blocks, but some nonetheless
were critical of the timeliness of follow-up from staff.

For example, one landowner withdrew from negotiations after he had been
advised of the significant (in excess of 30%) reduction in funds offered because
he wanted the right to collect up to 50 tonnes of firewood per year from a 750 ha
site rather than the 10 tonnes previously discussed. He felt he was given no
adequate explanation of the basis of the re-calculation.

The issue of extended times to finalise covenants also featured in the responses
to an earlier survey of landowners (Kuryl 2001). That it was still a concern in 2007
could be due to inadequate corrective action being taken in response to the Kuryl
survey or conversely that significant numbers of the landowners consulted for this
evaluation were involved in the program in its early stages.
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4.3 Implications of long term management for landowners and
government

4.3.1 Specific threats to conservation values
Fire
Some land owners consulted felt that early Operations Plans for PFRP reserves
gave little consideration to fire issues. Certainly, fire management was a
significant concern of many east coast landowners at the time of consultation,
because of the severe fire season they had just come through.

Recognition of individual reserves and landowner anxiety in a fire emergency
situation would be appreciated rather than finding that emergency services maps
and personnel do not recognise or attribute any significance to the reserves.

Weeds
It seems to be generally acknowledged that weed issues were given scant
consideration in Operations Plans until early 2005 when a Stewardship Officer
with specialist skills and interest in weeds was appointed. Approximately 80% of
reserves are currently considered to have weed issues and the situation is
worsening, although some reserves are relatively weed-free. There are indications
that an increased awareness of weed problems may be linked to improved
knowledge in regard to plant identification and management needs as a result of
the visits to reserves by stewardship and biological monitoring officers.

4.3.2 Landowner commitment
It is clear from the consultation that many landowners gave only very limited
consideration during negotiations to likely requirements on their resources for long
term management of reserves. Some landowners clearly hoped entering into a
covenant in perpetuity would increase their eligibility for natural resource
management funding from various sources. In the event, in the view of a number
of landowners, entering into the covenant has actually been a disadvantage, and
they suspect that funding providers prefer to fund new projects that have not
received support from programs such as the PFRP, perhaps on the assumption
that the conservation values for these lands are already secured.

There seems to have been little if any assessment of the landowner’s capability to
manage the land at the time of the original assessment. Long term management
of the covenanted area in accordance with the covenant conditions may well have
a low priority for many landowners, especially those farmers in difficult
circumstances, facing drought and other challenges. Some landowners consulted
acknowledge that the Operations Plan and other documents detailing covenant
obligations are likely to stay in the bottom drawer, rarely if ever, referred to in the
routine management of the overall property. Some ageing lifestyle/rural residential
landowners are now concerned that they may not be able to keep up the physical
efforts required on weed control, fencing and related tasks.
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A general view emerged from many discussions that long term management
requirements may well not happen unless Government can facilitate additional
funding. Possible means for providing additional funds include: 

 establishing a contingency fund to assist landowners facing exceptional
circumstances and/or targeting new owners of reserves suffering the
impacts of years of neglect by previous owners;

 arranging / coordinating group submissions for funding at a district or
regional level;

 negotiating consideration for covenant land owners with funding sources
such as NRM, EnviroFund etc.

Some agency staff consulted however acknowledged that complex equity issues
arise in dealing with funding applications from people in widely varying
circumstances, such as those who have covenanted properties without payment
and others who may not have covenanted a property but are none the less
working hard to manage land for conservation outcomes. 

Council rate rebates, where they occur, are valued even if the dollar value is
modest. Council rate rebates are not universally available to covenant owners and
in some instances where they have been provided, they have been subsequently
rescinded by the Council.  Some Councils received NHT funding to cover the cost
of the rate rebate on covenanted land for a specified period and at least some did
not continue with the rebate after the funds from NHT were exhausted. It was
troubling to hear that in at least one instance, a covenant owner felt that the
rescission decision was a spiteful response by the Council to an on-going
disagreement with a particular landowner on another issue. We have no way of
verifying the details of this claim.

There appears to be a preference for simply counting on people to fulfil the
obligations of their covenant agreement. It is acknowledged that it is hard to
imagine effective enforcement of covenant obligations in the case of landowners
who fail to comply with the operating plans. 

Purchasers of covenanted land cannot be assumed to have the same level of
commitment to fulfilling covenant obligations as the original land owners who
negotiated the covenant. This bleak view was tempered with the argument put
forward by a number of stakeholders consulted that this situation can also be
reversed with a new owner having a renewed interest and a greater level of
commitment and/or capability to manage the land, provided that during a period of
poor compliance the damage done to conservation values will be reversible.

4.3.3 Condition of the reserve
While there were provisions for land and vegetation condition assessment at the
time of the initial assessment of properties by PFRP conservation officers, the
primary focus of the assessment was on the match of the forested area with
priority target community criteria. It would appear that consideration of the
condition of the reserve (and the associated long term management requirements
and implications for government) was given secondary importance.
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Nevertheless, CARSAG did take the condition of the candidate area into
consideration in their assessment.

Covenants and related Operations Plans rarely required improvement in the
condition of the vegetation on the land even though it may have been quite
degraded at the time of covenanting.

The specific commitments for biological monitoring negotiated in some covenants
will require significant resourcing by Government. Many reserves are not
expected to be the subject of biological monitoring in the foreseeable future.
Some landowners obviously expected more from government on this score and at
the very least, want to be informed on what biological monitoring is occurring
across the state and what, if any, relevance it may have to the management of
their land.

4.3.4 Relationship between landowners and PFRP
Some landowners consulted were unhappy with the sheer number of different
people they dealt with during the process, one saying that he had dealt with 12
different people since the program began.  Landowners believe that the most
fundamental requirement is that they know who is their first point of contact in the
DPIW; able to address issues associated with the Program and their covenanted
land.

Many landowners had envisaged the concept of reserving part of their land under
the PFRP as a long term partnership with the program to care for the conservation
values of the land. The natural consequence was their preference to establish a
close working relationship with one, or a very small number of people with whom
there was mutual respect.

The issue, starting with the practice of separate staff fulfilling the roles of
conservation officer and negotiator, was exacerbated by staff changes during the
post covenant stage. We have been advised that stewardship staff did seek to
systematically advise all reserve owners of staffing changes and letters have
recently been sent to all Private Forest Reserve owners informing them of staffing
arrangements in the monitoring and stewardship team and informing them of the
name and contact details of their principal contact person. 

The program was initiated with a limited life which was subsequently extended,
but throughout the program many staff seem to have been employed on short
term contracts creating uncertainty about the level of Government commitment to
the program in the minds of some landowners who feel that these practices
indicate that the Program is not being given the priority they believe it deserves.
Some feel that the level of commitment made by landowners is not properly
recognised.

Many landowners felt quite uncomfortable with the assessment and negotiation
phase of their involvement with the program, especially if these apprehensions
were overlain on strongly held views that the quantum of money offered was
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grossly inadequate and the assessment and negotiation processes were unduly
protracted.

It seems that, for many landowners, it was not until stewardship and biological
monitoring officers were appointed that they saw some sign of the commitment by
government to a long term collaborative management arrangement they were
looking for. The monitoring and stewardship team commenced work in 2005 to
provide follow-up contact and services (support, advice, monitoring, and
compliance checks) to Private Forest Reserve owners.  A Conservation
Management Strategy was written in 2005 and provides the framework for the
work being undertaken by the monitoring and stewardship team, including
objectives and prioritisation of work.  

The other major issue raised by landowners was the level of support obtained
from the program for ongoing management of reserves. The four or five year
delay (1997/1998 to 2002) in getting follow-up arrangements in place left
landowners feeling abandoned and unsupported. 

A small number of landowners do not expect or need any significant level of
support. This is true for example of the landowners with specialist biological
assessment and land management knowledge, some of whom have worked as
program staff in one capacity or other. (See also Landowner Survey by Kathleen
Kuryl, Dept of Premier and Cabinet, Tasmania, September – October 2001).

As of July 2007, 75% of PFRP reserves have had a visit from a Stewardship
Officer (168 reserves visited out of 225) and 44% of PFRP reserves have had
monitoring undertaken in them (99 reserves monitored out of 225). Follow-up
contact with landowners has been recorded in the Monitoring and Management
Database.  

A decision has been made in 2007 that every property subject to a conservation
agreement will receive at least one contact visit every five years, and this will be
coordinated through the five yearly review of the Operations Plan.  PFRP reserves
secured in 2002 or earlier that have not been visited by the program will receive a
visit in 2007. These decisions are expected to address concerns on the part of
many landowners as a result of no meaningful contact with Program support staff. 

It must be said that some landowners were very positive about their relationship
with the Program, particularly where an obvious rapport had been established with
individual staff and especially when staff were prepared to offer physical
assistance with management tasks such as weed spraying.

4.4 Delivery of value for money

4.4.1 The value of conservation and CAR reserves
Many stakeholders have made statements to the effect that ‘securing in excess of
40,000 hectares in perpetuity for an outlay of less than $30 million represents
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‘good value for money’2. It could be argued that such a statement fails to capture
the essence of the ‘value’ that the PFRP aimed to capture. 

Members of the public, particularly those with strong feelings for the environment,
may place a certain value on any attractive natural area and may be willing to pay
a corresponding amount for its conservation. However, the value of the PFRP as
part of the RFA must be measured on the basis of the extent to which it supports
the RFA objectives, in particular with regard to CAR criteria for forest
communities. In the absence of these scientific considerations, it would be difficult
to argue that the PFRP has delivered value for money given the high non-property
acquisition costs (discussed below).  It would appear that the statement at the
beginning of this section should be considered with the implicit addition of a
phrase along the lines ’40,000 hectares of forest that fills in some of the gaps for
representativeness unable to be achieved on public land’.

The concept of value for money in terms of a program is often thought of in terms
of the funding made available through the program. This is a valid perspective,
given that the funds ultimately have been collected from taxpayers. Given the
costs in terms of economic efficiency associated with imposing taxes, and the
requirements for accountability as to how these funds are to be spent, program
managers need to be able to demonstrate that their program has made good use
of this money to deliver on the goals of the program. Taxpayer funds have a
definite opportunity cost wherever they are spent.

It is in this sense that the statement at the beginning of this section is made,
balancing the primary program outcome (area of forested land reserved) against
program funds expended. However, it should be noted that an over emphasis on
‘value for money’ stated specifically in program budget terms can be counter
productive. Governments are expected to act in the interests of the community as
a whole. Not all the achievements by governments are accomplished purely
through the spending of money. It is necessary in a review such as this to
consider a broader perspective: has the intervention by government yielded
results that are in the best interests of society? 

The PFRP is based on the premise that society places a higher value on the lands
reserved when secured for conservation than the value as productive land or
other use: otherwise government would not allocate resources to reserve these
lands. In the case of the PFRP, the value of the land as reserves goes beyond the
value that members of the general public might place on conservation, because
the reserved areas have been selected subject to the express criterion that they
support the CAR system. In such cases, the use of surveys to estimate how
individuals value conservation (by the use of the ‘willingness to pay’ or related
measures) will not capture the ‘scientific’ value.

To the extent to which the value of the reserved lands relies on expert scientific
views, the PFRP is probably unique among land conservation programs in
Australia, and certainly was most unusual in the late 1990s when the PFRP was
implemented. 

                                                
2 Not all of the $30 million funding provided for the PFRP has been spent – refer Section 2.5.
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There is an extensive body of work and published estimates for the general
valuation of land reserved for its conservation value, and in Australia there have
been well publicised though contentious studies on the value of the forests in
South East Australia (timber extraction) and the Kakadu National Park (mining).
Unfortunately we are unaware of any robust approach to arriving at the additional
value of conserving biodiversity, which underpins the development of a CAR
system. 

It is true that many members of the public would consider that biodiversity is
important and that efforts to preserve biodiversity are important but the concept is
too complex and far removed to have a clear grasp of the actual value. Members
of the scientific community have a much more refined sense of this importance:
for example, CARSAG developed numerical measures to rank conservation
values, but even here it has apparently not proved possible to derive an absolute
value. 

4.4.2 Financial impacts on landowners
The landowner, being a member of the public, also places a value on the land
when secured for conservation purposes, and this would be expected to be higher
than the average society value. On the other hand, the landowner generally
stands to obtain substantial direct financial reward by exploiting the commercial
value of the land by development or productive use including exploiting the timber
on it.  The fact that many landowners accepted much less than market value as
consideration for a covenant suggests that they may have personally placed a
substantial value on the conservation attributes of the land.

Stakeholders have made a number of observations as to the relationships
between:

 the financial consideration associated with the covenant;
 the market value of the land (or more precisely, the expected loss in market

value as a result of the covenant);
 the conservation outcomes achieved as a result of the covenant.

Many landowners, and indeed other stakeholders, have commented that they felt
that the financial consideration was insufficient to compensate for the foregone
use of the land, either in terms of short term uses, which could be identified
readily, and the more remote ‘option’ value. In a sense it is suspected that
landowners have traded this long term option value for the covenant. Program
staff are careful to avoid using the term ‘compensation’, arguing that this was not
the concept on which the Program was founded. They prefer the word
‘consideration’. This semantic argument seems to be largely lost on landowners.

In regard to the third point, it is not just the conservation values of the land in its
present state that are relevant, but the probability and extent of the expected loss
of values if the area had not been secured. One of the criticisms of the program
has been that for many reserves, the conservation values were under little threat,
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since the landowner had no intention to disturb the land (see below for further
discussion). 

4.4.3 Did the PFRP secure all potentially valuable forest land?

Forest areas lost to the PFRP due to conditions placed on reserves
In a voluntary reserve system on private land there is a trade-off that needs to be
made by the program managers. On the one hand, the more stringent the
conditions on a reserve, the greater the assurance that the conservation values
sought through the covenant will be maintained over time in the future. On the
other hand, the more stringent the conditions on the reserve, the more reluctant
will be the landowner to concede rights over the land, and the higher the financial
consideration sought.

The conditions on reserves are likely to be a combination of prohibitions (in regard
to clearing of vegetation, collection of firewood, grazing, hunting indigenous
wildlife and the lighting of fires) and positive measures (including fencing, control
of weeds and feral pests): in the PFRP it seems that prohibitions dominated (see
Section 4.4). Both types of conditions impose costs on the landowner. 

Positive measures
The positive measures are activities such as fencing, removal of weeds and
control of feral animals. These activities consume resources directly (as distinct
from the costs associated with prohibitions which are realised as foregone
opportunities – see below) and a measure of the resources used is the size of the
financial outlays. Positive measures have been incorporated explicitly into
Operations Plans. 

The PFRP retained funds to pay for weeds and fencing, and currently has
commitments to 2017.  This funding applies to 95 reserve properties through the
Management Agreement as an instrument (effectively a contract) signed along
with the covenant and Operations Plan.  The money is quarantined for each
individual reserve and for the works specified in the Management Agreement.  In
some cases where the property has changed hands the new owner has reportedly
had the pleasant surprise of being informed that money they hadn't expected was
available for management activities on their property.  In these cases, new
Management Agreements are then drawn up with the new owner (subject to their
agreement).

The allocation of funding for these activities has been based on a fixed rate (eg
fixed $ per metre of fencing) that was endorsed by the Advisory Committee.
Properties were selected on the basis of need for the measures to be supported
by this ongoing funding as identified by the Conservation Officer. There is
anecdotal evidence that the decisions on payments may at times have been
influenced by the treatment for income tax of ongoing payments as income while
the upfront financial consideration was deemed to be capital.

Entering a Management Agreement and agreement on the associated funding
were part of the negotiation process. In the PFRP, as in any negotiating
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environment, some individuals were more effective than others at securing the
best deal for themselves. It became clear from the consultation conducted as part
of this review that there was a wide variation in how landowners approached
negotiation: some landowners conceded they did not negotiate hard while others
tended to press for additional considerations or money. It appears that some
Management Agreements were not concluded due to reluctance on the part of the
landowner, presumably to commit to their side of the agreement. 

As a result, funding may not always have been directed to the reserves where the
need for the activities was greatest or where there was the greatest potential for
securing conservation values. This effect seems inevitable in any program
involving negotiations of this type and, while there may have been some negative
impact on landowner perception of the Program, there is no evidence of
systematic misdirection of funding.

Controls on the payments form part of the overall audits of compliance with
conditions on covenanted lands. An initial payment is made to the landowner to
assist with cashflow (say for the purchase of materials) and final payment is
conditional on an inspection that the work has been done satisfactorily. It should
be noted that the payments are not viewed as reimbursing the full costs of the
works (since these can vary substantially from property to property) but to make a
contribution towards the costs to assist the landowner.

In the PFRP, two forest areas were initially subject to Management Agreements
without a covenant, but these lands were subsequently covenanted. For these two
reserves, the agreement includes scheduled payments to reimburse the owner for
costs of undertaking the activities set out in the Management Agreement.

Prohibitions
Prohibitions (the second group of conditions) restrict the activities allowed on the
reserved land. As the prohibitions become more restrictive, the costs to the
landowner through foregone opportunities for development or production
increase. To the extent that the landowner is aware of the implications of these
restrictions, there will be an increasing disincentive to join the program (refer to
the example on the impact of the level of firewood collection on PFRP payment
cited in Section 4.3). The end result is that valuable candidate forest lands are lost
to the program because of the desire to ensure long term protection of
conservation values.

A major disincentive arises from the requirement for a covenant being a constraint
on the land in perpetuity. The point is that by requiring strict perpetual conditions
on secured lands, the program is forgoing reserving other forest areas. Also the
financial consideration demanded by the landowner is likely to rise. The question
then becomes: does the increased certainty that conservation values will be
protected in the areas within the PFRP compensate for the areas that are lost as
a result? The question may be restated equivalently as: what is the optimum level
of stringency in the conditions on the reserve?

There is no objective approach to answer this question, though some insights may
be gleaned by observing decisions made by landowners. Framing the question in
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economics terms, in terms of candidate areas for forest reserves there is a supply
curve on the part of landowners and a demand curve on the part of the program.
The optimum point is where these intersect. Importantly, with regard to the ‘price’,
the dollar amount paid is bundled up with the conditions attached to the covenant.

It may be noted that the conditions placed on reserves under the PFRP have
overall been considerably more stringent than has been the case for other
conservation programs. In particular, the PFRP objective of securing lands in
perpetuity has had few if any duplicates. In addition, in many other programs, and
certainly in more recent times, there has been a trend away from strict prohibitions
aiming to retain the land as close as possible to its undisturbed state towards
management regimes that are sustainable but allow loss of pristine quality.

Seen against this background, an argument could be made that the PFRP was
too single-minded in its pursuit of maintaining lands in their natural state. Under
this argument, opportunities were lost as landowners were discouraged from
entering agreements that would have seen them give up almost all rights to their
land, and the prices paid for lands that were reserved were higher than might
have been achieved otherwise. 

It seems to us that this is an argument about the underlying thrust and objectives
of the program rather than how it was managed. 

Discontinued assessments or negotiations not proceeding
The following discussion investigates the reasons for candidate reserve areas not
progressing to inclusion in the PFRP. Figure 4.1 summarises the available
information. Note that the database field used to generate Figure 4.1 is titled
‘progress code’.

SRD values - 24
SRD parcels - 26

SRD qualitative - 21

Blank
280

SRD marginal - 8

Owner not prepared to 
make commitment

150

Price too high
56

Owner not interested
566

Rejected by CARSAG
58

Rejected by Unit
387

Figure 4.1: Reason for assessments or negotiations being discontinued
(number of properties)
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It can be seen that the largest segment of the failed proposals is accounted for by
instances where the owner was not interested, followed by lands that were
rejected by the PFRP Unit. 

There were 150 cases where the landowner was interested but not prepared to
make a commitment and a further 56 cases where the price was too high. These
two segments (accounting for 206 properties or 13% of the total) can be
suggested as failures that relate to the negotiating process in terms of price
offered or conditions to be imposed on the reserve. Prima facie it would seem
there may be a case for suggesting that important opportunities to secure lands
may have gone begging as a result of the policy adopted on negotiating
agreements, particularly in terms of a certain lack of flexibility in the price offered
(though we have been advised that the policy was relaxed to some extent in the
later stages of the program). 

However, such a conclusion would seem simplistic.  Only one status code is
entered for each candidate reserve area. Of the 206 properties referred to above,
many may well have been assessed as not being high priority by the conservation
officer or before formal assessment by CARSAG, and this assessment may have
induced a less than enthusiastic negotiating position on the part of the PFRP
officers. As in any transaction, the buyer and the seller both have to be satisfied
with the proposed deal. There is no way of knowing how close any of the 206
landowners were to agreeing to covenant part of their properties if they had
received a slightly more attractive offer.

Bar charts for ‘progress codes’ (reasons for discontinuance) of properties for
which a CARSAG priority has been assigned are presented in Figure 4.2. What is
notable from Figure 4.2 is the high proportion of properties with high CARSAG
priorities (1 and 2) where the proposal for inclusion in the PFRP proved
unsuccessful. In fact, among the properties that were unsuccessful and that have
a non-blank progress code, there were in total 197 with priority 1 and 142 with
priority 2. The highest number of priority 1 properties are in the third group
(code 9: owner not interested), and there were also a significant proportion of the
proposals that failed because the owner was interested but unprepared to make a
commitment (code 11).



Review and Evaluation of the Tasmanian Private Forest Reserves Program              September 2007

Brian Gilligan and Syneca Consulting Pty Ltd    -  September 2007
48

0

20

40

60

80

100

120

140

160

180

200

1 2 9 10 11
Progress code

N
um

be
r o

f p
ro

pe
rt

ie
s

CARSAG Priority 6
CARSAG Priority 5
CARSAG Priority 4
CARSAG Priority 3
CARSAG Priority 2
CARSAG Priority 1

Progress codes:
1.      Rejected by unit
2.      Rejected by CARSAG
9.      Owner not interested
10.    Price too high
11     No commitment from owner

Figure 4.2: Progress code (reason for discontinuance) by CARSAG priority
(non-blank)

Forest areas not secured due to insufficient time 
This refers to the question: at the time the PFRP was terminated were there
significant forest areas remaining on private property which landowners could be
reasonably expected to offer to the PFRP?

The PFRP had to make some fundamental trade-offs due to the requirements and
constraints at the time:

 funding of $30 million to be spent
 life of program was just 4 years (later extended)
 secured properties had to support CAR.

Given a candidate proposal for a forest area to be reserved that met some
minimal threshold in terms of conservation values, it was still necessary to make a
judgement on whether to incorporate the property in the PFRP.

If it were decided to approve the proposal then the expenditure of funds on this
proposal has an opportunity cost. Perhaps, just round the corner (or next week)
another property will be offered that covers the same gaps in the CAR system
with a preferable value (in terms say of size and condition) versus price trade-off.
It may no longer be feasible to secure this preferable property due to lack of funds
or duplication of conservation values.

However, it is not possible for the program to sit on its hands forever, declining to
secure attractive properties in the hope that something better turns up. Firstly, the
PFRP was of finite duration. Secondly, there is a certain resource cost to the
program in evaluating a property regardless of whether it is approved for inclusion
in the program or not.
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Comments by stakeholders during the consultation program suggest that this
underlying trade-off was not well appreciated in the early stages of the PFRP.
Although considerable delays at the start of the program should realistically have
been anticipated (given the need to develop the science framework and establish
landowner relationships for a ground-breaking program), it would appear that
there was a major ‘political’ imperative to get some runs on the board and secure
properties in all events. These properties may not have had high CAR values but
the embarrassment of having nothing to show after nearly two years could well
have pushed some marginal forested areas into the approved category. Certainly,
there seems to have been no formal documentation of policy on selection criteria
in the early years of the program.

By 2000-01, the groundwork had been laid in regard to establishing productive
relations with landowners and the PFRP unit was inundated with proposals. It
appears that this is where more attention was paid to the reserve selection
process, and the result was the development of the SRD, which provided a
scientifically sound framework for prioritising forested areas and which
underpinned a more proactive approach by the PFRP of engaging landowners
with high priority areas on their properties.

There seems little evidence that the opposite occurred: that is, that lands of value
were lost to the program because of failure to act – in a sense there were never
enough lands to be secured given the time available and the budget for the PFRP.

The final consideration is: was the PFRP terminated too early given the availability
of funds to continue?

The PFRP initially was designed to run for four years. Due to delays in start-up (in
terms of scientific work and establishing sound relationships with landowners), it
became clear that four years was not sufficient to meet program objectives. An
extension was made for the PFRP with a cut-off for accepting submission of
proposals to 30 June 2005 (there are still outstanding proposals that have been
approved but for which covenanting of titles is yet to be finalised). Under the terms
of the Tasmanian Community Forest Agreement, the PFRP has been replaced
with the Forest Conservation Fund which is now concluding assessment of the
first round of tenders for a new generation of private forest reserves.

A number of stakeholders have raised criticism that the PFRP was terminated too
early. They point out that the stream of lands proposed for inclusion in the
program apparently has not diminished to a point where there are no important
private land reserve proposals available. 

Importantly, proposals involving forests on lands owned by large agricultural firms
are over-represented in the proposals at the end of the program, due to delays
arising from specific issues (eg complexity of property deeds). It is argued that
cutting off the program at this stage means that there are potentially additional
lands with high conservation values that have not been secured. This is
considered all the more frustrating since there were unspent funds in the program
and there is considerable untapped residual ‘development capital’ (in terms of
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scientific understanding, organisational structure and relationships with
landowners).

It has been postulated that one area of activity which was just beginning to show
promise was that involving negotiation of clusters or groups of reserves with
parallel negotiations going on for reservation of adjoining or nearby and
biogeographically related lands. This initiative was seen as having particular
potential to address connectivity issues and also to assist the development of a
mutually supportive local network of landowners.

From a practical administrative and organisational perspective, there are sound
arguments that programs of this kind with finite budgets should not be allowed to
drift on indeterminately. Also, other programs have been implemented that will
allow valuable forested lands to be secured, and these programs will draw on the
ground-breaking work of the PFRP. However, it appears that applying a cut-off to
the program has resulted in less than optimal conservation outcomes for certain
properties and a failure to make full use of resources available within the PFRP.

4.4.4 Price paid per hectare
If a program is to deliver value for money, then ideally the price paid for securing
forested lands should reflect the conservation values that are to be protected. The
program should have been prepared to pay higher prices for land with greater
conservation values, subject always to the need to provide incentives to
landowners sufficiently attractive to encourage them to set aside these areas as
reserves. 

Of the 247 properties that have forested areas secured under the PFRP, a total of
31 entries in the database have no information on purchase price in view of
sensitivities on holding this information on the database. These properties have
been excluded from the results presented below. A further one property has a
purchase price of $0 and this property is included in the analysis.

Overall, the average price paid for areas to be reserved is $334/ha.

The annual average price paid ($/hectare) has varied widely over the life of the
program (Figure 4.3). The price paid for the initial property secured in 1999 was
$862/ha and the average price for 2000 was also high at $643/ha. These high
prices are associated with a large proportion (over half) of outright purchases
during these early years contrasting with an increasing use of covenants in later
years.

The annual average price per hectare trended downwards reaching a minimum in
2002, notably at the time when activity in the PFRP was near its peak. Since then
the price has been rising at a more or less constant rate, from a low of $149/ha to
$556/ha in the current year. It is not clear what has driven this increase (a factor
of 3.7), and it has not proved possible to disentangle the relative contributions
from the impacts of changes in policy on approving lands, the availability of land
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with higher conservation values, as well as more rapid increases in property
prices in Tasmania more broadly. 
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Figure 4.3: Average price paid each year

During the life of the program, there was an increasing emphasis on reserving
forest areas considered to be the most important for conservation. Additional
weight was placed on lands identified through the SRD process (see Figure 2.1).
These tended to be small areas with high commercial logging values (in line with
their high conservation values) and landowners had high dollar expectations for
entering into covenants. 

Figure 4.4 shows the average price paid for reserving lands for each of the three
forms of security. The differences in average price paid reflect to some extent
what the landowner is giving up as a result of the incorporation of the land in the
PFRP. As expected, purchase of land is associated with the highest price, in
excess of four times the average paid for covenants. Management Agreements
attracted the lowest price, but these landowners received ongoing funding at
higher levels than was the case for purchase or covenant.
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Figure 4.5 shows the variation in price paid per hectare for reserves as a function
of the CARSAG priority. The drop in average price going from priority ranking 1 to
priority 2 is dramatic, almost 50%. There are further falls for priority rankings 3
and 4. Reserves for which no price is recorded (N/R) are indicated to have a high
price per hectare (above the average price for priority ranking 1), due in part to the
fact that 13 of the reserves were purchased outright. 
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Figure 4.5: Price paid per hectare versus CARSAG priority 
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A broadly similar pattern can be observed in Figure 4.6 for CARSAG urgency
ranking as for the corresponding graph for CARSAG priority.
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Figure 4.6: Price paid per hectare versus CARSAG urgency 

Figure 4.7 provides a breakdown of average price paid by IUCN category. The
broad trend is similar as that seen in the corresponding charts for CARSAG
priority and CARSAG urgency. The price for category IA is significantly above the
price for category II, which in turn is approximately double the price for the
remaining two categories.

In summary, the price paid for land with high conservation values is consistently
above the price paid for other lands.

A small number of properties have reserved areas with more than one associated
IUCN category. For the purpose of this analysis, the purchase price for each
reserved area has been disaggregated based on the contribution it makes to the
PFRP total area for the property.
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Figure 4.7: Price paid per hectare for various IUCN categories

It should be noted that the issue of price per hectare for the financial consideration
received considerable attention during the stakeholder consultation. There was
little agreement in regard to the role played by price in decision making by
landowners, and whether this was a more important factor than the conditions
attached to the covenant or the fact that the landowner was signing away certain
rights in perpetuity. 

A lack of flexibility in regard to price during negotiations almost certainly resulted
in a number of negotiations falling through (see earlier discussion under heading
‘Discontinued assessments or negotiations not proceeding’) and the finding that
56 properties were considered to have failed due to price). And these forest areas
are likely to have had high conservation values since, as was pointed out to us,
these areas were also more likely to have high market values.

Nevertheless, the results presented in this Section provide considerable evidence
that the PFRP was willing to offer higher prices to secure lands with high
conservation values. While the higher prices may have reflected properties that
were more commercially attractive, we conclude that in this regard the PFRP was
successful in obtaining value for money.

Annualised cost of securing reserves
In comparing the performance of different conservation programs on private
property it is important to compare like with like or, at the least, to make sure that
important factors that vary across programs are given explicit attention. One of the
key principles of the PFRP, in contrast with many programs, was to reserve
forested lands in perpetuity.  Refer to Box 1 for an illustration of how to compare
the value of conservation agreements with different durations.
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Box 4.1: The effect of the length of the conservation agreement

It is possible to account quantitatively for the length of the conservation
agreement entered into with the landowner by means of a process that
economists use widely and refer to as ‘discounting’, but which can be thought of
as the earning of a return on an investment. For simplicity the discussion below
will ignore the effects of inflation: it is assumed that all prices will remain constant
and all prices are expressed in today’s dollars ($2007). This assumption does not
affect the underlying argument. In what follows, the discount rate (equivalently
interest rate) will be assumed to be 5% per annum real (excluding the effects of
inflation).

 The average financial consideration paid to landowners under the PFRP was
$334 per hectare. If this amount of money was to be borrowed in perpetuity the
annual payments to service the loan would be $16.70. Equivalently, we can say
the covenant comes at cost on average of $16.70 per hectare each year. 

If it is accepted that $16.70 truly reflects the ‘value’ of reserving one hectare for 12
months, then we can compute the upfront payment for differing durations of the
conservation agreement with the landowner.  If the agreement was to cover only
three years (as is common for Management Agreements in the Victorian Bush
Tender scheme) then the upfront payment would be $45.48/ha. One way to think
about this is that $334/ha in perpetuity is equivalent to an agreement that is
renewed every three years for a financial consideration of $45.48/ha (taking into
account interest and repayment of the loan principal).

It is seen that the ‘value’ of securing a reserve in perpetuity is more than seven
times the ‘value’ of a three year conservation agreement. If the agreement is to
apply for a period of 12 years (as in the Forest Conservation Fund), the
corresponding upfront payment is $148.02/ha for an equivalent annual cost of
$16.70/ha.

Thus purely in terms of program funding, the figure of $334/ha in perpetuity is
equivalent to $45.48/ha for three year agreements and $148.02/ha for 12 year
agreements. 

Table 4.3 presents a comparison of different programs for conservation on private
lands based on research reported in PFRP (2003). Based on total program costs
(rather than payments to landowners), the lowest annualised cost per hectare was
achieved by the FIST (Fencing Incentive Scheme Tasmania) program. PFRP
costs were double the costs for FIST and half the costs for Bush Tender.

Table 4.3: Comparison of programs

Program title State
Total area
(hectare) Total costs

Duration of
agreements

Price paid
per hectare

Annualised
price per ha

Bush Tender Vic 3,160 $650,000 3 $205.70 $76.95
FIST (phases
1 & 2) Tas 15,677 $1,923,574 10 $122.70 $16.67
Midlands
Bushweb Tas 5,327 $1,740,920 10 $326.81 $44.40
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Phases 1 & 2
PFRP Tas 23,195 $13,248,877 100 $571.20 $34.37

It should be noted that the outcomes in Box 4.1 under the three examples are not
really equivalent and that the findings in Table 4.3 are not made on a comparable
basis. Comparing dollar costs for each year that an area is subject to a
conservation agreement fails to take account of the greater level of assurance that
ecological values will be protected over time for long term agreements, and the
possibility and consequences of irreversible damage once the conservation
agreement ends.

In summary, our view is that the costs for managing the PFRP are reasonable in
the light of the Program goals and achievements and compare favourably with the
costs associated with other programs that promote conservation on private lands.

4.4.5 Non-property outlays (program ‘administration’ costs)
At the time of writing, the final annual report for the PFRP had not been released, so the
information below does not cover the final 12 months of the Program.

There are two principal measures of efficiency in a program such as the PFRP.
One measure relates to how well the program has been able to secure land of
high value at low cost (discussed above). The other useful measure is the
proportion of total costs accounted for by non-property outlays (those outlays not
directly provided to landowners as consideration for purchase, covenant or
Management Agreement).

The financial statement in the Annual Reports for the PFRP report on non-
property outlays according to the following breakdown (PFRP 1998 to 2007):

 office costs – phones and fax, computers, office supplies, protective
clothing, equipment purchase, hire and maintenance;

 outsourcing – consultants, negotiators, contract services and associated
legal fees;

 salaries – of unit staff and on-costs (recruitment, superannuation, workers
compensation, OH&S etc);

 property costs – survey, legal and valuation costs;
 operations – travel costs, vehicle hire, sitting fees, printing and

publications, training, meetings, advertising.

Some of these cost items are generic in qualitative terms across programs,
particularly office costs and some part of outsourcing, salaries and operations.
The remaining items are specific to the PFRP, in particular the property costs and
the expenditures involved in assessment, negotiation and entering covenants.
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Figure 4.8: Breakdown of program outlays

Of the non-property outlays, the major items are for outsourcing and salaries (in
total these account for around 30% of total program outlays) with the remaining
items accounting for approximately 5%. The dominance of people costs in the
non-property outlays reflects the human-intensive nature of the program. To an
extent, if properties to be secured are to meet defined scientific criteria, then this
involves significant human resources, certainly well in excess of those required for
a less specific reserve program.

During the consultation process for this review several people commented that
while the Advisory Committee and the Commonwealth Government periodically
voiced concerns about the high overheads and administration costs, they
endorsed the Strategic Plan and the processes that were inherently time and
resource intensive, with the Advisory Committee continually requiring program
staff to provide more detailed information on proposals being brought forward.

In 2002-03, the PFRP employed 16 staff, the peak level.  Of these six were
conservation officers supervised by a senior conservation officer.

 Manager
 Conservation manager
 Senior conservation officer
 Executive administrative officer
 property administrative officer
 assistant administrative officer
 6 conservation officers
 GIS technical officer
 2 project support officers
 Technical officer (plan preparation).
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Two scientists from within DPIW were funded from PFRP for one day per week to
contribute to CARSAG, as well as an independent information scientist (four days
per week).

In 2002-03 the program employed ten negotiators on a part time (contract) basis
whose activities needed to be co-ordinated on an on-going basis.

The other point that needs to be made is that considerable program resources
were expended on assessing unsuccessful proposals. The 247 properties
secured to date represent only approximately 15% of the 1596 properties referred
to the program. Provided the landowner showed some interest, the remaining
properties were subject, at the least, to site assessment. In many cases, there
would have been a certain level of negotiation and, possibly, even evaluation by
CARSAG. This is an unavoidable cost in any program that selectively reserves
natural areas.

Overall, for every $100 of spent program funds approximately $65 was paid to
landowners. The remaining $35 of was used not just to process the lands that
eventually became reserves under the PFRP but also those candidate lands that
were not secured. If the $35 were distributed over all the 1596 properties that
were referred to the PFRP on a proportionate basis, then the apparent cost would
fall from $35 to more like $5. In other words, under the assumption of equal costs
per property, if all the forest areas had been successfully secured the costs of the
Program excluding payments to landowners would have been approximately 5%
of total funds. Of course it is implausible to assume equal payments across
properties given that the final stages of negotiation and resolving issues with the
covenant alone took considerable time and effort. But the argument outlined
above gives bounds (between 35% and 5%) of what the non-acquisition costs
may have been had all the candidate lands been admitted to the program and
puts the ‘administration’ costs on a more comparable footing to other private land
conservation programs.

Moreover, these unsuccessful proposals are not complete losses to conservation
of forest areas. The relationship established with the landowners and the
increased awareness of conservation opportunities may result in enhanced
participation in current and future programs such as FCF.

Revolving fund 
Consideration was given to a revolving fund where purchased lands were resold
with covenants attached on the forest area reserved. The idea was that this could
generate funds for securing further forest areas.

It seems there was enthusiasm for such a fund among some members of the
Advisory Committee but they felt program staff showed only limited interest. While
staff may have had a preoccupation with other aspects of the program on which
they were fully committed, PFRP Unit management did commission a consultant
to explore the feasibility of a revolving fund. 

It was reported that this work identified the preferred approach to establish such a
fund would be along the lines of the arrangements instituted by ‘Trust for Nature’
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in Victoria, with a specific purpose Trust. The Trust was to be one step removed
from Government, and the proposal was for a more limited concept for purchase
and resale of properties after covenanting with the preparation of an Operations
Plan for the reserved Section. This proposal was endorsed by the Advisory
Committee.

In the later years of the program, several properties were reportedly purchased
with a view to resale but, in the event no sales were made in the life of the
program.

The question to be addressed relates to the extent a more active pursuit of a
revolving fund might have improved the performance of the PFRP. On the positive
side, the increased emphasis on purchasing land would have brought lands into
the program where landowners might have considered a sale but not a covenant.
On the negative side of the ledger, a revolving fund involves tying up substantial
funds (perhaps not such an issue with the PFRP) and the financial risk that the
eventual sale may not achieve the price anticipated. Since the government would
be the owner for properties in the revolving fund, it would be necessary for the
program to implement a system for discharging the responsibilities in relation to
ongoing management of the reserve. On balance, there is no clear evidence to
suggest that the PFRP outcomes would have been significantly enhanced if a
revolving fund had been adopted.

4.4.6 Did the PFRP make any difference?
An important consideration when assessing value for money is the actual effect of
the PFRP. To gauge the effect it is necessary to understand what would have
happened to the secured areas in the absence of the program. There are a
number of reasons why in the absence of a covenant the land would have been
largely left in its initial state. For example, a number of landowners who
participated in the program had strong environmental preferences. In other cases,
it is unlikely that the necessary approvals for major developments would have
been forthcoming. In these cases, it could be argued that the PFRP had made
little difference and that the value claimed was largely illusory.

Against this argument, it must be stated that the form of many of the covenants
means that the conservation values have been protected at a high level of
confidence and in perpetuity. The views and preferences of the current landowner
are of little import if there is a change in ownership. Similarly, there may be
changes in the future to government policy or development approval practice that
would place any forested areas under threat in the absence of a legally binding
constraint. This legal protection of conservation values constitutes a large part of
the value delivered by the PFRP and must not be downplayed.

Some stakeholders consulted expressed disappointment that only approximately
10% of sites referred to the PFRP by the Forest Practices Authority were
successfully covenanted. Perhaps such a low figure is not surprising given that
the referral was triggered by the landowner seeking approval for timber harvesting
rather than conservation related activities.
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While some people consulted were happy to assess the effectiveness of the
PFRP based simply on the number of hectares covenanted and the total
expenditure, others make the point that it is impossible to answer the questions
such as effectiveness and value-for-money until there is a meaningful audit of
what conservation outcomes have been achieved after 5, 10 or 15 years. The
contrary view is that meaningful indicators can be identified and that it is enough
to be able to say that the land covenanted perhaps 5 years ago is still being
managed for conservation and the landowner is broadly committed even though
there may be something less than full compliance with covenant obligations. What
matters most is the long term engagement of the landowner to manage the land
for conservation, in partnership with government regardless of the detail of
compliance with covenant obligations. The fact that they are committed to not
doing damaging activities is considered by some to be more important than the
lack of activity to take positive management action.

4.5 Interest in financial valuation of conservation assets and values
The PFRP has taken modest early steps in raising landowner awareness of
prospects for deriving a financial return for managing land to protect and enhance
conservation values. However, several people contacted were of the view that this
sentiment was already relatively strong in Tasmania prior to the PFRP. This is
attributed to the routine logging of private forests which is much more widely
practised in Tasmania than in mainland states of Australia.

The concept of ‘duty of care’ for one’s property has been raised in a number of
documents reviewed as part of the PFRP evaluation. It has been argued that
landowners have a duty of care to maintain their property and to avoid damage to
the condition of the land. The difficulty with this argument is that it has not proved
possible to arrive at a consensus on what constitutes the duty of care, and how to
define what is unacceptable damage. It does seem to be implicit that the term
‘condition’ relates in some sense to environmental factors, or even sustainability.
However, it would overstretch the concept of duty of care to include prohibitions
on productive activities, and this all seems a long way short of the kind of stringent
conditions placed on lands secured by the PFRP considered necessary to
achieve the conservation outcomes.

Farmers with diversified operations seem more likely to be willing to consider
market based options for augmenting income streams from activities linked to
conservation than those more narrowly focused on traditional grazing activities
which seek to maximise the return from every hectare of land available to stock.

Several people commented that they felt that there is a trend towards seeing
management of land to protect biodiversity values or deliver environmental
services, as a potential income stream for a diversified farming enterprise.
However, they hasten to add that the PFRP has only touched the margins of the
consciousness of Tasmanian farmers; that the experience of those involved has
not been resoundingly positive and that the dollars offered will have to be
significantly greater before there is a significant change in the attitude of most
farmers.
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Undoubtedly, some landowners took a relatively short term view in regard to
accepting a cash payment immediately in return for restrictions on the permissible
use of a resource that was relatively idle and at a time when income from more
traditional land production activities was subdued. In hindsight some landowners
indicated that they had certain regrets at the loss of flexibility in terms of future
activities on the covenanted land. It seems fair to say that this view tended to be
held by landowners with long associations with the land and, in particular, those
who had children who will inherit the land in due course.

For those who might contemplate selling the land in the relatively near future, the
effect of a covenant on market price was an important decision factor.
Unfortunately, the effect on market price is difficult to determine but is unlikely to
be uniformly negative. One view was that a covenant would reduce the number of
potential buyers and extend the time needed to finalise a sale, but that the price
actually obtained might not be affected greatly. This view is supported by more
professional opinion that the sensitivity of market price to covenants is very
property specific. The effect of the covenant may be to move the property from
one market sector (productive land) to another (a sector with an ecologically
aware component).

Some people consulted also raised the direct or indirect, or offset, value of
reserves as interest grows in organic production and marketing.

Owners of lifestyle blocks generally offered little comment on this issue during the
consultation but did acknowledge that organic product branding could enhance
the value of covenants at a catchment or regional level.

4.6 Implications for voluntary private land conservation
It might be argued that  people likely to manage land for conservation will do it
regardless of other programs on offer, but some people consulted explained that
having a focused program did trigger their otherwise latent interest in conservation
of the natural values of their land. 

While it is not possible to quantify the impact, several people acknowledged that
the financial incentive on offer was a contributing factor in their recruitment to
covenanting under the PFRP. Many lifestyle block owners and farmers indicated
that the covenant would not change the way they managed the land but the
perpetual commitment and notation on the title of the land was what was being
paid for. These landowners also expressed comfort at the thought that the
protection afforded by the covenant would continue once they no longer were
responsible for managing the land.

There were linkages between the PFRP and other conservation programs, though
these sometimes operated at an informal level, PFRP staff speak of people being
committed to covenanting but some people refused to accept payment because
they were opposed to the RFA in principle. There was provision for cross referrals
between the Protected Areas on Private Land (PAPL) Program and PFRP. People
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dealing with PAPL staff but wishing to explore the possibility of being paid for
establishing a reserve were referred to the PFRP staff for assessment. Similarly,
people who were opposed in principle to a covenant funded under the RFA or
whose property did not match CARSAG priorities were referred to PAPL for
consideration of voluntary covenant options.

4.7 Lessons for government and private landowners

The possible lessons for government and landowners raised by people during the
consultation are captured under one or more of the headings above. The
considered views of the review team on the lessons to be gleaned from the
experience of the PFRP are outlined in the form of findings and recommendations
in Section 5 of this report.
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5. Findings and Recommendations
The terms of reference call for the program evaluation to include the following:

‘The end of program review of the PFRP should focus on assessing the entire
program, including progress since the mid-term review, as well as the
processes put in place to achieve longer term outcomes.  The review and
evaluation will measure the success to which PFRP overall objectives were
achieved, and identify the key success factors and impediments to achieving
those objectives.  It will also identify key lessons learnt and contribute to
information and methodologies for the monitoring and evaluation of the new
Forest Conservation Fund under the Tasmanian Community Forest
Agreement.’

5.1 Findings from the review
Based on the Issues Analysis and Discussion outlined in Section 4, the results of
our evaluation of the PFRP are set out under the following headings:

5.1.1 Achievements

Findings:
1. The PFRP made a significant contribution to achieving the conservation

outcomes set out in the Tasmanian RFA by securing in perpetuity more
than 40,000 hectares of private forests targeted in the Strategic Plan for the
Program.

2. RFA targets for a number of individual forest communities were not
achieved by the program, but these forest communities generally were
represented by small areas on private property making reservation
problematic in practical terms.

3. The reserves established generally meet CAR criteria, although some early
reservations, prior to the development of SRD, may be of less certain
value.

4. Generally, it would appear that the priority allocated to candidate reserves
was a major factor in decision making with 44% of reserves accorded
priority 1 (highest priority)

5. Urgency was less important in decisions, with the largest group of reserves
(44% of the total) having a medium urgency rating from CARSAG of 3.

6. Of the 246 reserves secured under the PFRP, 31% are IUCN Category 1
(strict nature reserve) and 64% are IUCN Category 6 (managed land) 
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7. Database limitations make it difficult to quantify performance against
criteria such as achievement of RFA targets for priority vegetation types
(specifically vegetation types not included in forest community targets in
the primary PFRP JANIS criteria) and National Estate values, though in
part these limitations were outside the control of the PFRP.

8. There is no evidence that National Estate values were given any particular
attention during the PFRP assessment and negotiation processes.

9. Opportunities remain for significant areas of high value forest on private
land to be protected and managed for conservation outcomes.

10. Particular challenges remain to address connectivity issues by looking at
relationships between reserved lands and the on-going management
strategies employed to address issues such as grazing, browsing, fire
management and weed control.

5.1.2 Form of program

It is easy to be critical of aspects of the design of the Program with the benefit of
hindsight after ten years of development, trialling and refinement of mechanisms
to achieve conservation on private lands, especially in association with pastoral
and agricultural operations.

One alternative form of program that was discussed during the life of the program
was the concept of tendering which has been implemented in other programs
(such as Bush Tender in Victoria). Tendering has a long history in the commercial
world and it is widely accepted that it has many strong points as an efficient
means of procurement of goods and services. This lends support to efforts to
explore whether tendering was a preferable form of program. However,
comparisons between reserve programs that make use of tendering with the
PFRP have commonly been made on quite a misleading basis in view of critical
differences in such matters as the duration of the conservation agreement, the
conditions of the agreement and the conservation values preserved.

The form of the PFRP was not designed in a vacuum, but was constrained by the
objectives and principles set under the RFA process. The objective was to secure
forested lands expressly based on CAR criteria and the major principle was that
the process be voluntary. A tendering process faces substantial hurdles in
achieving acceptable CAR outcomes largely because tendering relies on the
landowner to offer expressions of interest. The SRD was developed specifically
because the more or less reactive approach used for the PFRP in the early years
of the program resulted in strong doubts that program objectives were being met.
The SRD focused the activity of the PFRP on proactively seeking lands that had a
high priority. By definition this approach is inconsistent with tendering, and there is
no reason to believe that tendering would have been any more effective than the
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earlier emphasis in the PFRP on expressions of interest from landowners in a
negotiating framework.

In addition, under a tendering scheme, where landowners can in effect make a
single bid only, it is quite probable that the asking price would have been much
higher than what has been achieved in the PFRP, possibly approaching the
market value of the land for a covenant with strong restrictions on allowable
activities. There seems little doubt that, on average, the conservation covenants
have been obtained at bargain prices.

There were other more immediate constraints in regard to program design. It
seems safe to assume that in 1997 those responsible for formulating the Program
were preoccupied with having to devise something to meet tight deadlines,
needing to keep it simple, needing to make sure that it could be targeted to
protect bioregionally significant forest types within the constraints imposed by
imperfect scientific understanding and mapping.

Tendering processes and other sophisticated market mechanisms more readily
considered today would have placed considerable stress on landowners with
limited support in 1997 and would have almost certainly been untenable in the
sensitive political circumstances at the time.

It is disappointing that still today there is a lack of clarity and consistency on
principles between covenanting and other private land conservation schemes
across Australia. A co-ordinated effort could usefully focus on enunciation of some
clear principles; clarification of definitions and responsibilities such as ‘duty-of-
care’ on the part of landowners; achieving consistency of products being offered;
establishing clear linkages to National Estate and National Reserve System
protocols; and standardising monitoring and reporting.

Clarification of some or all of these matters would advance landowner
understanding of opportunities and obligations under such schemes and facilitate
more effective engagement in programs such as the PFRP. 

The lack of any form of ‘standardised currency’ in the design and implementation
of such schemes and the absence of a broad community understanding of
opportunities and obligations was a significant impediment for the PFRP, ensuring
that covenanting  negotiations were bound to be protracted leading to high non-
property program costs and impeded efficiency.

Findings:
11. Establishment of the PFRP, as a voluntary program focused on achieving

perpetual covenants to protect target forest communities was an
appropriate public policy response in the circumstances.

12. A stronger ‘community-wide’ understanding of duty-of-care and
covenanting options would have assisted establishment of the Program
and engagement with landowners.
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5.1.3 Science

Science generally and specifically the role and performance of CARSAG seems to
have been a critical success factor for the program. Its strong scientific
underpinning gave the PFRP both credibility and also the resilience to be able to
achieve conservation outcomes despite the imperfect governance arrangements
and other challenges that had to be faced.

Findings:
13. The science on which the PFRP was based was sound and the

professional and disciplined work of CARSAG provided a robust foundation
for effective management of the Program. 

14. The perceptions of a sound science basis and the disciplined work of
CARSAG gave the program credibility in the eyes of the landowners and
other stakeholders

15. The development of the SRD provided added focus for the program to
reserve forested lands of high priority and consistent with CAR criteria.

16. Clearer alignment of scientific outputs with the wider Government policy
context could have enhanced the uptake of reserve options and assisted
land-use decision making.

5.1.4 Relationship with landowners
The relationship with landowners is important for two reasons. In the first instance,
there are the direct impacts of poor relationships in reduced numbers of properties
offered for the program (and consequently less choice in selecting high priority
lands for covenanting), more difficult negotiations and generally poorer outcomes.
But there is a broader consideration. One of the objectives of the PFRP was to
involve landowners effectively as part of the team rather than being just on the
opposite side of the negotiating table. 

Overall, relations with landowners seem to have been reasonable given the
circumstances in which the program was operating. There were high levels of
political sensitivity associated with the RFA and the origins of the program; funds
available did not match the expectations of many landowners; many were referred
to the program by the FPA because they had applied to log targeted forest
communities; drought conditions worsened throughout the life of the program and
agricultural commodity prices were generally dropping.

Kuryl (2001) reporting on an earlier survey of landowners indicated that the overall
impression was of ‘strong satisfaction levels with the PFRP process particularly
with regard to personal relationships with the negotiators and conservation
officers and their accessibility throughout the process.’ Concerns were expressed
at the change of personnel. There was strong support for provision of follow-up
support and advice to landowners. The main area of dissatisfaction was the time
taken for the covenanting process. 



Review and Evaluation of the Tasmanian Private Forest Reserves Program              September 2007

Brian Gilligan and Syneca Consulting Pty Ltd    -  September 2007
67

Not surprisingly, many landowners were not completely happy and the nature and
the level of concerns with the operation of the program itself are considered to
have significantly reduced the area of targeted forest communities secured and
the overall effectiveness of the program.

 While some anxieties were general in nature and related to the circumstances,
some concerns more specifically related to the design and implementation of the
program.

Segmentation of tasks
Segmentation of tasks between conservation officers and negotiators had the
potential to narrowly focus the work of the individuals involved so that the
conservation officers could easily become excessively focussed on identifying
suitable sites to meet target forest community criteria, maximising hectares of
target communities identified for protection. Negotiators, on the other hand might
understandably feel that their job was simply to secure a covenanting agreement
as quickly as possible at the lowest possible price. 

Such segmentation may be justifiable if a program is focussed on meeting
narrowly defined targets in the short term, but if it was being presented as having
a goal of ongoing engagement between government and landowners to secure
conservation values in the long term, the approach did not engender confidence.

Transparency
It seems that some landowners felt they were only being told as much as they
needed to be told by some of the program staff to get them to agree to a
covenant. If they didn’t seek information or pursue options regarding activities
which might be permissible, then those issues were not raised or presented as
options by some staff or contract negotiators. 

On the other hand, some landowners felt that individual staff and / or contract
negotiators had checked with them to ensure that they had considered all possible
pitfalls.

While the messages are mixed, input to the review does not instil confidence that
there was a consistent commitment to openness and process transparency
throughout the program.

Farmer friendly documents
There was a clear message from the consultation discussions that many
landowners had not recently read the documents pertaining to management
prescriptions for reserved land. One farmer acknowledged that he thought the
documents were in the bottom drawer of his filing cabinet but that was there they
were likely to stay for a long time.

Map or airphoto based documents summarising relevant details in a poster form
may provide a more readily useable reference for landowners. The Non-forest
Vegetation program now managed by the integrated Private Property
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Conservation Program unit within DPIW has taken initiatives in this direction
which may provide a useful model.

Awareness of commitments
Several landowners spoke of the negotiations for the covenanting agreement
running smoothly but then encountering unexpected problems negotiating
changes to the original agreement necessitated by oversights on their part at the
time of signing. Small matters, such as the precise location of a boundary which
subsequently has to be realigned to permit construction of a contour bank for
drainage work essential for farm operations, all had to be the subject of formal
changes and signed off by the Minister or Ministers before contingent works and
associated farm operations could proceed.

Consultation discussions with landowners highlighted instances of
misunderstandings or disagreements with program staff on specific management
prescriptions. This led to the impression that for many, the spoken word is much
more significant than written text, that there had not been a lot of attention to
some of the details in the negotiated agreement and Operations Plan and these
documents were unlikely to be routinely used by landowners to guide day-to-day
management.

Time imperatives 
There was considerable volume of comment during the consultation from
landowners, especially farmers, about frustration with the protracted negotiation
process, particularly because of its potential to impact financially on farming
enterprises. 

Some people felt they lost up to two years of production from parts of their farms
because of the delays in the negotiation process and this caused particular
anxiety for them when banks or other lending institutions became concerned
about the impact of the delays on their capacity to meet loan repayment
obligations. 

This was particularly an issue for farmers in the establishment phase of their
operations who were counting on a total package of measures to develop their
farm, with the covenanted reserve having offset value, permitting them to convert
other areas for agricultural production.

Findings:
17. Landowners had major concerns about a lack of transparency in

assessment and negotiation processes.

18. Segmentation of tasks between conservation officers and negotiators
working separately did not engender trust between program staff and
landowners.

19. The lack of full disclosure of reserve options and possible management
prescriptions provided grounds for landowners with limited access to
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information to feel suspicious, cynical or concerned that they were
negotiating very much at a disadvantage.

20. Covenant agreements and Operations Plans have been presented to
landowners in a form which is not conducive to frequent and ready
reference. As a result, the documents are unlikely to play a significant role
in guiding day-to-day management of reserved land.

21. Inadequate consideration was given to the financial impact on some
landowners of delays in the assessment and negotiation process.

22. The on-going relationship with program staff is crucial for many landowners
and verbal communication with periodic face-to-face meetings are much
more effective than written communications without personalised follow-up.

5.1.5 Ongoing management
Some landowners, particularly those managing large, diversified farming
enterprises had thought through the commitments they were making to on-going
management carefully, but many landowners had not. In some instances this
gave rise to unforseen impacts on their farming activities as a result of
misunderstandings or debates about the meaning of stocking rates,
circumstances in which the conditions might apply or issues of shared
responsibility on weed control.

Regardless of obligations and good intentions, many landowners are not going to
have the disposable funds or in-kind resources needed for effective on-going
management of reserved lands. In these circumstances a command and control
enforcement and compliance approach is unlikely to succeed. Supplementary
funding or other assistance is likely to be required in many reserves if
conservation objectives are to be achieved on an ongoing basis in the future.

Findings:
23. There have been conflicting views expressed as to the effectiveness in

terms of conservation outcomes of ongoing management of the reserves:
the level of disagreement leaves little confidence that current practices in
some reserves regarding grazing activities and weed control are
sustainable.

24. Despite the detailed specifications of the covenant agreements and their
status as legally enforceable documents, successful long term
management of conservation values for land secured by the PFRP is
unlikely to be achieved through a compliance and enforcement relationship
between government and landowners.

25. Funding for fencing has been generally adequate.

26. Funding for weed control has been inadequate to cover the cost of follow-
up spraying and other on-going control work needed.
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27. Despite clearly defined landowner obligations and overall responsibility for
on-going management of reserved land, landowner efforts and funds will
need to be augmented if conservation values are to be protected and
enhanced.

28. Regardless of the detail specified in covenant agreements many
landowners do not believe they have been remunerated to the level that
they expected to cover the cost of ongoing management of reserved land.

29. Many landowners and former staff of the program believe that the
payments made at the time of covenanting were a token amount to
recognise the commitment of the landowner to secure the land in perpetuity
from damaging development or land use changes and their willingness to
work collaboratively with government in the management of the land to
protect its conservation values.

30. PFRP Stewardship Officers have been diligent in monitoring changes in
ownership of covenanted lands, making early contact with the new owners,
providing fresh copies of the Covenant Agreement and Operations Plan in
case originals have not been passed on by the previous owners and
seeking to ensure their commitment to managing the land for conservation.

31. Changes in ownership can have either positive or negative implications for
on-going management of reserved land. Maximising positive outcomes and
minimising negative outcomes requires particular attention by stewardship
and monitoring support staff.

32. Covenants have minimal overall impact on the market value of land. Where
negative impacts do occur, tax relief measures are in place to minimise
implications for individual landowners.

33. Conservation values on reserved lands will be best secured by
development of strong collaborative arrangements between agency staff
and landowners.

34. Landowners value the engagement with government through stewardship
officers but are looking for it to occur at a level which may be difficult to
sustain with existing levels of resourcing.

5.1.6 Program management and governance

Program design
Several matters which became problem issues for the program had their origins in
the lack of detail in the original design and a lack of robustness in the concept at
the outset. Neither is perhaps surprising given the limited development of model
options for conservation reserves on private land at the time, although the Trust
for Nature had been functioning in Victoria for many years and voluntary
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conservation covenants were being used to a limited extent in various Australian
jurisdictions, including Tasmania.

However, the fact that key elements of the design of the program were obviously
still the subject of debate between the Advisory Committee and program staff well
after negotiations began on covenants was unfortunate and product definitions
and management processes were not really stabilised until perhaps 2002-2003.  

Advisory Committee role and functioning
Ideally, a program involving the expenditure of public money should be
implemented by a dedicated unit staffed by personnel with specialist skills and
experience to complete specified tasks in a timely manner.

In programs where multiple jurisdictions or agencies have responsibilities,
strategic oversight of management of the program should be provided by a
steering committee dedicated to providing positive support and guidance to
program management and staff.

Given the highly charged political environment in which the program was initiated,
it is understandable that the process chosen to refine the detailed design and
formulate a Strategic Plan for the program involved an Advisory Committee that
was representative of the key stakeholder groups with an interest in the area. 

It is however regrettable that the Strategic Plan endorsed by the Australian and
Tasmanian Governments gave the Advisory Committee a continuing role so
central to the day-to-day management and decision making processes for the
program.

While one or more members of the Advisory Committee may feel that it was only
their persistent interventions which kept the program on track, other quality
control, audit and policy review options were always available.

Transparency of process and engagement of stakeholder groups in periodic
review of the progress of a program is important but it should be separate from
the day-to-day management and decision making of the program. 

Staff Turnover
The Tasmanian Government is reportedly committed to the long term provision of
stewardship support and biological monitoring of PFRP reserves. The rationale for
continuing to employ staff on short term contracts seems to have been uncertainty
with regard to program funding. To an extent, DPIW is constrained by Tasmanian
state service rulings that limit the term of standard employment contracts to a
maximum of two years (with the option of extension being limited to one extension
of no more than 50% of the original term). Perhaps, transitional arrangements to
the new integrated approach to private reserves may have required some
restructuring of staffing but landowners are clearly looking to develop a long term
relationship with key staff and this is not possible with such uncertainty about who
is in which position for how long.



Review and Evaluation of the Tasmanian Private Forest Reserves Program              September 2007

Brian Gilligan and Syneca Consulting Pty Ltd    -  September 2007
72

It is pleasing to note that agency staff now report that dedicated funding for on-
going commitments to the PFRP and related programs is assured and that longer
term arrangements are being explored for the next round of contracts.

Findings:
35. The continuation of debate between the Advisory Committee and program

staff throughout the life of the program had a significant impact on staff
morale and the efficiency with which the program could be implemented.

36. The governance structure, positioning the Advisory Committee in a direct
line management role with respect to proposals distorted decision making
and led to significant costs and inefficiencies in program management.

37. Staff turnover remained high throughout the life of the program and the
effects were reinforced by high levels of contract staff.

38. The major direct impact of staff turnover has been in terms of relations with
landowners and may have resulted in some wavering landowners deciding
to withdraw from the program. 

39. The consequences of high turnover have included compromised ‘corporate
memory’ and staff turnover is likely to have contributed to defects in data
storage.

40. Given the design and nature of the Program, there was only very limited
scope for reducing administration costs.

 

5.1.7 Value for money
41. The PFRP has supported RFA objectives by securing forest reserves on

private lands at an average price of $334 per hectare.

42. This represents an extremely good return from program funds but the
financial impact on individual landowners through foregone income and
loss in market value is uncertain and expected to be property specific.

43. Program funding appears to have been well directed in that significantly
higher prices were paid per hectare for reserves with high priority and
urgency ratings by CARSAG.

44. The PFRP has focused on securing lands in perpetuity and with strict
conditions on allowable uses and activities: it is almost certain that
opportunities to include valuable forested areas have been missed as a
consequence, but the high level of protection for conservation values in
reserves achieved represents a major positive for the program.

45. It is suspected that there remain important forested areas with CAR values
on private lands that were not covenanted under the PFRP.
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46. Costs beyond the financial consideration made to landowners in return for
reservation of their land represented 35% of the total program costs.

47. A substantial proportion of these costs can be attributed to resources spent
on candidate reserves that were not included in the PFRP. 

48. The level of these costs appears to have been comparable to other
conservation programs on private lands. However, a large proportion of
these non-property costs was accounted for by staff resources needed to
undertake the time consuming activities of site assessment and
negotiations for a program with closely specified conservation goals.

5.2 Recommendations
The review and evaluation of the PFRP give rise to two sets of recommendations.
Recommendations in the first set relate to action that might be taken to maximise
the long term conservation value of the reserves established under the PFRP.
Recommendations in the second set are proposals to improve the design and
implementation of programs with similar objectives in the future.

Recommendations to achieve maximum value from covenants established
under the PFRP

More funding/support for on-going management
1.  Consideration should be given to options for providing some funding

assistance for on-going management through mechanisms such as:
 - establishing a contingency fund;
- arranging or coordinating group submissions for

funding at a district or regional level;
- negotiating specific purpose consideration for

covenant land owners from funding sources such as
NRM, EnviroFund etc.

User friendly Operations Plans 
2. Consideration should be given to the form in which Operations Plans and

other documents associated with covenants are presented to enhance
their visual attractiveness, minimise the text involved and maximise the
use of maps and airphoto overlays so that they are more meaningful and
readily referenced by landowners. The templates being used for the Non-
Forest Vegetation Program would seem to be generally applicable in this
regard and be used to update or progressively replace existing plans.

Strategic emphasis in reviews of Operations Plans
3. The schedule of five yearly reviews of Operations Plans currently

underway should be used to comprehensively address threats to reserve
values and more precisely define on-going management tasks.



Review and Evaluation of the Tasmanian Private Forest Reserves Program              September 2007

Brian Gilligan and Syneca Consulting Pty Ltd    -  September 2007
74

Weeds strategy 
4. Weed management problems on reserves should be systematically

identified and addressed in the context of the 2005 Tasmanian Weed
Management Strategy.  Concentrated efforts should be made to
coordinate the approach with other bodies that have an interest in weed
management (eg Local Councils, NRM regions).

Staffing
5. Consideration should be given to employing staff on longer term contracts

wherever possible to reduce staff turnover and optimise relationship
building with landowners. 

6. Consideration should be given to the adequacy of staffing levels given the
high importance landowners place on personal contact with program staff.

Contact with landowners
7. While nothing will replace personal contact with program staff, a regular

Newsletter, website updates and local network meetings should be
provided along with other initiatives to keep in touch with landowners,
advising them of staff changes and explaining biological monitoring and
other initiatives with relevance and/or benefits to reserves other than only
those sites actually studied.

Land values
8. A review of recent Valuer General valuations of properties should be

undertaken to clarify the nature of any change in property values for those
including covenanted lands and this information should be communicated
to banks and other lending institutions.

Recommendations for future programs 

Design and policy considerations
9. Core parameters of program design should be settled and separated from

action to implement the program so that ‘products’ on offer can be clearly
defined from the outset.

10. Clear preference should be given to longer term security for reserve areas
and sustained management commitments.

11. Management objectives and desired outcomes must be clearly stated and
explicitly linked to relevant positive actions and prohibitions to maximise
prospects for their achievement.

12. The majority of funds to landowners should be paid in the form of periodic
payments based on completion of agreed tasks set out in the Operations
or Management Plan for the land in question.
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13. Program design should be founded on transparency of process and equity
in the availability of all information relevant to decision making by
participating landowners.

14. Data management should be recognised as a critical element of program
design, must be linked with monitoring and evaluation protocols, and
integrated with reporting requirements for the on-going management
regime.

15. The Natural Resources Management Ministerial Council and Environment
Protection and Heritage Council should be asked to consider having the
Protected Areas Working Group or the National Reserve System Task
Group tasked to co-ordinate a National Framework for Private
Conservation Reserves. The objective should be to standardise the
currency used in the design and implementation of covenanting and other
schemes with a view to building landowner confidence and enhancing
engagement with programs such as the PFRP and Forest Conservation
Fund.

Any framework should include clear principles and options for:
• minimising tax liabilities, including land tax;
• permanent rebates on Local Government rates;
• achieving higher levels of cooperation and engagement with

Local Government.

Managing relationships with landowners to optimise on-going
reserve management

16. Any future Program of this type should seek to have support staff in
place as soon as possible after commencement.

17. Staff with responsibility for building and managing long term
relationships with landowners should as far as possible be employed on
a permanent basis or on long term contracts to maximise continuity.

18. Staff/contractor training and performance management mechanisms
need to be put in place to ensure consistency of approach and delivery.

19. Consideration should be given to the form in which Operations Plans
and other documents are presented to make them visually  attractive,
minimise the text involved and maximise the use of maps and airphoto
overlays so that they are meaningful and readily referenced by
landowners. 

20. Prioritisation and management of negotiations with landowners must
take account of the potential financial impact of delays on those
engaged in business enterprises on their land, especially those in the
establishment phase of a farming venture on which they are relying for
their livelihood.
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21. Staff involved in managing relationships with landowners must be
particularly diligent in identifying new owners of covenanted land and
ensuring that they have all the information and support they need to
enable them to fulfil reserve management obligations. 

Program governance 
22. A stakeholder based Advisory Committee should have a review and

feedback role, parallel to rather than within the Program decision
making stream.

Science
23. Robust Science is critical and must provide a reliable foundation for

any program to achieve conservation management of private land.

24. Management of reserves should be undertaken within the
internationally recognised Management Effectiveness Framework
(IUCN, 2006) which includes provision for periodic reviews and adaptive
management responses to changes in reserve condition.
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7. Attachments
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Appendix 1: Details of stakeholder consultation and
submissions received
Jim Allwright, Landowner – “Jones River”, Ouse

Brad Arkell DPIW , former PFRP Conservation Officer

Alan Ashbarry Timber Communities Australia (TCA)

Phil Barker Consultant, CARSAG, Reserve Design.

Richard Bennett Landowner - “Ashby”, Ross

Annette Bleys DEWR - Canberra

Con Boekel DEWR – Canberra

Peter Bosworth Former Chair of CARSAG, former DPIWE Manager

Kevin Briggs Landowner - “The Netting”, Hollow Tree 

Stephen Casey Former PFRP Senior Conservation Officer

Stephen Caswell Landowner - “Blenheim Farm, “Longford

Barry Chipman Timber Communities Australia

Peter Cochrane Parks Australia

Andrew Colvin Landowner – “Nosswick”, Cressy

Steve Cronin Landowner - “Stokes Run”, Exeter

John Cusick Landowner - “Apslawn”, Apslawn

Rhondda Dickson Former Australian Government nominee on Advisory
Committee

Andrew Downie Landowner – “Glenelg”, New Norfolk

Hans Drielsma Executive General Manager, Forestry Tasmania

 
Tom Dunbabin Landowner - “Bangor”, Murdunna and

“The Quoin”, Ross

Fred Duncan Forest Practices Authority
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Simon Elderidge Private Forests Tasmania

Paul Fazackerly DPIW (PLCP) - database access

Louise Gilfedder DPIW - Team Leader Non-forest vegetation program 

Alistair Graham Tasmanian Conservation Trust
Member of PFRP Advisory Committee

Donald Graham Chair, NRM Group - King Island

John Harkin Manager – Private Land Conservation Program
(DPIW)

Chris and Kay Harman Landowners - “Stony Rise”, Bagdad

Jane and Ashley 
Huntington Landowners - The Two Metre Tall Company, 

New Norfolk

Lucia Ikin and 
David Obendorf Landowners - adjoining Douglas Apsley National Park.

Rod Knight Consultant, Reserve design

Scott Livingston Landowner – Underwood and previously contract
negotiator for PFRP

Humberston and Toni 
Mc Kenzie Landowners - “Strathspey”, Mangana

Nicky Meeson and 
Keith Breheny Landowners - “Llechwedd-y-Creigiogg”, Apslawn

Louise Mendel Senior Biological Monitoring Officer DPIW

Rob Miller Assistant Director, Biodiversity Conservation Branch –
DEWR, Canberra

Tim Nankivell Senior Valuer – Australian Valuation Office

Roderic O’ Connor Landowner - “Connorville”, Cressy

Cindy Page DPIW (PLCP) Quality Assurance Officer

Rod Pearse Former Program Manager, PFRP

Richard Prebble Landowner – “Curtis Road”, St Marys



Review and Evaluation of the Tasmanian Private Forest Reserves Program              September 2007

Brian Gilligan and Syneca Consulting Pty Ltd    -  September 2007
82

Andrew Ricketts Landowner – “Bradys Creek”, Reedy Marsh and
spokesperson for the Reedy Marsh Forest
Conservation Group

Alex Schaap DPIW – former Division Head and Chair of PFRP
Advisory Committee

Steve Smith DPIW – former Program Manager , PFRP

Kerri Spicer DPIW – Biological Monitoring Officer

Peter Taylor Director, National Reserve System Program - DEWR -
Canberra

Derek Turvey Landowner - “Twamley”, Buckland

Dean Vincent DPIW – former PFRP  Stewardship Officer

Michael Warner Landowner - “Vaucluse”, Conara

Penny Wells DPIW – Director Policy and Projects – Resource
Management and Conservation Division

Julia Weston Landowner - “Seaview Farm”, German Town

John Whittington DPIW - General Manager – Resource Management
and Conservation Division

Ian Whyte Tasmanian Farmers and Graziers Association

Alison Woolley DPIW Senior Advisor (PLCP)– former member of
CARSAG and landowner

Frank and Millie Youl Landowner - “Barton”, Campbell Town

Charlie Zammit Department of the Environment and Water Resources
- Canberra
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Appendix 2: Summary of submissions received

Summary of PFRP submissions (in order of receipt)

Submission 1
• Follow-up and support needed.
• Fire management a major challenge.

Submission 2
• Not focussed on conservation outcomes.
• Not based on true partnerships with landowners.
• Not farmer friendly.
• Detail on objectives and achievements not publicly available.
• Lacking a clear strategic approach.
• No real commitment to on-going management.
• Only 25% of money available to landowners.
• High transaction costs.
• PFRP gave no real incentive to manage for conservation.
• Not likely to encourage voluntary management for conservation.
• Lack of on-going dialogue needed to assess results.
• More short term covenants and/or limited priority purchases may

have been more effective.
• Apparent desire to involve many landowners led to too many small

covenants; an inefficient way of maximising total hectares reserved.
• Landowners not valued.
• Program poorly managed: high staff turnover, poor planning and

implementation of negotiations.
• Timeliness appalling.
• Lack of openness and honesty in negotiations.
• Lack of flexibility despite lack of Science to support inflexible position

taken.
• Landowner input to Programs planning and implementation

essential.
• Programs must be conducted in accord with ‘normal commercial

practice’.
• Programs must operate for time periods that reflect the nature of

agreements sought.
• Programs must offer a range of covenant periods.

Submission 3
• Too little money.
• Too little follow up support.

Submission 4
• Legacy certainty the key goal.
• Proud and satisfied.
• Appreciative of PFRP staff.
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Submission 5
• Program tried to get land on the cheap.
• $ offered didn’t change to reflect increases in land value.
• Target communities interspersed with others – need to pay $ for

both.
• Implicit threat of legislation to protect areas if covenant negotiations

not successful.
• Good that staff had flexible approach on fencing.
• Did not proceed with covenant but feels Program could be refined to

be worthwhile.

Submission 6
• Pleased and proud to have been involved.
• ‘very pragmatic economic solution to conservation’
• Drought has prevented completion of covenant obligations.
• Committed to managing for conservation.
• Value information provided on biodiversity values of site.
• Value interaction with staff and others.
• Education value important.
• Staff enthusiastic, informative and sensitive to needs of farmers.

Submission 7
• Still to complete negotiations begun in August 2005.
• 1999 negotiations failed - $ unsatisfactory and key issues not

addressed.
• Negotiations over Private Timber Reserve issue frustrating.
• Main goal was protecting 300ha from subdivision if sold.
• At times tempted to give up – all too hard.

Submission 8
• Failed to deliver win-win envisaged by RFA.
• Funds intended for conservation should not have been used to fund

CARSAG and other Admin costs.
• Long and tortuous negotiation and approval processes a deterrent

for land owners.
• Lack of realistic pricing to encourage voluntary participation.
• Social and economic impacts downstream of landowner significant

and not recognised.
• Support needed for whole of farm planning.
• Leonard family experience exemplifies impacts of delays and nature

of negotiations.
• SRD went further than necessary and other activities of CARSAG

inappropriately influenced PFRP outcomes.
Submission 9

- Funding provided for PFRP inadequate.
- Errors in RFA mapping and failure to address priority species created

difficulties for PFRP.
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- Good that PFRP applied JANIS criteria.
- Fauna habitat requirements not properly addressed.
- Given that less than 50% of forest target has been secured, review

should look at the fate of forests not secured.
- FPA and Private Forests Tasmanian ‘abused’ the Timber Harvesting

Plan Process as it relates to candidate areas.
- Private Forests Tasmania (PFT) repeatedly failed to refer land in

process of application for Private Timber Reserve to PFRP as
required under RFA.

- FPA not adequately protecting threatened species has impacted
potential success of PFRP.

- If forestry was a Discretionary Use rather than a Permitted Use as it is
under most Local Govt Planning Schemes in Tasmania, this ‘would
allow better support of private land conservation programs such as
the PFRP.

- Advisory committee had strong pro development bias. 
- Our views not represented on the advisory committee by the

conservation group representative organization, the Tasmanian
Conservation Trust. 

- Incentive payments for the conservation of private land should be at a
market rate and be able to offer viable alternative to wood chipping. 

- Prompt payments can result in landowners investing their incentive
payment and gaining interest that makes the program more attractive.
But PFRP has been so slow making payment that agreed incentive
has been eroded by time.

- Was CARSAG, a useful mechanism or merely complicate matters?
- It needs to ascertained: How many Private Forests Reserves were

applied for and how many were not completed?


