
  

 

  

    
   

  

 
L E G I S L A T I V E  A S S E M B L Y 
F O R  T H E  A U S T R A L I A N  C A P I T A L  T E R R I T O R Y 

STANDING COMMITTEE ON PLANNING, TRANSPORT, AND CITY SERVICES
Ms Jo Clay MLA (Chair), Ms Suzanne Orr MLA (Deputy Chair), 
Mr Mark Parton MLA

Submission Cover Sheet

Inquiry into Urban Forest Bill 2022 

  Submission Number: 11

Date Authorised for Publication: 6 October 2022 



 

   1 

National Office 
PO Box 2585, North Ringwood, Victoria 3134 
P: 
E: 
W: www.forestry.org.au  
ABN: 48 083 197 586 
 
ACT & Region 
Prof Peter Kanowski, Co-Chair 
Fenner School of Environment& Society, ANU 
P:
E:
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
23 September 2022 
 
Standing Committee on Planning, Transport and City Services 
ACT Legislative Assembly 
 
 
Dear Committee Chair and Members 
 

Urban Forest Bill 
 

Forestry Australia is the professional body representing over 1000 members who are forest scientists, 
professionals and managers operating in all aspects of forest and natural resource management, 
across Australia and internationally. We appreciate the opportunity to make a submission on the 
Urban Forest Bill. 
 
Our general sentiments about the Bill, and urban forest and trees issues more generally, were 
communicated in our comments on the Exposure Draft (attached).  
 
We note that the Objects of the Act have been simplified cf. the Exposure Draft. We believe that 
some form of Object (g) from the Exposure Draft, 
  

to promote the incorporation of the value of trees and their protection requirements into 
the design and planning of development, and during periods of construction activity, 
 

should be retained in the Bill, as it speaks to one of the principal issues that we believe the Bill should 
be seeking to address, viz. the tension between development – particularly infill and renewal – and 
maintaining urban trees on leased land.  
 
In this context, we welcome the introduction of the Canopy Contribution Framework, but note (as 
in our comments on the Exposure Draft) that its effectiveness in achieving the desired objectives will 
need to be monitored closely, and the Framework and its elements modified as necessary. 
 
We reiterate our comments on the Exposure Draft, that a city-wide canopy coverage of 30% by 
2045 is unambitious, and that many longer-established areas of Canberra already exceed this 
threshold. To be successful in realising its objectives, the Bill has to address two parallel issues: 

• maintenance of existing canopy cover in longer-established suburbs. Here, the issues are 
primarily tree maintenance and replacement in the context of the ageing of established 
trees and of infill and renewal. Th Canopy Cover Framework is important in these cases; 

• achievement of the canopy cover goal in more recently-established suburbs, where , in 
many cases planning and development decisions severely limit options for achieving tree 
canopy targets, and the contributions that trees on leased land can and should make to 
canopy cover. Remedial tree planting, and changes to greenfield development practices, 
are important in this context.  
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For these reasons, we believe the Bill is likely to be more effective if its objects in relation to canopy 
cover were more closely specified, for example by amending Object (d): 

• to support a target of the tree canopy covering 30% of each of the Territory’s suburbs, and 
maintaining current levels of canopy cover in suburbs where canopy cover exceeds 30%. 

We agree with the proposal made by the Inner South Canberra Community Council (ISCCC) in its 
submission to the Inquiry, that the setting of interim targets pre-dating 2045 would be helpful. We 
also endorse the specific proposals made by the ISCCC in its submission. 
 
Forestry Australia would be pleased to respond to questions or to discuss our views with the 
Committee. 
 
Yours sincerely 

 

Peter Kanowski 
Co-Chair, Forestry Australia, ACT & Region 
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2 June 2022 

Community Engagement Team 
Transport Canberra and City Services 
ACT Government 

Dear Community Engagement Team 

Draft Urban Forest Bill 

Forestry Australia is the professional body representing over 1000 members who are forest scientists, 
professionals and managers operating in all aspects of forest and natural resource management, 
across Australia and internationally. We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Draft Urban 
Forest Bill. 

Forestry Australia strongly supports the Objects of the Bill as stated in the Exposure Draft, noting that 
achieving these objectives requires sustained commitment from Government, and action on both 
public and leasehold land.  We support the general direction of the Bill in seeking to achieve these 
objectives, whilst noting below some specific matters for further consideration. 

The “30% tree canopy by 2045” goal is low by comparison with the 40% targets in Melbourne and 
Sydney, and already exceeded in many established Canberra suburbs. It would be a perverse 
outcome, inconsistent with the intent of the ACT Climate Change Strategy and Living Infrastructure 
Plan, if an outcome of the Bill were to allow any significant reduction in canopy cover in suburbs 
with canopy cover >30%. Rather, the Bill should seek to increase the cover in suburbs currently of 
<30% canopy cover to that minimum. 

The retention and resilience of existing safe and healthy urban trees on both public and leasehold 
land should be the foundation of realising these objectives, The Bill does not seem to contemplate 
incentives for the retention of these trees as a complement to disincentives for their removal. 
Maintenance of mature trees on leasehold land is a cost currently borne entirely by lessees; some 
cost sharing by Government may assist in fostering a positive rather than a negative attitude by 
lessees to this commitment. Such a mechanism might be trialled for mature or maturing eucalypts, 
which have particular biodiversity value, as recognised in the current Draft Action Plan to Prevent 
the Loss of Mature Native Trees.   

Replacement of declining, unsafe or unsuitable trees by others better suited to the site and future 
climate conditions, or replacement of trees removed for development, is the second strand of 
realising the objectives of the Bill. These measures, directed at maintaining canopy cover, are 
complementary to the tree planting that is necessary in areas of low canopy cover, and to the 
maintenance required to keep standing healthy trees in a safe and resilient condition.  

The protection of trees sought by the Bill is not a substitute for investment in tree planting or 
maintenance, In Forestry Australia’s view, the current level of investment in tree maintenance on 
public land is seriously inadequate, and risks prejudicing the positive community attitude that is 
required to reach and sustain Canberra’s canopy target. In our view, addressing the current 
maintenance deficit is a necessary corollary to measures proposed in the Urban Forest Bill. 

Attachment
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Forestry Australia endorses the principle of both lessees and developers having responsibility for 
maintaining or replacing trees, and incurring financial costs if they are not able to do so. We agree 
with the principle of a differentiated cost structure between homeowners and developers, and 
between Territory Plan zones, but the basis of the cost contribution in lieu of replanting is unclear. 
We suggest it would be helpful, in terms of community acceptance, for there to be more 
transparency in the basis of the costs. It is important that the costs are set at levels that foster the 
desired outcome of maintaining, and ultimately increasing, canopy cover. Costs that are either too 
low or too high may have perverse outcomes; it will be important to monitor outcomes and adapt 
the cost contribution regime if intended outcomes are not being realised. Our comments above 
about the lack of incentives are also relevant here. An incentive that might be trialled is the 
provision of suitable replacement trees to lessees at a discounted cost, or for free. 
 
We also note that the number of trees required to be replanted to compensate for canopy loss 
associated with tree removal will depend on the timeframe over which canopy replacement is to 
be achieved, on the species planted and, in many cases, on maintenance expenditure in the 
formative years of tree growth. Greater transparency about these elements, at least in the 
communication about the Bill and its implementation, would be helpful. 
 
Forestry Australia welcomes changes introduced under Variation 369 to increase the requirements 
for tree coverage in urban (re)development, whilst noting with some concern that its provisions do 
not apply to the majority of blocks in greenfield developments,  
 
Efficient implementation of the Bill would appear to require substantial administrative resources. For 
the reasons noted above, it is important these resources not be diverted from those required for 
investment in tree planting and maintenance, which themselves need to be increased. 
 
Forestry Australia would be pleased to discuss this submission in the context of further refinement of 
the draft Bill. 
 
Yours sincerely 

Peter Kanowski 
Co-Chair, Forestry Australia, ACT & Region 




