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Please use this form to provide feedback on our draft guidance: Safe Practice for Forestry and
Harvesting Options

Responses close: 17 April 2025

Please email to: GuidanceandEducationDevelopment@worksafe.govt.nz

Your submission may be made public

The Official Information Act 1982 (OIA) allows New Zealand citizens and permanent residents, or anyone
in New Zealand, to request official information from the government - including copies of submissions.
WorkSafe will let you know if we receive an OIA request for a copy of your submission. The content of
your submission may be made available to the public, however you can indicate below whether you
would prefer your details to be kept confidential.

Thank you for taking the time to provide feedback.
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We are asking for your details in case we need to get in touch with you or your organisation to clarify
information that you have provided. WorkSafe will manage any personal information you supply in
accordance with the Privacy Act 2020.

Name: Dom Kalasih
Organisation: Ia Ara Aotearoa Transporting New Zealand (Transporting New Zealand

I would prefer to keep my details confidential unless WorkSafe is required to release
them: Use the button to select yes or no

General comments on the draft code of practice

1) Do you have any general feedback? If so, add it here: Transporting New Zealand is
generally supportive of the proposal to combine the existing ACOPs for the following reasons:

a) Providing advice on setting out the legal requirements and what good practice is, as this draft
COP does, adds value. Even more so when a regulator is clearly establishing these requirements
in one document as this should improve transparency and consistency across the supply chain
participants; and

b) Transporting New Zealand’s observation is that the respective responsibilities of supply chain
participants can sometimes appear blurred or they are not well understood within our sector.
Therefore having a document aimed at what businesses need to do, as opposed to workers, will

also add value. This approach also gives freedom to businesses to provide complementary and
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supplementary information to their workers; and

c) Transporting New Zealand strongly supports the draft CoP in effect incorporating by reference
the Industry Standards developed by the Log Transport Safety Council. This approach leverages
off valuable work already done by that council and it is consistent with engaging and
incorporating an organisation that has subject matter expertise and is closest to managing and
being exposed to risk. Transporting New Zealand believes this should help ensure a reasonably
seamless transition of the final Code; and

d) Transporting New Zealand anticipate that setting the respective expectations for supply chain
participants in an integrated way will be beneficial to health and safety outcomes; and

e) Finally, putting this particular code to one side, Transporting New Zealand would urge
WorkSafe and other regulators to take this across supply chain approach more often. Having a
more joined up eco-system with clearer expectations between regulators and industry
participants benefits all parties.

Is there any key information missing from this guidance? Transporting New Zealand’s
focus on the draft COP is on the log transport activity, and in particular section 24. We are
mindful and appreciative that the draft CoP references and in effect integrates with requirements
developed by the Log Transport Safety Council (LTSC) and other key resources such as the New
Zealand Forest Road Engineering Manual. We do not believe there are any substantive areas
missing from the draft COP. Furthermore, we believe as time goes on and in the event that
requirements need to be changed or new areas are identified, then the draft COP’s approach of
connecting with the LTSC Industry Standards allows an efficient and effective means for those
evolving requirements and changes to be implemented.

We note that the current two COPs are referred to as Approved Codes of Practice whereas the
consolidated document is a Code of Practice (less the Approved). There has been confusion or at
least differences in understanding across the industry as to the levels of obligations relative to the
hierarchy of respective document categories, in particular Approved Code of Practice vs Code of
Practice vs Good Practice Guide. Transporting New Zealand requests that WorkSafe explicitly
address this in the next edition

2)

3) What did you find useful about this guidance? Transporting New Zealand believes
combining the safe practice recommendations in one place is valuable because it transparently
demonstrates and sets respective expectations on what each of the parties across the supply

chain is doing to manage health and safety.

Feedback on the proposal



4) Do you have any feedback on the proposal to revoke the existing forestry ACOPs
(Approved code of practice for safety and health in forest operations, Approved
code of practice for safety and health in forest operations: Roles and
responsibilities of principals and contractors) If so, add it here: Transporting New
Zealand is supportive of the approach. Its views in this regard are included in its feedback in

the questions above.



Specific comments

Section number/page
number/figure/table

Feedback

24.3.3

We agree with the intent of the clause. The term “constant
communication” could be misinterpreted to mean the driver and
loader operator are continually talking to each other therefore we
suggest a change to: “Make sure there is a continually open
communication channel enabling communication between the truck
driver and loader operator throughout the entire period that the
truck is at the landing site.”

24.3.15 and Figure 33

We agree with the intent of designated safe areas. The clause refers
to the area being “outside the cab, but only if 6 metres from the font
of the cab and visible to the loader operator”. We believe that the 6
metre distance is a minimum as indicated in Figure 33 therefore we
suggest that the clause be changed to “outside the cab, but only if at
least 6 metres from the font of the cab and visible to the loader
operator”

Figure 33

We recommend the illustration be amended or annotated to show
that the truck driver needs to be in line of sight of the loader
operator. We also recommend the green shaded areas be explicitly
described as “Designated safe areas”

24.3.24 and Figure 34

24.3.24 refers “Make sure no more than one third of the end
diameter of any log is above the top of a cab guard, headboard or
stanchion pin”. That clause is inconsistent with current industry
practice which conditionally provides for crowning of the logs so that
load security is more effective. Consequently the log at the crown
may have more than 1/3 of its diameter above the stanchion, and
this is indicated in Figure 34. We suggest deleting 24.3.24 and
amending 24.3.26 as follows: “Crown all loads of logs to ensure load
security. When crowning the load, no log shall be more than 1/3 of a
log diameter above the log it is adjacent to.”.
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