


Privately, I have not disguised the fact
that my sympathies lie with preserva-
tion, rather than with wholesale exploit-
ation. However, there is a difference
between exploitation and utilisation.

Certain key areas of scrubland, tus-
sock land, wetland, forest and mountain
lands need conservation to maintain spe-
cies, habitat, or soil and water values.

There also remain areas of forest,
some of them privately-owned, which
are not critical to the survival of species
or to soil and water values. What on
earth is wrong with managing these for a
sustained yield of timber, and harvesting
the timber they hold while it is still in
marketable condition?

I can’t go along with arguments that all
exports of indigenous woodchips ought
to be banned. I get more upset about
seeing good sawlogs turned into chips or
pulp than I do about a few loads of chips
going to Japan.

It seems to me as a (financially) disin-
terested observer, that if an area is being
logged it makes sense to sell as much as
possible of the wood from it. Logs are of
no use or value lying on the ground to
rot. They consist mainly of cellulose and
lignin (some of the nutrients are in the
bark, but most are concentrated in the
foliage) and make a negligible contribu-
tion to the forest nutrient cycle. If non-
millable logs can be sold as chips, then
sell them. If there isn’t a chip buyer, then
turn them into firewood, for heaven’s
sake.

A few loads of beech chips going to
Japan are no different, really, from
exports of meat or wool. Like the latter,
wood is a renewable resource if managed
properly. Of course, if forests are being
felled wholesale and not managed for
appropriate regeneration, the situation
becomes different and undesirable.

The knowledge and expertise are
available in this country to manage our
harvestable forests so that they retain
all, or effectively all, of their natural
values, and have much higher economic
value.

I can see most of the “green” lobby
lining up to attack me over these
remarks, but I'm not worried about it.
It’s not as if I am suggesting we should
knock down most of our forests.

What I'm saying — and I know there
are a lot of people out there who agree
with this — is that instead of worrying
about the despatch of a few hundred, or
a few thousand, tonnes of woodchips to
Japan to provide much-needed regional
employment in otherwise depressed
areas of this country, we ought to be look-
ing to use the knowledge and expertise
accumulated over the last century and a
half to maintain and, where possible,
enhance such of our forests as remain.

Harvesting and regenerating non-cri-
tical parts of these forests to provide a

sustainable supply of hardwood timber
and regional employment could well be a
part of this.

I digress. What I was going to say
when I rudely interrupted myself is that I
was able to direct my inquirer to the
results of a survey, made by the Forest
Research Institute three years ago, of
native trees growing in plantations in dif-
ferent parts of the country.

The survey was prompted partly by
the imposition of restrictions on the log-
ging of native forests and partly by the
increasing need for speciality timbers.

More than 200 individuals and organi-
sations contributed data, and more data
were obtained from a search of Forest
Service records of early plantings of
native trees. The survey team visited
more than 50 plantations between Kai-
kohe in the north and Dunedin in the
south.

What emerged from their researches
was a picture that might not satisfy cost-
plus advocates, and might not come
within a bull’s roar of an “economic”
internal rate of return. But it does prove
that it is possible to grow indigenous
timber in a plantation regime, and in a
fraction of the time that nature might
take to do the job.

Puriri, widely regarded as a slow-grow-
ing and very long-lived tree (there is one
in Pukekura Park, New Plymouth, that
is reputed to be 2000 years old, and stan-
ding underneath it at dusk is a rather
memorable experience), showed the
fastest average growth rate in the survey,
attaining 62cm diameter at breast height

after 60 years. Red, silver, and black
beech attained between 45cm and 49cm
diameter within the same time. The best
stands of black beech averaged 58cm,
and the best puriri 72cm.

Among the indigenous conifers,
totara was outstanding, with an average
diameter of 61cm at age 60, and a best
stand averaging 78cm. Kahikatea aver-
aged 53cm, kauri 42cm, and rimu 40cm.

These figures are not conclusive. A
great deal more data need to be assem-
bled about such aspects as the effects of
form pruning and the rate of formation
of heartwood in indigenous timber trees.

However, the results of the survey do
show that while it may not be “eco-
nomic” to grow indigenous trees in a
plantation situation, it is possible to
grow high-quality indigenous sawlogs in
80 to 100 years. Admittedly, during this
time it would be possible to grow two
rotations of Douglas fir and three or four.
of pine, but the indigenous timber occu-
pies a niche in the market that is going to
be harder and harder to fill as time
passes.

Indigenous trees, as the survey team
noted, have one advantage over exotic
ones: they can be grouped in small,
mixed woodlots or mini-forests which
can fill mutliple roles, including the re-
habilitation of degraded forest areas,
beautification, enhancement of indige-
nous wildlife habitat, and the provision
of shelter.

Derrick Rooney
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1990 CONFERENCE

The Institute’s 1990 AGM
will be a joint conference
with APPITA, Japan’s
TAPPI, and the Canadian
Pulp and Paper

The conference will be held
at Rotorua on April 2-4.
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