support for the eradication programme.
Television advertisements started from
September 26 and road signs indicated the
days when aerial spraying was taking
place.

Eastern Auckland received its first
spraying of Foray 48B on October 5. It
has been carried out under the Biosecurity
Act.

An overwhelming impression, from
being on the Forest Disease Control Advi-
sory Committee, is the thoroughness with
which the Ministry of Forestry has evalu-
ated, planned, publicised and carried out
Operation Ever Green. The professional-
ism in the exercise is to be commended.

Peter Allan

Andrew Dakin
Representatives of NZIF on
FDCAC

Y LETTERS A

IRR wars

I have been observing the advertise-

Sir,

ments for forestry superannuation
schemes. There seems to be some sort of
competition as to who can come up with
the highest Internal Rate of Return (IRR).
One large company predicts the IRR to
two decimal places, which must surely
constitute deceptive advertising — even a
pre-harvest MARVL inventory would not
be that precise. Another company adds on
(anticipated!) inflation to give nominal
rates of return and then adds a few more
percentage points to allow for a real price
increase in the price of timber.

More fundamentally, is IRR the best
arbiter of the worth of an investment?
When comparing two investments, one
could also use Net Present Value at a cho-
sen discount rate. If the discount rate is
approximately the same magnitude as the
IRR (say, 13-14%), then both methods
will pick the same investment. Few major
forestry companies, however, use a dis-
count rate as high as this, and a lower fig-
ure (8% for example) will result in a
totally different choice of investment.

The IRR, or high discount rate,
approach will favour regimes with low
stockings (often less than 200 s/ha) and
low rotation ages (often less than 20 years
old). In a situation where market signals
do not provide an incentive for the pro-
duction of high wood quality, growing
trees under such regimes can be a rational
act. These regimes are relatively inexpen-
sive, and capital is not tied up for long.
Returns per hectare are low, but returns
per dollar invested are high.

If an individual investor decides to
maximise return per dollar rather than
return per hectare, that is his or her invest-
ment decision and is of little national con-
sequence. If, however, many large
companies are doing the same thing, this
becomes an issue of national strategic
importance. Some predictions indicate
that syndicate investors will dominate the
national forest estate within a few
decades. If this is true, and if their regimes
are chosen solely on the basis of IRR, then
New Zealand will export a large quantity
of wood that is of low intrinsic quality for
many uses. This would give radiata pine
a poor market image, and impact on all
growers of this species.

Piers Maclaren

‘More explanation
needed from

Greenpeace’
Sir,

I am sorry if my comment upset Mur-
ray Hosking’s digestion and that I did not
make it clear that my comment on Grant
Rosoman’s paper did not refer to his arti-
cle in Vol. 39/4 of NZ Forestry, but to his
earlier “The Plantation Effect” (Green-
peace 1994). The journal article is a short
summary of this, and reads much better
than its parent, which remains, as I said,
an incoherent mishmash.

At the time it annoyed me for that
incoherence and its reluctance to set out
anything that a practitioner of forestry
could pick up and use for the better. There
are many things that must and will be
changed for the better, and it is frustrating
when someone who obviously has a clear
vision of what such changes might be con-
fines himself to merely striking attitudes.

At the Invercargill conference it became
clear to me that “The Plantation Effect”
had two purposes, neither of them to edu-
cate foresters. One, irrelevant to us, was as
a patch-gaining exercise for his employer,
Greenpeace. The other was to attract atten-
tion from the forestry profession as an
entry to discussion. In that, as I wrote, he
was successful, and his contribution to the
conference was considerable and valu-
able. All that, and more, may be found in
the conference papers, shortly to be pub-
lished.

Foresters have a right to be suspicious
of those who only target forestry when
claiming the importance of biological
diversity, conservation and sustainability.
In the whole spectrum of land use,
forestry is by many orders of magnitude
at the benign end of the scale, as Grant
agreed.

This certainly does not mean that

foresters can rest in a torpor of self-con-
gratulation — there is a great deal to be
changed for the better, and it would be a
boring world if there were not — but what
of those who only see the villain in
forestry, while ignoring the vastly greater
issues beyond it?

What cultural demons, what fears of
social pressures, what need for a scape-
goat have absolved any other form of land
use from comment or criticism?

When pressed on this issue, Grant gave
a curious reply. Firstly, he said that it did
us no credit to ally ourselves to agriculture
(which was not the question, though many
would agree). Then he went on to say that
his Head Office was running an interna-
tional campaign on forestry, and they had
to go along with that. He implied, though
time did not allow for much elaboration,
that Greenpeace is pursuing a one-world
solution regardless of national situation,
culture or climate, rather like the market-
ing of a world-famous fizzy drink.

I find that much more alarming, given
that Greenpeace is itself a market-driven
multinational (you can only subscribe,
there are no local sections or voting pro-
cedures) whose financial sources and
decision-making structures are not public
knowledge.

Inevitably in that situation the choice
of campaign will be influenced by what
will sell and by the opinion of a cabal,
which is surely not a very safe or very
brave platform for sorting out environ-
mental priorities.

We are still owed an explanation of
how Greenpeace sets out its priorities and
arrives at its opinions, and of how relevant
these may (or may not) be to the New
Zealand situation. Only then can we (all
of us, not just foresters) judge their worth.
They are certainly not tablets from on high.

J.R. Purey-Cust

Indigenous silviculture

Sir,

We live in an age of sound bites and
cosmetic devices, often having very little
relevance to the actualities of a given sit-
uation. So it is with indigenous silvicul-
ture in New Zealand.

In the 1970s a seeming never end to
the over-exploitation of the forests, or
their continued conversion for still more
pastoral land or to extend the exotic
plantation estate, led to the birth of the
modern influential forest conservation
movement.

At the same time, a minority of
foresters too were becoming unhappy at
the ongoing folly of destroying the last
significant forests capable of supporting
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an indigenous production silviculture for
the future. But that was government pol-
icy, and the state employer of those days
decisively had the last word.

Now, as far as possible, Government
has washed its hands of the whole debate.
It has sold off the nation’s exotic forests,
often to overseas interests, has shunted
most of the indigenous forest conveniently
out of the way into DOC, and has ensured
that its own remaining indigenous forest
is managed in accordance with a Deed of
Appointment placed outside other forest
legislation and which also includes public
participation. (In the old NZFS days pub-
lic participation was actually called for,
though seldom seriously listened to!)

There is the Forests Amendment Act
1993, applying to most privately-owned
forests, which is intended to promote the
long-term sustainability of indigenous for-
est for both the production of timber and
the maintenance of natural values.

To emphasise what is generally meant
by natural values we can also turn to the
Montreal Process Accord. Amongst the
criteria and indicators for sustainable
management agreed under this protocol
are those appertaining to biological diver-
sity. For instance, as an indicator of
species diversity is “the status of forest-
dependent species at risk of not maintain-
ing viable breeding populations”.

In New Zealand, indigenous sustained
management systems for wood production
are still essentially encouraging the con-
version of the natural biodiversity of closed-
canopy forest to an even-aged monoculture,
or reduced species, open-canopy unifor-
mity akin to that of clearfelled plantations.
However, research has clearly shown, for
example, that the maintenance of viable
breeding populations of many native for-
est birds is very adversely affected by this
type of management system.

Clearly, the management of indige-
nous forest provides an enormous chal-
lenge. Can the economic production of
timber be obtained whilst at the same time
maintaining the natural ecological values
of such forest?

Are these conflicting aims of Forests
Amendment Act 1993 and the Montreal
Accord in fact really compatible, or are
the legislation and the protocol merely
sound bites or a smokescreen of make-
believe? If the aims are incompatible, the
primacy of economics is inevitable and
biodiversity will continue to be compro-
mised and degraded.

Further research into the conditions of
our indigenous forests is surely urgent to
determine whether the old European con-
cept of near-natural, uneven-aged, contin-
uous-canopy mixed species silviculture
might provide an answer to this dilemma.

In view of its importance for the future

of indigenous forestry in New Zealand,
the Government should be prepared to
foster and support such research.

Eric Bennett

Forestry in its

broadest sense
Sir,

I was interested to read Udo Benecke’s
article titled ‘Ecological Silviculture: The
application of age-old methods’ in the
August 1996 issue of NZ Forestry, in
which he makes reference to our profes-
sion’s fixation with plantation manage-
ment at the expense of our indigenous
forests. In particular, he refers to the
Forestry Handbook providing “scant cov-
erage” to indigenous management.

I feel compelled to comment as the
Editor of the Handbook.

In its production there was a strong
lobby to leave matters indigenous out
completely. Reason prevailed that our
profession is concerned with the manage-
ment of forests in their broadest sense, and
their contribution to the well-being of
society and the planet. As such we should
not be particularly concerned with how or
when a particular species or group of
species arrived in New Zealand; rather we
should be concerned with their optimum
management to maximise their contribu-
tion to the ideals above.

The Handbook tried to take that
approach. Thus, several chapters, while
apparently devoted to plantation manage-
ment, are indeed of a more generic nature
and it is left to the user of the Handbook
to determine how the principles discussed
are implemented. With this in mind, I feel
Udo has fallen into the same trap as many
others, in that he has assumed the Hand-
book is about plantations rather than
forestry.

This is an important issue for our pro-

fession, especially as society places
greater demands on our forests and the
current political flavour does not accept a
central concept foresters hold dear — that
of multiple use. We must educate and
lobby to ensure the well-being of all our
forests and our society, the species they
contain being of far less significance than
their actual presence.

We should not succumb to the
dichotomy ideology that some would
preach and others accept. To do so signif-
icantly diminishes understanding of how
essential forests are, regardless of their rai-
son d’étre.

Don Hammond

Conference
Proceedings copy

appreciated
Sir,

I have just received my copy of the NZ
Institute of Forestry Conference Proceed-
ings 1996.

It is an extremely interesting, thought-
provoking document, well presented and
professional. I have spent all morning
reading it — most unusual!

Receipt of a copy of the Proceedings
1996 was a complete surprise. I could not
attend the conference in Invercargill and
so did not expect to receive a copy.

The move to send Proceedings to non-
attending members is a brilliant PR job, let
alone the other advantages. It has given
me very good vibes about the future of the
Institute and consideration for members.

The 1996 NZIF Conference Commit-
tee, and Chairperson John Edmonds in
particular, must be congratulated for their
initiative, as well as the Council for pre-
sumably backing such a move.

Neill Cooper

New Zealand Forestry

invites you to submit material for
inclusion in this publication

We accept:

- articles on a wide variety of forestry topics;
+ comment on forestry or Institute of Forestry affairs;

+ items on current events;

« letters to the editor;

+ items from local sections;

+ advertising.

Comments, letters, news items, and Institute news need to be with
the Editor at the beginning of the month prior to publication.
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