


manage native forests partly for wood production in a
manner that the FSC will certify. I recently visited a
native forest harvesting operation at Gowan Hills in
Southland that was FSC certified, and John Wardle's
beech management at Oxford is surely FSC certifiable.
If the FSC will currently certify native forest harvesting
operations, why create a standard that actively discrimi-
nates against them?

All of this raises a few questions:

Would landowners with both native forests and planta-
tions on their properties be exempt from FSC certifica-
tion of plantations if they wished to harvest wood from
their native forests?

If the matrix standards are incorporated into the FSC

certified standard, then the answer is "yes". Someone
like John Wardle, who has both exotic plantation and is
managing beech forest sustainably, would be unable to
get FSC certification for his plantation management no
matter how good the plantation management was. You
could argue about definitions of "Forest Management
Unit" perhaps, but my reading of the VEB, NZFA, SGS,
and SCS?suggests this is a problem.
How much more difficult will it be for private landown-
ers to gain FSC certification of sustainable management
for wood production from native forests if preservation of
such forests is enshrined in a national standard created
by FIC and NZFOA and endorsed by the FSC?

This may partly explain why FIC/NZFOA is getting
such good support from environmental NGOs for the
proposed standard. A forest industry standard that has
an implied premise that all management of native forests
for wood production is unsustainable would present an
insurmountable obstacle to those wishing to obtain cer-
tification that they manage native forests sustainably. The
result? More clearance of native forests for pasture, di-
minished opportunities for finance of pest control ob-
tained from the forests themselves, more public reserves,
and an increased load on the taxpayer to fund pest man-
agement in those reserves. In addition, we would im-
port even more unsustainably managed tropical hard-
wood than we do currently (New Zealand's total hard-
wood imports from all countries for the year 2000 were
13,251 cubic meters with a value of NZ$ 17.5 million).
What about plantations of exotic species that include
important native biodiversity in the understorey? Would
the destruction of the understorey during harvesting pre-
vent them from meeting the standards?

This could be a problem for FIC and NZFOA in fu-
ture if elements of the existing standards are adopted.
"..members will exclude from land clearing and distur-
bance any area of 5 hectares or greater which has actual
or emerging predominance of naturally occuring indig-
enous vegetation of any height" (NZFA, endorsed by
PPFM and SCS). Some clearfelled sites in northern
Kaingaroa would meet this definition well.

How about naturally regenerated exotic forests? They
are not plantations, and they are arguably "natural" and
they are also a valuable commercial resource. Should

2 SCS - Scientific Certification Systems, forest conser-
vation programmes; draft and certification standards
for New Zealand plantation management (March 22,
2000).
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they now be preserved? If not, then what about har-
vested and subsequently naturally regenerated native for-
ests?

This highlights the inconsistency embodied in the
standards. Prior to 1970, plenty of plantations were
harvested and then the sites regenerated using natural
regeneration. On some sites natural regeneration might
provide high enough initial stockings that we could im-
prove wood quality by managing spacing instead of by
investing heavily in highly bred seeds and pruning.
Such an alternative paradigm may be more cost-effective
than our current high investment/low stocking manage-
ment paradigm. Should the standards rule out this al-
ternative? If not, then why should country of origin
make a difference to indicators of sustainability for man-
agement? If so, then why should regeneration method
make a difference? New Zealand has adopted a frag-
mented approach to Forest Policy for the last 14 years.
Some would argue that we really have no forest policy,
relying solely on the market to determine our forestry
future. To adopt a set of standards for plantations for
marketing purposes that pander to one small section of
the community by implying that natural forests should
remain undisturbed would demonstrate conclusively that
in this instance the market has failed us very badly.

Forestry, People

and Places

Selected Writings from Five Decades
By Dennis Richardson

Former Director Forest Research, interna-
tional forestry advisor, and whimsical
people-watcher, Dennis Richardson
encapsulates a lifetime of
experience in a new 350-page book of
essays, papers
and addresses.

One of forestryfs most
readable authors.

Special introduction to
each section.

Price: $NZ39.95;
A$45.00; US$35.00
Contact the Publisher,
Business Media Services Ltd,
Tel: (07) 349 4017;

Fax: (07) 349 4157;
bms@wave.co.nz



mailto:bms@wave.co.nz

