


CPD series of seminars on a range of topics such
as forest valuation, taxation, modelling and so
on.
The Board has also produced an abbreviated
one-page Code of Ethics, which has now been
distributed to all members. The abbreviated
Code of Ethics is not designed to replace the
fuller version but the Board felt that it was ap-
propriate that a shorter, simpler version be more
readily available to members. The 2002/03 CPD
seminars spent a considerable amount of time
outlining the requirements of the Code of Eth-
ics.

The Board is in the process of providing more
opportunities for feedback to RMs through the
application and review process. RMs who have
recently applied for registration will note that
the interview panel provides direct feedback, if
not the final outcome, at the end of the inter-
view. The five-yearly review process is also used
to provide general feedback through correspond-
ence or directly through an interview. The Board
is currently considering an option where a re-
view applicant, rather than the Board, can initi-
ate an interview if they would like direct feed-
back on their performance.

The 20 hours minimum CPD required by the
NZIF is at the lower end of the scale compared
with other professions and yet many RMs strug-
gle to meet this provision. The Society of
America Foresters and Canadian Institute of For-
esters, for example, require their registered mem-
bers to undertake 150 hours CPD during a three-
year period. In response, the Board has spent a
considerable amount of time refining what is
meant by the term CPD and providing this in-
formation to RMs. The Board is preparing a new
CPD form, which RMs use for their annual re-
porting on CPD, in which the requirements for
CPD are more clearly defined.

Liability

An area of great concern to the Board has been
the exposure of RMs to professional liability
claims. As is outlined elsewhere in this Jour-
nal, we live in increasingly litigious times. There
have been several instances in the past few years
where forestry companies have been sued suc-
cessfully over poor performance.

A belief that both consultants and the public
should be insured against professional negli-
gence was amongst the reasons why the NZIF
initially adopted compulsory Professional In-
demnity (PI) insurance for RFCs. There were
also concerns that RFCs may not be sufficiently
aware about liability issues, and possibly ex-
posed as a result. The Board will, however, be
recommending at the 2004 AGM that it no longer
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be a mandatory requirement in the Articles of

Association for RFCs to obtain PI insurance.
The reasons for this recommendation include

acknowledgement that decisions about PI insur-
ance are commercial decisions for RFCs to decide,
rather than the NZIF. The Board is mindful that
most other professional societies do not require
mandatory PI insurance and that a survey of RFCs
in 2001 was evenly divided on the issue. The huge
increase in the cost of PI insurance recently has
been another factor in the Board’s decision-mak-
ing process.

The Board still, however, strongly recommends
that PI insurance be purchased by RFCs. Mem-
bers may be interested to know that the Council,
Board and officials of the NZIF (including local
sections) are all covered by both public liability
and PI insurance.

The Board is also taking steps to assist RFCs to
minimise PI risks. These are:

* development of professional standards — such
as the NZIF Forest Valuation Standards;

* CPD training - the 2002/03 seminars spent a con-
siderably amount of time discussing liability
issues;

* development of standard Terms of Engagement
models (including disclaimers) — discussed
elsewhere in this Journal.

Comment

Inasmuch as the NZIF registration process is
still relatively new compared with other profes-
sions there is still a great deal of on-going activity
by the Board to ensure that the necessary proce-
dures and standards are in place to support this
initiative. Even in these other professions there
is still a great deal of activity to maintain and up-
date the systems in place. The NZIF is fortunate
that it is able to borrow from these professions to
support its own processes.

The registration process in some professions
is supported by legislation, whereas the NZIF
process is voluntary. Nevertheless the standards
that the NZIF has set for the registration process
means that RMs, in particular RFCs, are increas-
ingly being recognised for undergoing registration.
However not all forestry consultants choose to be
registered. The NZIF is promoting its RMs
through a number of avenues and it is also im-
portant that RMs promote the fact that they are
registered. The strength of the NZIF registration
scheme will ultimately, however, depend on the
ability of the NZIF to set and enforce appropriate
standards and for RMs to maintain their adher-
ence to these standards in turn.



