after planting. Of how a deep humus soil
has formed and how bracken will grow to
4.5 m tall where bracken could not survive
before. Nor has he observed the popula-
tions of wetas, Peripitus and native robins
to be found in these pine forests. These
natives obviously do not understand that
they are living in a ‘biological desert’. Do
we really want to “maintain and restore
ecosystems” that existed before the pines
were planted.

“Good biodiversity” appears to be
assessed by the number of species that the
observer cares to record. The inference
seems to be that the greater the number of
species recorded the better the factor
called “biodiversity” and therefore South-
land beech forests are less desirable than
North Island podocarp/broadleaf forests.

The establishment of pine forests in
these districts has provided better ‘high-
ways’ for the movement of native flora
and fauna than existed previously. That
native species have travelled through the
pine forests is a matter of observation that
belies the propaganda put out by the green
lobby.

We hear repeated calls for more plant-
ing of native trees for timber production.
There are possibilities for Southland beech
and for kauri, but when it comes to
podocarps it is a lost cause. The only place
where there is good podocarp regeneration
on any scale is in the areas logged by the
Port Craig Timber Co. early in the cen-
tury. This area along the south coast of the
South Island is subject to much cold wet
weather and is covered with magnificent
regeneration. Elsewhere in New Zealand
the climate has changed sufficiently over
the last few centuries to be unfavourable
for this to happen.

What a misleading diagram the carbon
life cycle one is (NZF, Feb 95 p 10). It
shows mature pine forests as the dominant
feature. Pinus radiata forest would have
to be at least 70 years of age to reach this
stage in New Zealand. These forests are
harvested while still in the rapidly grow-
ing stage. This mature stage exists in most
native forests but not in pine forests in
New Zealand.

The pine forests of New Zealand con-
tribute greatly to the comfort and well-
being of all New Zealanders. Compare

How public views
plantation forestry

Sir,

I was perplexed to read, in the Febru-
ary 1995 issue of NZ Forestry, Gordon
Hosking’s accusation of arrogance sup-
posedly displayed by three people who,
between them, had been responsible
throughout 20 years of weaving a course
in their endeavours to establish long-term
forestry in the face of a three-year cycle
of opposing, confrontation politics, con-
ducted in an increasingly brutalising (Jim
Anderton’s word) forum.

I was present at Potton’s delivery (‘A
Public Perception of Plantation Forestry’)
at the 1994 AGM - the speech that Hosk-
ing was defending — and read it later when
published in NZ Forestry. What a won-
derful paper for dubious assumptions,
admission of lies told to the public and
statements such as: “ ... In the Accord,
Tasman would stop clearfelling its native
forest, ... 7. What wasn’t said was that
Tasman had secured some of the cheapest
State Forest wood in the world for 75
years and could well afford to forego
some native forest.

Where was the arrogance? In any
event arrogance had little or nothing to do
with the demise of the NZ Forest Service.
It was rough and tumble, and at times cor-
rupt, politics practised by both the politi-
cians and the conservationists. It was the
selling and buying of votes as recounted
in the book ‘Out of the Woods’, for the
writing of which the authors state they had
access to, “... all relevant governmental,
Treasury and Corporation documents and
correspondence.”

I became increasingly perplexed when
I read further in Hosking’s letter, “... but
in the management of our indigenous
forests it [the Service] was neither blame-
less nor, some would say, responsible.”
When formed in 1919 the Service set to
work to investigate the remnants left from
the slaughter of the wonderful kauri
forests. Later it investigated, and worked
out possible methods of management of
West Coast and central North Island rimu
forests. None of these things persisted
through the changes of three-year-term

their calculations. Any problems belonged
to following Governments.

As for protection forest, which is by far
the largest and most important area of
native forest, the Service quickly devel-
oped rural fire fighting to prevent its con-
tinuing destruction. Later it made by far
the most effective inroads into the destruc-
tion of wild animals eating their way
through that 23 per cent of the total coun-
try in native forest. Now the possums are
getting back in control in large parts and
deer species are being moved about!

Much of the stigma that landed on the
Forest Service was due to misconceptions
deliberately concocted and spread by con-
servationists and the public they ‘edu-
cated’. Guy Salmon, when he writes, “the
Forest Service did this” and as an after-
thought, adds in brackets “(through the
Minister)” , knows full well that it was the
Minister through the Service.

Behind the Service was a Minister, a
Cabinet and a Parliament. But they could
all change every three years; with easy to
perpetuate misconceptions in the turmoil!
There were even many critics amongst the
Forest Service’s own staff when they were
faced with countermanding orders coming
‘through the Minister’.

Lindsay Poole
Ex Director-General,
NZ Forest Service

Clearing native forest
for plantations

Sir,

The often-heard claim by the forestry
industry is that plantations save native
forests, through providing an alternative
source of wood and only being planted on
pasture or deforested lands. That the
industry now did not clear native forest for
planting was one of the main reactions
from both industry and some conservation
parties of the New Zealand Forest Accord
when the Greenpeace report “The Planta-
tion Effect” was released. It is accepted
that the industry Accord parties have kept
their commitment of agreeing to not clear
indigenous forest (as defined under the

them with the cities with their smog and
sewerage pollution. Rosoman asks how
many Cyclone Bola force winds can our
commercial forests stand. How many such
winds could our cities and towns stand?
How many hectares of good fertile soil
have disappeared under asphalt-and con-
crete? It is time to recognise that pine
forests are ecologically one of the great
assets that we have.

J.E. Henry

Governments. I am sure that all forest
officers were ashamed of the destruction
of rimu forests and the creation of logs
that went on along the West Coast. It was
not their doing. Governments kept to Sir
Francis Bell’s (the first Commissioner of
State Forests) instruction: “Land which is
suitable for settlement can never be held
with trees upon it on any considerable
area.” ‘Suitable’, to most Governments,
meant simply the removal of trees. What
happened subsequently did not come into

Accord).

However, with much of the new plan-
ings being carried out each year by play-
ers outside of the Forest Accord, the
plantation industry as a whole is in danger
of being discredited through the practices
of irresponsible operators. There have
been several recent incidences reported to
Greenpeace where regenerating native
forest (20-60-year-old) had been cleared
for pines. Two examples are: approxi-
mately 200 hectares roller crushed by Far
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North Afforestation Ltd near Waitahue,
20 km south of Kaitaia (see photo), and
approximately 18 hectares of highly sig-
nificant forest (habitat for the threatened
native bird, the whitehead) at Wainake
cleared under the management of Camp-
bell and Isles, accountants, by the con-
tractor ‘Kohntrol’. Furthermore, both of
these clearances were carried out with
resource consents, in the first instance
from the Northland Regional Council, and
secondly from the Gisborne District
Council.

These irresponsible investors, man-
agers, consultants and contractors are
bringing the whole industry into disrepute,
and most likely in the near future into con-
flict with the concerned public and con-
servation organisations.

It would be fairly safe to say that
every plantation planting above a few
hectares has received some advice by a
forestry consultant, adviser, or Ministry of
Forestry or institution representative. It
would follow then that there is some poor
advice being given, where the essential
need for protection of indigenous biodi-
versity and the commitments under the
NZ Forest Accord are ignored.

Where does the Institute stand on this
issue? As the Institute is regarded as a pro-
fessional body with integrity and princi-
ples, it would follow that all the
consultants registered under it would act
responsibly and follow the intent of the
Forest Accord. Greenpeace urges the
Institute to either ratify or become a sig-
natory of the Accord and ensure all its
members comply. We also urge the Min-
istry of Forestry to actively promote the
Accord to forestry consultants not regis-
tered with the Institute.

Grant Rosoman
Forests Campaigner
Greenpeace New Zealand

The Institute had insufficient time to reply
to this letter in this issue of NZ Forestry.
Mr Rosoman’s concerns will be discussed
at the next Council meeting, with the pos-
sibility of a reply in the August issue. Ed.

- Craig Potton’s
response

Sir,

I feel somewhat honoured to have a
high trinity of response to my address at
the NZIF 1994 Conference from three ex-
Director-Generals. However, I am some-
what bemused at their failing to pick up
on the heavily ironic tone in much of my
address. So much that was said tongue-in-

Approximately 200 hectares roller crushed by Far North Afforestation Ltd near Waitahue 20

km south of Kaitaia. Photo: Greenpeace NZ, November 1994.

cheek seemed to open old wounds and for
that I am genuinely sorry. It was lucky the
editorial didn’t carry my ironic ad libs
about “bi-cultural” logging, for then I
might have been seriously misinterpreted
and felt the wrath of some heavy-duty
social planners!

I do hope the industry moves to
address the issues that I put forward at the
end of my comment, namely: wilding
pines, pulpmill effluent, truck noise etc.,
because I really believe plantation forestry
is one of the most appropriate forms of
land use in New Zealand.

Keep planting.

Craig Potton

The plantation effect

Sir,

After reading the February copy it
seems to me that both sides need to take
account of some basic realities. These
include the following:

*  When they reach maturity, the children
or grandchildren of today’s adults will
mostly use the produce from planta-
tion-grown trees.

» In New Zealand, if trees are planted
this year, in about 10 years’ time they
will produce pulpwood, while sawlogs
of Pinus radiata will be produced in
about 30 years. There is plenty of
scope for planting trees immediately.

e Every year each adult demands the
produce of about one green tonne of
roundwood. In the rich world this
demand is dominated by paper; while
in the poor world demand is largely for

fuel with which to cook food. We all
can imagine the look on a person’s
face if they are offered a plate full of
an uncooked staple food!

* More and more people live in man-
made surroundings, and expect scien-
tific man to solve all problems. Ask
survivors of the Kobe earthquake how
man emerges when compared with an
‘angry’ nature?

» The conservation lobby has to judge
which will receive more consideration
— their values; or the requirements of
increasing human populations. In
about 1938 the estimated world popu-
lation exceeded 2000 million for the
first time; but by the end of 1989 it had
exceeded 5000 million. It is now
thought that the world population will
level out above 12,000 million souls. It
is now over 30 years since I first went
to serve in the tropics as an ‘Assistant
Conservator of Forests’.

K.D. Marten

State management
of native forests

Sir,

May I refer, with approval, to Eric
Bennett’s letter (NZ Forestry, February
1995). For many years the Forest Service
was engaged in research into sustained
yield management of native forests.
Podocarp forests were being studied in
Westland from the late 1920s and this
research was resumed in 1953, culminat-
ing in a proposal for selection silviculture
in 1959. Jack Holloway’s evaluation of
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