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National Standard for Certification of Plantation Forest Management in New Zealand - Draft 
4.1  

Collated Consultative Forum Feedback Responses for October/November 2010 
Collated 21 November 2010 

Gay Pavelka 

Facilitator 

Where confidentiality was requested the feedback was not included in this document but has been considered by Standard Development 
Group members. 

 Principle 
No. 

Criterion 
No. 

Indicator 
No. 

Verifier 
No. 

Your Comment Attributed to; 

PRINCIPLE 1 

Compliance with Laws and FSC Principles 
 
Forest management shall respect all applicable laws of the country in which they occur, and international 
treaties and agreements to which the country is a signatory, and comply with all FSC Principles and Criteria 
 

 

 1    In general TL supports the indicators and verifiers in Principle 1 Timberlands 
Ltd 

 1    City Forests supports the Indicators and Verifiers in Principle 1.  
  1.1 

 

  Submit that verifier includes consideration of tangata whenua / mana whenua management 
plans and sites of significance including wahi tapu (ie not just information that is included 
in legislation / Historic Places) 

Nga Uri o te 
Ngahere 
Trust 

 1 1.1 1.1.4  Principle 1 deals with Compliance with Laws and FSC Principles. To maintain this 
legal overview, amend 1.1.4 to read, “Where legal non-compliances are identified 
corrective actions are implemented”. 

Juken New 
Zealand Ltd 
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 Principle 
No. 

Criterion 
No. 

Indicator 
No. 

Verifier 
No. 

Your Comment Attributed to; 

 1 1.1 1.1.5  Requirement that “The forest manager shall be legally registered…..” No 
explanation as to with who or what this registration must be. 

Juken New 
Zealand Ltd 

 1 1.2 1.2.1 a) Many of these arrangements and payments are commercially sensitive and as such 
would have limited availability to an auditor.    Unclear what level of “evidence” is 

required.   This aspect is not generally audited in any detail.

Rayonier NZ 
Ltd 

 1 3 3 a) Holding documentation is unhelpful when there is a website available.  Better 
verifiers are : 
 The forest manager can demonstrate that no species listed in CITES is 
traded 

Nelson 
Management 
Ltd 

  1.5 

 

 B Verifier B to include assistance to landowners and shareholders Nga Uri o te 
Ngahere 
Trust 

       
 1 1.3 1.3.3  Suggest the indicator be amended to read ’the forest manager understands and 

where applicable complies with the requirements of CITES’. 
Hancock 
Forest 
Management 
NZ Ltd 

  1.4 1.4.1 a and b Unclear what level of non compliance – e.g. abatement , infringement, prosecution 
requires notification to National Initiative – suggest any potential prosecution under 

RMA or H&S Act etc 

Rayonier NZ 
Ltd 

 1 1.4: 1.4.1 b) The National Initiative must observe confidentiality which should be equal to that 
observed by the Certifying Bodies. A Governance document must be prepared by 
the National Initiative members and must include being signatories to a 
confidentiality clause when dealing with identifiable Management unit information 
and conflicts. 

Ernslaw One 
Ltd 

  1.6   Duplication - Forest managers (forest managers) Rayonier NZ 
Ltd 

  1.6 

 

1.6.4 L  Submit that this is amended to ensure that all stakeholders should be notified for their
input into the review process 

Nga Uri o te 
Ngahere 
Trust 

 1 6 4L  TL supports the need for a National Initiative to ensure good local governance of 
the standard. 

Timberlands 
Ltd 
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 Principle 
No. 

Criterion 
No. 

Indicator 
No. 

Verifier 
No. 

Your Comment Attributed to; 

 1 6 5  I can understand the need to have no major conflicts as stated in Verifier 1.6.7 but 
verifier 1.6.5 should not be a requirement. 

Nelson 
Management 
Ltd 

     Numbering is wrong 1.6.6 should follow 1.6.5 Nelson 
Management 
Ltd 

 1 6 6  new 1.6.6: “The organization shall justify why it is not certifying all Management Units at 
the same time and put in place a timeline with a commitment to have all MUs certified 
within 5 years.” 

Greenpeace 

 1 6 7  TL supports this Criterion, but desires some clarification regarding GMO research 
and trials. 

Timberlands 
Ltd 

 1 6 7  1.6.7: replace “…must have no major conflicts…” with “…at a minimum be in compliance 
with …” 

 

Greenpeace 

PRINCIPLE 2 

Tenure and Use Rights and Responsibilities 
 
Long-term tenure and use rights to the land and forest resources shall be clearly defined, documented and 
legally established. 
 

 

 2    In general TL supports the indicators and verifiers in Principle 2 Timberlands 
Ltd 

 2    City Forests generally supports the Indicators and Verifiers in Principle 2  
 2    RNZ are generally supportive  Rayonier NZ 

Ltd 
 2 2.1 2.1.2  Suggest amending the criteria to ‘A GIS mapping system or maps shall…..’ to 

reflect that most companies these days use an electronic GIS mapping system 
rather than hard copy maps. 

Hancock 
Forest 
Management 
NZ Ltd 
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 Principle 
No. 

Criterion 
No. 

Indicator 
No. 

Verifier 
No. 

Your Comment Attributed to; 

 2 2 2  The standard needs to make it clear that a use right is a legal use right. Define Use 
Right. 

Timberlands 
Ltd 

 2 2 2  “Recognised Use Rights” should be re-worded as “Legal Use Rights” City Forests 
Ltd 

  2.2 

 

  Submit that there should be an over rider via an indicator or verifier; that Control by such 
groups / communities shall not conflict with the NZ FSC Standards and Principles and 
should recognise the rights of their beneficiaries and shareholders. 

 

Nga Uri o te 
Ngahere 
Trust 

 2 2.1 2.2.1  As described in the glossary section below, in our view the word ‘tenure’ is not 
generally used to represent customary rights.  Whilst the wording reflects the FSC 
criteria wording, for clarity we suggest amending the criteria to ‘Local communities 
or other stakeholders who have recognised legal tenure, or customary access or 
use rights have been identified’. 

Hancock 
Forest 
Management 
NZ Ltd 

 2 2.2: 2.2.1  The definition of customary tenure has to be very tight and should include a list of 
exclusions especially where customary use rights conflict with other NZ legislation 
occurs such as the Biosecurity Act, the Wild Animal Control Act, Health and Safety 
in Employment Act, Forest and Rural Fires Act, and Regional Pest Management 
Strategies. i.e Wild Animal liberations etc 

Ernslaw  One 
Ltd 

 2 2 3  “Use Rights” should be re-worded as “Legal Use Rights” City Forests 
Ltd

 2 2 3  The standard needs to make it clear that a use right is a legal use right.  Define Use 
Right. 

Timberlands 
Ltd 

 2 2.2 2.2.3  Insert “recognised by the Certificate holder” ahead of “use rights” as in 2.2.1 and 
2.2.2 to avoid confusion as many unrecognised use rights may be claimed such as 
Pig hunting. 

Ernslaw One 
Ltd 

     The Walking Access Commission (WAC) has deemed that all unformed legal roads 
are available for walking access without permission of the adjacent landowner. As 
the majority of these are vested in Council the easement holders are the 
ratepayers. This would then require all ratepayers to be consulted with when 
operations effect unformed legal roads?  
Solution: Add the word “registered” in front of easement to state; “There is a 

Ernslaw One 
Ltd 
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 Principle 
No. 

Criterion 
No. 

Indicator 
No. 

Verifier 
No. 

Your Comment Attributed to; 

process for consulting with registered easement rights holders about planned 
forest operations that might affect their activities.” 

 2 2.2 2.2.3  Amend by inserting the word “recognised” after “affecting” so the indicator reads 
“There is evidence that free and informed consent to forest operations affecting 
recognised use rights has been given by affected parties provided that any 
withholding of consent is neither vexatious or frivolous” 

Juken New 
Zealand Ltd 

 2 2.2 2.2.3  As worded it appears that forest managers are required to obtain ‘consent’ from 
those with customary or legal rights before undertaking forestry operations that may 
affect them.  In many cases both customary and legal rights to use the forest are on 
the basis that they fit around routine forestry operations in which case the 
provisions of 2.2.1 apply.   We suggest that the wording be clarified to reflect the 
actual intent – which we assume is either that free and informed consent is 
provided where a party has either legal or customary rights that over-ride the forest 
managers operations (not a common situation) or alternatively that the forest owner 
can demonstrate that processes have been followed to comply with reasonable 
requests from those with legal or customary rights to minimise disruptions as a 
result of operations to their rights, as far as is practicable. 
 

Hancock 
Forest 
Management 
NZ Ltd 

 2 2.3 2.3.3  Uncertain indicator; 
Suggest reword to the following and we suggest adding the attached verifier. 
“There is a commitment to resolution of on-going disputes where the disputes are 
not vexatious or frivolous” 
Verifier: “There must be a record of actions taken and a plan with timelines (where 
appropriate) to resolve the dispute” 

Ernslaw One 
Ltd 

PRINCIPLE 3 

Indigenous Peoples’ Rights 
 
The legal and customary rights of indigenous peoples to own, use and manage their lands, territories, and 
resources shall be recognized and respected. 
 

 

 3    In general TL supports the indicators and verifiers in Principle 3 Timberlands 
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 Principle 
No. 

Criterion 
No. 

Indicator 
No. 

Verifier 
No. 

Your Comment Attributed to; 

Ltd 
 3    All of section 3 needs to be worded to be clear that the primary responsibility in 

most cases is to work with the mandated/appointed representatives of tangata 
whenua landowners.   Whilst individual shareholders or stakeholders must be 
consulted, where conflicting views arise it must be the views of the mandated 
representatives that take precedence.  In most but not all of the criteria this has 
been made clear.  

Hancock 
Forest 
Management 
NZ Ltd 

 3    City Forests generally supports the Indicators and Verifiers in Principle 3  
 3    RNZ are generally supportive Rayonier NZ 

Ltd 
 3 3.1   Guidance Note: The guidance note needs to reinforce the wording of the criterion 

as far as “unless they delegate control with free and informed consent to 
other agencies”  
The guidance note should give examples of instruments of ‘free and informed 
consent’ such as Crown Forest Licences, Leases etc. 
This is an important section of the principle which, if misread, could tie the Forest 
manager up in unnecessary conflict and time consuming resolution. 
Indicator 3.1.2 could be promoted to earlier in this criterion to reinforce that the 
majority of this Principle only applies to situations where “delegated control with 
free and informed consent” has not occurred. 

Ernslaw One 
Ltd 

 3 3.1   Indicator numbers run from 3.1.2 to 3.1.4 – no 3.1.3 Juken New 
Zealand Ltd

 3 1 1  TL supports the use of legal rights in this context. Timberlands 
Ltd 

 3 1 1 a Need to add that the representatives of tangata whenua must be 
appropriately mandated by the tangata whenua: 
“.... land owner entities, and their mandated representatives including their 
contact details.’ 

Lake Taupo 
& Lake 
Rotoaira 
Forest Trust 

 3 3.1 3.1.1 (a) Suggest adding the word ‘appointed’ prior to representatives. Hancock 
Forest 
Management 
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 Principle 
No. 

Criterion 
No. 

Indicator 
No. 

Verifier 
No. 

Your Comment Attributed to; 

NZ Ltd

 3 3.1 3.1.1 (b) To clarify the meaning of the provision we suggest adding at the end of the 
sentence ‘eg through a signed lease agreement, forestry right agreement etc’. 

Hancock 
Forest 
Management 
NZ Ltd 

 3  3.1.1 a & b It is very important that the National Certification for Plantation Forest Management 
in NZ is clear regarding mandated representatives of tangata whenua and that 
these representatives have the responsibility for representing tangata whenua. 
Forest managers in their responsibilities relating to consultation with tangata 
whenua should only do so with mandated representatives. There can be instances 
where other individual, not mandated by hapu or iwi, have different views to their 
representatives. Forest managers should not be required to engage with these 
people as their views are not that of the hapu or iwi as a whole. To engage with 
these people could be seen to be disrespectful to the mandated representatives 
who have been appointed by tangata whenua to act for them. 

New Zealand 
Forest 
Managers 
Ltd 

  3.1 3.1.2  Unclear what this actually means. If a lease, forestry right or stumpage agreement 
in place we would assume this is informed written consent. 

Rayonier NZ 
Ltd 

 3 3.1 3.1.2  Could be promoted to earlier in this criterion to reinforce that the majority of this 
Principle only applies to situations where “delegated control with free and informed 
consent” has not occurred. 
Need to state as verifiers examples of these ‘documented evidence” such as Crown 
Forest Licences and Leases etc. 

Ernslaw One 
Ltd 

 3 3.1 3.1.4  It may not be possible for records to be maintained of “all previous and on-going 
disputes”, especially where an FMU may be sold to new owners. 

Juken New 
Zealand Ltd 

 3 3 1 4 Would prefer this to be reworded along the following lines of: “Access shall be 
provided to these sites for tangata whenua where it is reasonable and safe to do 
so.” 

City Forests 
Ltd 

 3 3.1 3.1.4 a How will the forest manager get records of “all previous and on-going disputes 
relating to the customary/traditional rights of tangata whenua affecting the lands 
under forest management”? This is a very difficult task even for Maori land 

Ernslaw One 
Ltd 
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 Principle 
No. 

Criterion 
No. 

Indicator 
No. 

Verifier 
No. 

Your Comment Attributed to; 

historians.  Add the wording “since the lands have been under their management”. 
 3 1 4  The standard needs to note that it may not be possible to obtain “all” previous 

disputes, however, all known or reasonable efforts may be a valid alternative.  
Some previous disputes may relate to other parties (i.e. with the Crown), which are 
not within the jurisdiction of the forest manager.

Timberlands 
Ltd 

   3.1.4 a & b  NZFM submits that it is a very difficult task, if not impossible to acquire records of 
‘all previous and on-going disputes relating to the customary/traditional rights of 
tangata whenua affecting the land under forest management’. 
The records of all previous disputes may not exist, but if they were collecting these 
records would be of no benefit to the forest owner. This verifier should be clarified to 

apply only to the time period that the land has been under management.

New Zealand 
Forest 
Managers 
Ltd 

 3 3.1 3.1.5  The term “tangata whenua landowners” has appeared here however is not defined 
elswhere.  
Earlier in the verifier of 3.1.1 (a) the term was (within a list) Tangata Whenua, 
landowner entities …etc. 
Clarification is needed of what “Tangata Whenua Landowners” means to remove 
confusion. 

Ernslaw One 
Ltd 

   3.1.5 and  

 

a) There is an issue that the mandated representatives need to be operating legally and fairly.  
Where there are any disputes registered against the mandated representatives by members of 
the shareholder / beneficiary group, the FM should also be required to engage with the other 
effected parties. 

Nga Uri o te 
Ngahere 
Trust 

   3.1.5 a Should only be required as relevant to current manager – previous disputes may go 
back over 100yrs and with multiple agencies unrealistic to record these 

Rayonier NZ 
Ltd 

 3 3.1 3.1.6  As worded we are unclear as to what ‘legally verified third party directions’ is 
contemplating – perhaps for examples Maori Land Court directions?   Some 
clarification would assist. 

Hancock 
Forest 
Management 
NZ Ltd 

 3 3.1 3.1.6 (a) To be consistent  with the indicator the words ‘legally verified’ should be added prior 
to directions – otherwise directions could be provided by any party including the 
party involved in the dispute. 

Hancock 
Forest 
Management 
NZ Ltd
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 Principle 
No. 

Criterion 
No. 

Indicator 
No. 

Verifier 
No. 

Your Comment Attributed to; 

 3 3.1 3.1.6  Uncertain indicator; 
Suggest reword to the following and suggest adding the attached verifier. 
“There is a commitment to resolution of any on-going disputes in a timely manner” 
Verifier: “There must be a record of actions taken and plan with a timeline (where 
appropriate) to resolve the dispute” 

Ernslaw One 
Ltd 

 3 3.1 3.1.7  As with 3.1.6 Ernslaw One 
Ltd 

 3 1 7 a Remove (other?) Timberlands 
Ltd 

   3.2.1, Para 
2. 

 

 Submit that “bordering” be substituted with “bordering or surrounding”  

 

Nga Uri o te 
Ngahere 
Trust 

 3 3.2 3.2.1  Indicator requires that Tangata Whenua have exclusive and undisturbed 
possession of lands etc “in accordance with the Treaty of Waitangi”. Suggest 
adding the rider “where Treaty claims have been upheld”. 

Juken New 
Zealand Ltd 

 3 3.2 3.2.1  Add the word landowners after tangata whenua in the first sentence given the 
provision guarantees ‘exclusive and undisturbed possession of their lands’ which is 
not the case where freehold land is held by another party.  We also suggest adding 
at the end of the first sentence, ‘….where this has not been delegated by way of a 
legal agreement such as a lease or forestry right’.   A landowner clearly cannot 
have ‘exclusive’ possession if the land is subject to a lease or forestry right 
allocating substantial use rights to another party. 

Hancock 
Forest 
Management 
NZ Ltd 

 3 2 1  “Their lands, etc, is not clear.  It may need to be defined that this relates to a legal 
right. 

Timberlands 
Ltd 

   3.2.1    In many cases in New Zealand the access rights of tangata whenua have been 
determined within forest lease/licences etc at the time of the development of the 
lease/licence. There may be instances where the rights of access have been 
surrendered or compromised in these agreements by the representatives at the 
time of signing. 
Indicator 3.2.1 needs to take into account or recognise that current leases/licences 
are in place with binding agreements that may restrict or limit exclusive and 

New Zealand 
Forest 
Managers 
Ltd 
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 Principle 
No. 

Criterion 
No. 

Indicator 
No. 

Verifier 
No. 

Your Comment Attributed to; 

undisturbed possession of land by Tangata Whenua. The verifiers of Indicator 3.2.1 

cannot be met in these cases, until the term of the lease/licence has expired. 
  3.2 3.2.1  How can this be guaranteed by Forest Manager – CFL ownership transferred to 

Fee Simple title not Maori land.  Unconrollable 
Rayonier NZ 
Ltd 

 3 3.2 3.2.1 b The verifier is fairly open-ended on the extent of  “documentation that identifies and 
explains the resource and tenure rights of tangata whenua that apply within or 
bordering the management unit” the verifier needs to set an achievable and 
reasonable amount of information required on lands not with in the certificate area. 
The level of information for lands bordering the management unit must be less than 
that required for lands within. 
What is the extent of “bordering” 

Ernslaw One 
Ltd 

   Indicator 
3.2.1 

Verifier 
c) 

Submit that this plan must be the subject of consultation with tangata whenua – including 
whanau, hapu, iwi. 

 

Nga Uri o te 
Ngahere 
Trust 

    3.2.1   3.2.1 
Verifie
r c) 

Modify text . Forest Managers shall maintain a risk management plan.... 
to ....shall demonstrate a risk management process.. This provides for the 
immense variability in situations between regions and scales of operation in 
a fragmented forest or ownership situation, where very simple steps may be 
quite adequate. The term management plan implies more relatively complex 
detail, that at the SLIMF level, risks overburdening the management 
planning processes and costs.

P F Olsen 
Ltd 

  3.3 ‐    Guidance note. Submit that contemporary taonga also be recognised. 

 

Nga Uri o te 
Ngahere 
Trust 

  3.3  Guidan
ce note 

Not sure what is meant here – physical features and landscapes ? – either 
spiritually significant or waahi tapu – landscape not recognised per say 

Rayonier NZ 
Ltd 

 3 3.3 3.3 (a) Add the word ‘mandated’ or ‘appointed’ prior to tangata whenua. Hancock 
Forest 
Management 
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 Principle 
No. 

Criterion 
No. 

Indicator 
No. 

Verifier 
No. 

Your Comment Attributed to; 

NZ Ltd 
 3 3.3 3.3.1  Suggest amending wording to state ‘Forest Managers shall establish measures and 

protocols in conjunction with mandated representatives to enable active 
protection….’ 

Hancock 
Forest 
Management 
NZ Ltd

   3.3.1  Bullet point 2 
NZFM submits that the word ‘co-operation’ in this bullet point should be replaced 
with ‘consultation’. 
When taking on management of a new forest, or operating in new areas a forest 
manager will have in place management plans that will meet the requirements of 
this bullet point. However due to being an existing document, forest managers 
cannot be deemed to have developed them in ‘co-operation’ with tangata whenua. 
Through consultation however, the base document containing techniques, 

processes and protocols can be customised to suit specific forests or forest areas.

New Zealand 
Forest 
Managers 
Ltd 

   3.3.1  Submit tangata whenua shareholders and stakeholder whanau, hapu, iwi, be included. 

 

Nga Uri o te 
Ngahere 
Trust 

  3.3.1 - 
Point 3.   

 

 

 

Tangata whenua should have the first priority to be employed and involved in the 
implementation and development of the management and protection plans at such sites. 

 

Nga Uri o te 
Ngahere 
Trust 

3 3.3 3.3.1 4 Suggest adding to the end of the sentence ‘except where access restrictions are 
necessary for health and safety reasons’  or similar wording. 

Hancock 
Forest 
Management 
NZ Ltd 

 3.4. 

 

   Nga Uri o te 
Ngahere 
Trust 

 3.4. 

 

  Verifiers. Submit that: 

• it be mandatory that appropriate IP agreements are set in place to protect indigenous 

Nga Uri o te 
Ngahere 
Trust 
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 Principle 
No. 

Criterion 
No. 

Indicator 
No. 

Verifier 
No. 

Your Comment Attributed to; 

rights to traditional knowledge and IIP stemming from traditional knowledge. 
• That an agreement be in place for commercial use prior to any such use.  
• That any compensation paid does not convey ownership of IP or IIP to the forest 

manager or any other third party. 
• That tangata whenua have first opportunity to be involved in the application / use of 

traditional knowledge and practices within the management unit. 

h) recommend “sharing, recording” be inserted ahead of “utilisation”. 

Recommend also that this verifier ensures that any mediation / arbitration required 
will include people with the appropriate skills and knowledge in matauranga Mäori. 

3 3.4 3.4. (c) The provisions of 3.4.1 we assume are intended to apply in situations where 
traditional knowledge is used in a commercial situation.    Suggest amending the 
wording of verifier (c) to ‘That forest managers have documented evidence of 
agreed compensation arrangements for instances where traditional knowledge has 
been utilised commercially. 

Hancock 
Forest 
Management 
NZ Ltd 

PRINCIPLE 4 

Community Relations and Worker’s Rights 
 
Forest management operations shall maintain or enhance the long-term social and economic well being of 
forest workers and local communities. 
 

 

 4    In general TL supports the indicators and verifiers in Principle 4 Timberlands 
Ltd 

 4    City Forests generally supports the Indicators and Verifiers in Principle 4  
 4    RNZ are generally supportive Rayonier NZ 

Ltd 
 4 1 1  Guidance - TL supports the need to qualify that local people must have the 

appropriate skills and that cost and legal considerations are also considered.  This 
is critical to ensuring the right people are employed for the task. 

Timberlands 
Ltd 
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 Principle 
No. 

Criterion 
No. 

Indicator 
No. 

Verifier 
No. 

Your Comment Attributed to; 

   4.1.1  

 

 Submit this statement should end with “during the full lifecycle of the forest” 

 

Nga Uri o te 
Ngahere 
Trust 

 4 4.1 4.1.1  Support strongly the wording as long as the qualifications from the Guidance note 
are left in. We oppose the removal of the guidance note if proposed. 

Ernslaw One 
Ltd 

   4.1.1  Insert - People in local communities are given equal employment opportunities…. Rayonier NZ 
Ltd 

 4 4.1 4.1.2L  It is a minor point, but the indicator doesn’t appear to relate particularly well to the 
criterion – the link between maintaining training records of hired staff and 
preferentially employing locals is somewhat tenuous.  We believe 4.1.3 covers the 
requirement intended ie that sufficient training opportunities are offered to assist 
locals into the workforce. 

Hancock 
Forest 
Management 
NZ Ltd 

   4.1.3 

 

 Submit that “local” be inserted prior to “employment” 

 

Nga Uri o te 
Ngahere 
Trust 

 4 4.1 4.1.3 (a) Second bullet point –  the term ‘forestry operator’ is not used elsewhere.  For clarity 
should this be amended to either contractor or forest manager as used elsewhere. 

Hancock 
Forest 
Management 
NZ Ltd 

 4 4.1 4.1.3  Refers to “The forest manager and/or forestry operator….” There is no definition of 
who a “forestry operator” may be separate to a “forest manager” 

Juken New 
Zealand Ltd 

   Indicator 
4.1.4 L 

 

 a) submit that the local community also be listed here to ensure the community has 
opportunity to join the workforce. 

 

Nga Uri o te 
Ngahere 
Trust 

   Indicator 
4.1.4 L 

 

Guidanc
e 

 

Our submission is that training should not be focused solely within the forestry industry but 
that it should also assist the community to engage in (for example) ecological restoration 
and protection, ecotourism, cultural activities etc, associated with the forest & management 
unit. 

 

Nga Uri o te 
Ngahere 
Trust 
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 Principle 
No. 

Criterion 
No. 

Indicator 
No. 

Verifier 
No. 

Your Comment Attributed to; 

 4 1 4L   Guidance - The Guidance not e is important to demonstrate the valid options 
available to contribute to training. 

Timberlands 
Ltd 

 4 1 5  Again it is critical to ensure capacity, costs and legal obligations are balanced for 
this Indicator. 

Timberlands 
Ltd 

 4 1 5  Forest Managers’ rights to make economically rational decisions and to support fair 
competition needs to be recognised by this indicator.  Would like to see a term like 
“where competitive” included. 

City Forests 
Ltd 

 4 4.2 4.2.1  Comply with HSE Act etc  …. Can only operate in general accordance with codes 
and guidelines 

Rayonier NZ 
Ltd 

 4 2 1 a & b TL supports the use of existing and comprehensive measures of safety 
management.  NZ has an advanced level of safety regulation and it would not be 
appropriate for this standard to require otherwise. 

Timberlands 
Ltd 

 4 4.2 4.2.1 A Criterion 4.2 requires that “Forest management should meet or exceed all 
applicable laws and/or regulations covering health and safety of employees and 
their families”. Verifier a) states that holding ACC’s WSMP certification will satisfy 
this indicator. ACC’s WSMP is a voluntary programme, not law, and thus is not 
covered under “all applicable laws and/or regulations”. 

Juken New 
Zealand Ltd 

   4.3.3L  Clarify  & amend .The role and function of Unions is facilitated.... Requires 
clarification of the obligation under NZ law and industrial relations context. 
The intent should be to ensure NZ law in respect of rights and operations of 
Unions is respected /upheld inclusive of access, paid times, concepts 
of .good faith. etc. The term .facilitated. is very open ended and could be 
interpreted to range from acquiescence and cooperation to substantive 
financial and operational support. The latter would not be an acceptable 
proposition in most instances. 

P F Olsen 
Ltd 

  4.4 

 

  We submit that the SIA should include the assessments of social impacts caused by 
ecological changes and cultural impacts stemming from forestry.  SIA will include 
consultation with groups affected by management operations and ideally be conducted 
independently and the methodology and report be peer reviewed by a skilled SIA assessor. 

 

Nga Uri o te 
Ngahere 
Trust 
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 Principle 
No. 

Criterion 
No. 

Indicator 
No. 

Verifier 
No. 

Your Comment Attributed to; 

   4.4.2  

 

a) Disputes on SIA should be recorded and resolved with the support of independent 
mediation. 

 

Nga Uri o te 
Ngahere 
Trust 

   4.4.2   Social Impact  While the important term .nature and scale. is included we feel 
this needs better guidance for application at the SLIMF level. In many cases 
for such forests, their .social impact. presence within the general landscape 
will be negligible and too small to influence trends in the surrounding social 
and economic fabric. While we do include a brief statement in the 
management plan concerning such aspects, to undertake surveys would 
be a costly and bureaucratic process that would not add any useable 
data. It also again adds to the burden of complexity and cost in preparing 
SLIMF level management plans, one of the main barriers to bringing small 
forests into the FSC fold. 
 

 

 4 4.4 4.4.4  It is not clear, but it could be interpreted that the criteria requires the company to 
hold an internal database including all neighbours.  For forest managers with a 
significant boundary (as is the case for many certified forest managers in New 
Zealand) maintaining a company database of all neighbours would be a massive 
undertaking and would almost certainly be out of date before it was finished.  
Instead we maintain this ability through the Terraview databases maintained 
externally, which has the significant benefit that land ownership changes are 
automatically updated by councils when land changes hands.   We suggest 
amending the wording to clarify that access to an external database such as 
Terraview meets the requirements of a ‘neighbours database’.. 
 

Hancock 
Forest 
Management 
NZ Ltd 

   4.4.4 & 
4.4.5  

 

 There should be evidence of these stakeholders being actively consulted in the formulation 
of the impact assessment and mgt plans. 

 

Nga Uri o te 
Ngahere 
Trust 
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 Principle 
No. 

Criterion 
No. 

Indicator 
No. 

Verifier 
No. 

Your Comment Attributed to; 

   4.5.3 

 

 Prefer “avoid” prior to “lessen”. 

 

Nga Uri o te 
Ngahere 
Trust 

PRINCIPLE 5 

Benefits from the Forest 
 
Forest management operations shall encourage the efficient use of the forest’s multiple products and services 
to ensure economic viability and a wide range of environmental and social benefits. 
 

 

 5    In general TL supports the indicators and verifiers in Principle 5 Timberlands 
Ltd 

 5    City Forests generally supports the Indicators and Verifiers in Principle 5  

 5    RNZ are generally supportive Rayonier NZ 
Ltd 

 5 5.1   Indicator numbering goes from 5.1.1 to 5.1.4 – no 5.1.2 or 5.1.3 Juken New 
Zealand Ltd 

 5 1   The need to consider and therefore balance against other Criterion economic 
viability has been omitted.  In accordance with Criterion 5.1 and also consistent with 
the latest view in the Principles and Citeria were recommend that the following is 
added: 
 
There is a commitment to long term economic viability. 

Timberlands 
Ltd 

 5 1 new  Should state that: 
‘In developing a forest management plan or budget, economic viability of the 
forest cannot be compromised’ 

Lake Taupo 
& Lake 
Rotoaira 
Forest Trust 
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 Principle 
No. 

Criterion 
No. 

Indicator 
No. 

Verifier 
No. 

Your Comment Attributed to; 

 5 5.1   The numbering of indicators is not consecutive. Hancock 
Forest 
Management 
NZ Ltd 

  5.1   Submit this statement should end with “and its surrounds”. Nga Uri o te 
Ngahere 
Trust 

 5 1 new  Should state that: 
‘In developing a forest management plan or budget, economic viability of the 
forest cannot be compromised’ 

NZIF 

 5 5.1 5.1.1  This is the first mention of an “Annual Plan” does it mean the same as Management 
Plan? Throughout the document Management Plan needs correct definition or 
replacement. 

Ernslaw One 
Ltd 

 5 5.1 5.1.1 (a) It is not entirely clear what the expectations of an ‘Annual Plan’ are in addition to 
management plans, budgets etc required in other parts of the document.   We can’t 
find reference to it elsewhere. 

Hancock 
Forest 
Management 
NZ Ltd 

   5.1.1  

 

(a)   Amend/clarify.The benefits...should be recognised in the annual plan.. We are
not clear whether this is a mistake but believe this should relate to a 
.Management Plan.. Our logic is that, under the P & C the management 
plan will document provision for other benefits, monitoring also covers 
those benefits, as does environmental effects when preparing an 
operational plan for an area. If the forest owner was undertaking the 
generation of the .added benefits. as an active or commercial process, 
then some form of short term operational plan may be relevant. In many 
cases however, such added benefits will arise from the activities of third 
parties, and/or non-commercial endeavours and/or be governed by 

P F Olsen 
Ltd 
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 Principle 
No. 

Criterion 
No. 

Indicator 
No. 

Verifier 
No. 

Your Comment Attributed to; 

permit or licensing processes. Annual plans seem to be a poor fit with this 
type of undertaking.

  5.1 5.1.1 a Change -  Annual Plan to Management Plan Rayonier NZ 
Ltd 

   5.1.1 

 

a  & b submit both should read “the costs & benefits…” 

 

Nga Uri o te 
Ngahere 
Trust 

   5.1.1 a The term ‘annual plan’ in this verifier is inconsistent with other terminology 
throughout the document. This term should be replaced with ‘forest management 
plan’ for consistency and clarity in interpretation. 

New Zealand 
Forest 
Managers 
Ltd 

 5 1 2  Missing? Timberlands 
Ltd 

 5 1 3  Missing? David Balfour 
Timberlands 
Ltd 

 5 5.1 5.1.4  In some cases the ability to allow access for recreation is also constrained by 
tenure arrangements – eg leases and forestry rights where it is specified that the 
Forest Managers are restricted to undertaking forestry activities.   Suggest 
amending the introductory sentence to ‘Within the constraints of safety and 
environmental protection and restrictions on land  tenure agreements, the forest 
manager shall….’ 

Hancock 
Forest 
Management 
NZ Ltd 

   5.1.4  The provision of recreational access within forests can have significant economical 
implications, e.g. fire, maintenance of gates etc. The economic constraints need to 
be taken into account in Indicator 5.1.4. 
NZFM submits that this indicator be amended by: 

New Zealand 
Forest 
Managers 
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 Principle 
No. 

Criterion 
No. 

Indicator 
No. 

Verifier 
No. 

Your Comment Attributed to; 

‘Within the constraints of safety, environmental protection and economic 
sustainability, the forest manager shall demonstrate.... 

Ltd

 5 1 4  Would like to see this amended to, “Within the constraints of safety, environmental 
protection, and economic viability…”  (Same as 5.5.4 ??) 

City Forests 
Ltd 

 5 1 4  The provision of recreational access within forests can have significant 
economical implications, e.g. fire, maintenance of gates, permit allocation 
etc. The economic constraints need to be taken into account in Indicator 
5.1.4. 
Change to: 
‘Within the constraints of economic sustainability, safety and 
environmental protection, the Forest Manager.....” 

NZIF 

  5.1 5.4  comments on Principle 5 Benefits from the Forest 

5.4: Within the constraints of safety and environmental protection, the forest 
manager shall demonstrate intent to to accommodate appropriate types and levels 
of recreational access. Etc Access through forestry areas shall not be permitted 
where it will lead to adverse effects for other values, including, but not limited to tino 
rangitiratanga. 

CORANZ Concerns: A long-running issue with public access into Kaingaroa Forest 
(Forest manager Timberlands) has seen major concern in the community over 
restrictions on public access into and over this forest. Unfortunately, though 
Government was told of the need for vehicle access across and around Kaingaroa 
Forest because of its size, they did nothing before the Treelords deal. This has not 
helped the situation. 

The Forest is as well subject to the Crown Forest Assets covenants for public 

CORANZ 
Council of 
Outdoor 
Recreation 
Associations 
of NZ 
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 Principle 
No. 

Criterion 
No. 

Indicator 
No. 

Verifier 
No. 

Your Comment Attributed to; 

access. 

A meeting of concerned recreatiobnal users was held recently at Murupara, with 
over 100 recreational users attending. Another is planned for Rotorua next 
Monday.It seems high time that a meeting with the Forest manager was held, and 
conciliation was entered into to, to seek a solution that is better for recreational 
users than the present unsatisfactory standoff. It is clear that a means of 
addressing such access matters needs to be part of the process, and be verified. 

I can enlarge on this at the meeting. I have little time before Friday to set out 
additional information. Access to the Rangitaiki and others for trout fishing, and to 
forest areas for recreational hunting, as well as vehicle access across this vast 
forest, are all matters that need to be addressed. This should happen regardless of 
whether the forest is FSC certified. But given it is FSC certified, there is even more 
reason for it to happen. It hasn’t happened so far. 

   5.1.4 

 

 Please see our comments & concerns re Criterion 2.2 – there must be opportunity for 
intervention in such cases. 

 

Nga Uri o te 
Ngahere 
Trust 

 5 1 4  Change to: 
‘Within the constraints of economic sustainability, safety and 
environmental protection, the Forest Manager.....” 

Lake Taupo 
& Lake 
Rotoaira 
Forest Trust

   5.1.4 

 

Verifier 

 

Submit c) The Forest manager is to intercede where there is any matter preventing rightful 
access from occurring. 

 

Nga Uri o te 
Ngahere 
Trust 

  5.1 5.1.5  Commercially sensitive in detail – evidence limited to verifying these exist no detail 
contained within 

Rayonier NZ 
Ltd 
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 Principle 
No. 

Criterion 
No. 

Indicator 
No. 

Verifier 
No. 

Your Comment Attributed to; 

 5 1 5L a The financial plan needs to prove economic viability of the forest 
management plan. This is vitally important to the forest business, and 
verifier a) should be amended to read: 
 ‘The financial plan should be for at least a five year period and should 
prove economic viability’ 

NZIF 

   5.1.5 L a The financial plan needs to demonstrate economic viability of the forest 
management plan. This is incredibly important to the forest business and verifier a) 
should be amended to read: 
‘the financial plan should be for at least a five year period and should demonstrate 
economic viability’.

New Zealand 
Forest 
Managers 
Ltd 

   5.1.5  (a)  Clarify/guidance Five year financial plans may still not be required by parties 
under a 
group scheme where they have single blocks, that are in mid rotation 
and not subject to significant works. Annual budgets are often the 
clients expectation in this circumstance. The .scale and intensity caveat is 
relevant to this verifier. 

P F Olsen 
Ltd 

 5 1 5L a Change to: 
‘The financial plan should be for at least a five year period and should 
prove economic viability’ 

Lake Taupo 
& Lake 
Rotoaira 
Forest Trust 

   5.1.5 L 

 

 Submit this ends with “including evaluation of expected environment, social and cultural 
effects”. 

 

Nga Uri o te 
Ngahere 
Trust 

  Criterion 
5,4 

 

  Submit this should be drafted to ensure products such as environmental restoration, tourism, 
ecological services be evaluated. 

 

Nga Uri o te 
Ngahere 
Trust 

   5.4.1  Remove. The concept of recognising the possibilities of additional timber and 
non-timber products is supported as is the concept of making provision 
for third parties to develop (subject to appropriate controls and 

P F Olsen 
Ltd 
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 Principle 
No. 

Criterion 
No. 

Indicator 
No. 

Verifier 
No. 

Your Comment Attributed to; 

landowner approval) other opportunities. However the obligation is 
very ambiguous in nature and impractical under a Group Scheme 
where the management party has no ownership of the underlying land 
and forests and the actual Group member may have limited rights 
within the forest. Furthermore, a forest manager has as their corebusiness . 
managing forests and their related timber products. While 
most people will have some sense of potential alternatives, few have 
the specific capability, to evaluate in any meaningful sense, possible 
alternatives. Where commercial opportunities exist, they will quite 
normally be picked-up by forest management parties where they align 
with their business objectives. Or they may be spotted by third parties 
who then seek the necessary authorities to pursue those options. All 
this will normally take place within very dynamic .windows of 
opportunity., none of which fits well within the concept of .an 
investigation into a range of possible timber and non-timber 
products... Such a requirement suggests a costly but very static 
process with little long term relevancy. 

We recommend that this indicator be deleted. 
   Indicator 

5.4.1 

 

 Submit that evaluations should include consultation with the community. 

 

Nga Uri o te 
Ngahere 
Trust 

 5 5.4 5.4.1  As for previous comment, in some cases the tenure arrangements restrict the use 
of the forest to only plantation forestry activities.  We assume this would be covered 
by ‘contractual obligations’, but for clarity the wording could be amended to ‘Use of 
timber and non-timber products from production areas shall be supported when 
these are operationally acceptable and compliant with any land tenure agreements 
and other contractual obligations, and have been….’ 

Hancock 
Forest 
Management 
NZ Ltd 

  5.4 5.4.1  More clarity on Non Timber Products – assume this to mean other services such as Rayonier NZ 
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 Principle 
No. 

Criterion 
No. 

Indicator 
No. 

Verifier 
No. 

Your Comment Attributed to; 

recreation sporting events etc Ltd 
   5.4.2  

 

 Submit that “social, cultural” be inserted following “environmental” 

 

Nga Uri o te 
Ngahere 
Trust 

   5.4.3 

 

 Submit there should be local community involved in the management / operations of these 
enterprises. 

 

Nga Uri o te 
Ngahere 
Trust 

 5 4 3  Change to: 
‘The forest shall be managed for both timber and non-timber products, 
taking into account the economic impacts of these potentially 
competing management objectives.’ 

Lake Taupo 
& Lake 
Rotoaira 
Forest Trust 

 5 5.4 5.4.3  This indicator needs to reinforce Indicator 5.4.2 or it is repetitive.  Suggest replacing 
the ‘identified’ with ‘non-timber products as assessed to be supported under 
Indicator 5.4.2. to read “The forest shall be managed for both timber and non-timber 
products as assessed to be supported under Indicator 5.4.2.” It is important that this 
Indicator does not require, through the use of ‘shall’, that all non-timber products 
are supported where 5.4.2 doesn’t state that. 

Ernslaw One 
Ltd 

 5 4 3  In some instances the production of timber products will have to be reduced 
to produce non-timber products, and vice-versa. Suggest this be changed to:
‘The forest shall be managed for both timber and non-timber products, 
taking into account the economic impacts of these potentially 
competing management objectives.’ 

NZIF 

  5.5   Page 46 talks about "The Forest Manager shall demonstrate intent to accommodate 
appropriate types of recreational access..." I wonder how this will sit with the current 
ban on access to the Rangataiki River for trout anglers? 
  
There should be a clause that states something along the lines of: "Where there is public 
right of access through the forest, then the Forest Manager shall ensure that this 
access is regularly maintained to a standard suitable for a two wheel drive car". 
Currently the South Road and Waipunga roads are in a very poor state and with the 

Forest Life 
Force 
Restoration 
Trust 
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 Principle 
No. 

Criterion 
No. 

Indicator 
No. 

Verifier 
No. 

Your Comment Attributed to; 

tightening-up of access through the forets this equates to no access for many would-be 
users of the DOC lands only accessible through the forest. 
  
Because of our particular situation at Pohokura I would like to see something along the 
lines of: "Those properties for which access is only attainable through the 
managed forets shall, as of right, be granted access for their staff, visitors and 
service vehicles, providing they meet the fair and reasonable access standards in 
terms of insurances etc set by the Forest Manager."  
 

 5 5.5 5.5.4  Comments as for 5.1.4 apply. Hancock 
Forest 
Management 
NZ Ltd 

   5.5 5.5.4  Indicator 5.5.4 and its verifiers is almost identical to Indicator 5.1.4 and its verifier. 
To reduce unnecessary duplication one of these verifiers should be deleted. 

New Zealand 
Forest 
Managers 
Ltd 

 5 5 4  The provision of recreational access within forests can have significant 
economical implications, e.g. fire, maintenance of gates, permit allocation 
etc. The economic constraints need to be taken into account in Indicator 
5.5.4. 
Change to: 
‘Within the constraints of economic sustainability, safety and 
environmental protection, the Forest Manager.....” 

NZIF 

   5.5.4  Already covered in Principle 3 Indigenous Peoples Rights Rayonier NZ 
Ltd 

  5.5 

 

  Agree.  Submit that enhancement should be required where relatively pristine environments 
existed prior to the establishment of forestry. 

 

Nga Uri o te 
Ngahere 
Trust 

 5 5.5 5.5.2  Repeats as 5.5.3  
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 Principle 
No. 

Criterion 
No. 

Indicator 
No. 

Verifier 
No. 

Your Comment Attributed to; 

   5.5.2 

 

 Submit that these aspects of the mgt plan should be developed working with the local 
community, tangata whenua and affected parities. 

 

Nga Uri o te 
Ngahere 
Trust 

   5.5.4 

 

 Verifiers In c) , we submit that areas of cultural harvest and significant sites also be 
documented (or their general area if these sites are highly culturally sensitive). 

 

 5 5 4  Change to: 
‘Within the constraints of economic sustainability, safety and 
environmental protection, the Forest Manager.....” 

Lake Taupo 
& Lake 
Rotoaira 
Forest Trust 

 5 5.6   No indicator 5.6.4 Juken New 
Zealand Ltd 

 5 6 5L  Harvest volumes will inevitably fluctuate over individual years, and it would 
be almost impossible and certainly sub-optimal to not be able to exceed the 
sustainable level in any individual year. This can be due to uneven age-class 
areas, geographical constraints, management history, market constraints or 
opportunities, or other reasons. As long as the average harvest volume over 
a period of years meets this sustainability criteria the forest can be 
considered as being harvested sustainably. Change to: 
‘... up-to-date information, and over any 10-year period do not exceed the 
calculated long term harvest levels’ 

Lake Taupo 
& Lake 
Rotoaira 
Forest Trust 

PRINCIPLE 6 

Environmental Impact 
 
Forest management shall conserve biological diversity and its associated values, water resources, soils, and 
unique and fragile ecosystems and landscapes, and, by so doing, maintain the ecological functions and the 
integrity of the forest. 
 

 

     General comment - While the general objectives and underpinning indicators P F Olsen 
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 Principle 
No. 

Criterion 
No. 

Indicator 
No. 

Verifier 
No. 

Your Comment Attributed to; 

and 
verifiers in this section are not without merit, there are serious 
practical difficulties in how they are presented at present. 
In the worst cases, the proposed conditions run two risks; 
1. Excluding parties from FSC when in overall ecological terms 
their presence within the landscape is beneficial, 
2. Forcing expenditure in endeavours of poor ecological merit in 
order to tick FSC boxes. 
It is acknowledged than in drafting the standards around Principle 6 
some disciplines were sought to make sure all participants acted to 
the same degree. We contend that this can only apply in part as 
once an estate has got past the point of .fine level. evaluations, the 
current draft will introduce new inequities when dealing with higher 
levels of ecological management. This is because estates will vary 
significantly in their ecological assets. .Nature and scale. become 
very important and flexibility must be provided to the Certifying 
Bodies to make sensible .net conservation gain. judgements. 
In order to better represent the problems and solutions, these are 

presented separately in ANNEX 1 to this submission 

Ltd 

 6    As a general comment on review of all of the clauses that relate to active 
management of indigenous reserves (pest and weed control, restoration, extension 
of areas) we are concerned at the level of expectations.  The combined effect of 
sections 6.2.3, 6.2.4, 6.4.2 and subsequently section 10.2.4 and 10.5 appears to 
require that for a variety of reasons active management (and in particular pest and 
weed control) should progressively be undertaken in virtually the entire area of 
reserve and riparian area, within a relatively short time frame.  
 
Hancock Forest Management manage a reserve network of just under 38,000ha.  A 
very rough estimate of carrying out one off active management of all of our 

Hancock 
Forest 
Management 
NZ Ltd 
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 Principle 
No. 

Criterion 
No. 

Indicator 
No. 

Verifier 
No. 

Your Comment Attributed to; 

reserves (possum control in all forested reserves, and weed/animal pest control in 
wetlands) gave a conservative estimate of around $3.5m, based on: 

• Possum control being carried out at typical rates for ground based control in 
productive areas - arguably conservative as reserve areas are generally 
less accessible. 

• Costs of weed and animal pest control in wetlands estimated from actual 
costs of restoration work carried out by HFM in wetland areas in our estate. 

Clearly the above is not a one off cost, and in the case of ground based control of 
possums would require ongoing effort to maintain gains.  
 
A feature of our estate is that the vast majority of our large indigenous reserves are 
in close proximity or contiguous with the Department of Conservation estate which 
is in most cases under no pest control.   Therefore a requirement that we undertake 
active management in excess of that carried out by an organisation whose primary 
purpose is conservation, does not seem equitable or realistic, and will also create 
challenges in terms of achieving any realistic long term gains with inevitable 
continued reinfestation of animal pests from the unmanaged DOC estate. 
 
In our view it is reasonable to expect that forest managers should be not only 
protecting reserves but contributing to biodiversity improvement through active 
management projects, however just as Department of Conservation do, this should 
be prioritised based on a number of criteria including the values present, the ability 
to actually achieve a beneficial result (taking into account the presence or absence 
of pest control on neighbouring land), community support and the level of 
expenditure that can reasonably be expected of an organisation at any one time.    
 
A requirement to be managing ‘everything everywhere’ is simply not realistic or 
sustainable, and as noted above well exceeds management standards of the Dept 
of Conservation.   From previous discussions we do not believe that this was the 
intent of the provisions, however it has partially arisen from requirements of 
numerous somewhat related and overlapping requirements that collectively add up 
to an expectation that is potentially huge.  It is our suggestion that the SDG review 
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 Principle 
No. 

Criterion 
No. 

Indicator 
No. 

Verifier 
No. 

Your Comment Attributed to; 

the all the requirements relating to active management, initially establishing the 
overall expectations of effort, and then working backwards  to divvy the total 
requirements back into the relevant criteria to achieve a realistic overall outcome.   
 

 6    NZFM supports the underlying intentions of Principle 6. 
Principle 6 requires the management of ecological functions within the FMU. This is 
an important factor for all forest managers as the productivity of the forest 
determines the business. Likewise the maintenance of natural areas is essential forvthe 
health and viability of the FMU. NZFM is concerned that Principle 6 does not take into 
account the financial 
implications of maintaining ecological functions and the commitment required from 
forest managers to effectively fulfil its obligations under this Principle. 
Lake Taupo Forest and Rotoaira Forest contain substantial natural areas. 
Approximately 30% (or ~14,500 hectares) of the forest is non-productive area, 
consisting of riparian areas, wetlands, and indigenous reserves. The forests are 
owned by Ngati Tuwharetoa and when they were established the landowners 
ensured that areas of significance, riparian areas were excluded from the 
productive area of the forest. Objectives 1-4 of the forest leases are to protect the 
land, soil, water quality, waahi tapu and access rights of the forest owners. 
Managing the forest for financial gain (Objective 5) can only be achieved if the 
previous four objectives are met. The landowners of Lake Taupo and Rotoaira 
Forests are committed to ensuring the ecological functions and integrity of the forest 
and land are maintained for future generations. 
IN the case of these forests, areas were also excluded from plantation development 
for reasons other than biodiversity or ecological functions (e.g. land banking for 
future development). A number of these areas are now effectively ‘natural’ and it is 
not necessarily reasonable for the forest owners to be compelled to maintain or 
enhance their natural state. 
Because the scale of these natural areas is significant, managing them under 
Principle 6 will incur substantial financial costs. These costs come about through 
pest control, weed control, potential carbon liabilities, ecological surveys and 
ongoing management work. 
Principle 6 needs to recognise the financial costs that the requirements will have on 

New Zealand 
Forest 
Managers 
Ltd 
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 Principle 
No. 

Criterion 
No. 

Indicator 
No. 

Verifier 
No. 

Your Comment Attributed to; 

forest owners/managers and that any indicators/verifiers that require restoration or 
enhancement of natural areas are potentially financially unsustainable. The 
maintenance of ecological values is necessary but due to cost constraints the 
enhancement of ecological values, threatened species etc is in some cases 
completely unrealistic.

 6    City Forests generally supports the Indicators and Verifiers in Principle 6  
 General    NZIF is concerned that Principle 6 does not take into account the financial 

implications of maintaining ecological functions and the commitment 
required from forest managers to effectively fulfil its obligations under this 
Principle. 
 
It is not unusual for forests to have natural areas covering 30% or more of 
the FMU. Owners of such forests are generally happy to provide and 
maintain this ecological value. However under Principle 6 managing these 
areas will incur substantial financial costs, with expenditure on such things 
as pest control, weed control, potential carbon liabilities, ecological surveys 
and ongoing management work.    
 
Principle 6 needs to recognise the financial costs to that the requirements 
will have on forest owners/managers. Any indicators/verifiers that require 
promotion or enhancement of natural areas are unacceptable. The 
maintenance of ecological values is essential but due to cost constraints the 
enhancement of ecological values, threatened species etc is in some cases 
completely unrealistic.  
 

NZIF 

 6    RNZ are generally supportive – apart form SLIMF be allowed more lenient 
management processes 
There should be no differentiation between large or SLIMF forests.  It is our view 
these should be on an equal footing.  Many SLIMFS are located on parcels of land 
or adjacent to highly degraded ecosystems particularly when associated with 
intensive farming practices that represent no biological diversity.  For this reason 

Rayonier NZ 
Ltd 
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 Principle 
No. 

Criterion 
No. 

Indicator 
No. 

Verifier 
No. 

Your Comment Attributed to; 

the criteria should be on an equitable basis.  We as an industry campaign and 
advocate strongly for equity and yet make the very Standard that we may be 
governed by inequitable and more lenient to SLIMFS. 

  6.1 

 

  We submit that affected parties and independent experts must be engaged in the 
development of the assessment of environmental impacts. 

 

Nga Uri o te 
Ngahere 
Trust 

   6.1.1  The forest manager will progressively and systemically (takes into account this 
assessment may be undertaken only prior to operations commencing ) blocks 
largely benign and idle till then 

Rayonier NZ 
Ltd 

   6.1.1 to 
6.2.4 

 Rework - While there may not be a conflict or any intent to cause a conflict, 
the performance time scales associated with these indicators are confusing 
to interpret and would benefit from recombination into an 
integrated representation of the .flow of tasks. to be achieved. The 
example structure given in Annex 1 would enable easier 
understanding, easier auditing and clearer, constructive allocation of 

resources. It would also reduce the number of indicators. 

P F Olsen 
Ltd 

   6.1.1 ‐  Guidance We submit that the following also be considered: 

• Endemic species. 
• Locally rare, threatened or endangered species 
• Any potential for chemicals to enter soil and water systems. 
• Impacts regards tangata whenua, and those having mana whenua 
• Wetlands. 

Nga Uri o te 
Ngahere 
Trust 

   6.1.1 ‐ a) 

 

we question whether the requirement to “mitigate or reduce” environmental impacts is 
enough given the requirement to conserve in the Principle. 

 

Nga Uri o te 
Ngahere 
Trust 
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 Principle 
No. 

Criterion 
No. 

Indicator 
No. 

Verifier 
No. 

Your Comment Attributed to; 

 6 6.1 6.1.1 (c) The provision is currently confusingly worded.  Suggest amending to ‘Where non-
compliance with prescriptions occurs, records shall be kept that document the non-
compliance and any corrective actions’. 

Hancock 
Forest 
Management 
NZ Ltd 

   6.1.2  Assessment of ecosystems at the coarse level (values can be progressively 
undertaken in fine level) 

Rayonier NZ 
Ltd 

   6.1.2  6.1.2: add words “ … to identify ecosystem types and values present…” Greenpeace 

   6.1.2 a Can’t assess fauna at the desktop level Rayonier NZ 
Ltd 

    i,ii.iii Not relevant at the coarse level.  Should be sufficient that reserves exist at the 
coarse level.  Irrelevant prior state is utopian and largely unachievable in a forest 
management context 

Rayonier NZ 
Ltd 

 6 1 2 a The final bullet point of this verifier requires an evaluation of the rarity of 
ecosystem types within ecosystem types, including the original percentage 
of ecosystem types. The relevance of this information is not apparent.   
 
Indigenous areas within the FMU are broadly classified and managed 
determined by their ‘risk’ and classification. The classification is often 
determined in consultation with other bodies, such as DoC, to ensure areas 
are correctly classified and therefore awarded the appropriate level of 
management and protection. Forest managers are generally not ecologists, 
and therefore rely on outside bodies to assist with the classification of 
indigenous areas within the FMU.  
 
For the FSC National Standard to require forest managers to undertake an 
evaluation of the original percentage of ecosystem type in ecological districts 
provides no benefit to the forest manager other than to have statistical 
information, and does not impact on the management of ecosystems within 
the FMU. This verifier is not necessary and provides nothing of benefit to the 

NZIF 
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No. 

Criterion 
No. 

Indicator 
No. 

Verifier 
No. 

Your Comment Attributed to; 

identification of ecosystem values present, nor the priorities for 
management. 

  6.1 6.1.2 a The final bullet point of this verifier requires an evaluation of rarity of ecosystem 
types within Ecological Districts, including the original percentage of ecosystem 
types. 
NZFM questions what the relevance of this verifier is? 
Indigenous areas within the FMU are broadly classified and managed determined 
by their ‘risk’ and classification. The classification is often determined in consultation 
with other bodies, such as the Department of Conservation, to ensure areas are 
correctly classified and therefore awarded the appropriate level of management and 
protection. Forest managers are not (usually, in general terms) ecologists and 
therefore rely on external expert advice to assist with the classification of 
indigenous areas within the FMU. 
For the FSC National Standard to require forest managers to undertake an 
evaluation of the original percentage of ecosystem type in ecological districts 
provides no benefit other than to have statistical information and will not contribute 
to the management of ecosystems within the FMU. This verifier is not necessary 
and provides nothing of benefit to the identification of ecosystem values present, 
nor the priorities for management.

New Zealand 
Forest 
Managers 
Ltd 

 6 1 2 a The final bullet point of this verifier requires an evaluation of the rarity of 
ecosystem types within ecosystem types, including the original percentage 
of ecosystem types. The relevance of this information is not apparent.   
 
Indigenous areas within the FMU are broadly classified and managed 
determined by their ‘risk’ and classification. The classification is often 
determined in consultation with other bodies, such as DoC, to ensure areas 
are correctly classified and therefore awarded the appropriate level of 
management and protection. Forest managers are generally not ecologists, 
and therefore rely on outside bodies to assist with the classification of 
indigenous areas within the FMU.  
 

Lake Taupo 
& Lake 
Rotoaira 
Forest Trust 
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No. 

Criterion 
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For the FSC National Standard to require forest managers to undertake an 
evaluation of the original percentage of ecosystem type in ecological districts 

provides no benefit to the forest manager other than to have statistical 
information, and does not impact on the management of ecosystems within 

the FMU. This verifier is not necessary and provides nothing of benefit to the 
identification of ecosystem values present, nor the priorities for 

management. 
   6.1.2 

 

b) submit that not only adjoining areas but any area affected by harvesting should be included. Nga Uri o te 
Ngahere 
Trust 

 6  1 2 c To be cost effective, such ecological assessments will need to be undertaken by 
the forest owner.  As such, clear guidelines that outline the methodology for 
undertaking a coarse evaluation will be necessary. 

Sth Otago 
SLIMF trial 

    6.1.2 -& 
6.2.3 

 SLIMF 
Reconsideration/Rework ‐ Refer comments under management plans - while 
the standard has recognised some of the barriers to small forests in terms of 
the 
reserve set-asides, the actual writing of management plans is also 
one of the highest cost elements preventing certification. Further 
consideration is needed concerning the real risks and benefits at the 
small scale end and thus guidance to minimise the planning complexity and 
cost.

P F Olsen Ltd 

  6.2 6.2.1  Re: wildlife. This section seems very comprehensive and very good. 

 

Department of 
Conservation 

   6.2.1  6.2.1: Guidance: delete the word ‘forest’ to read “…in the management unit.” 

 

Greenpeace 

 6 6.2   Throughout Criterion 6.2 reference to the gathering, documenting and mapping of 
locations of Rare Threatened and Endangered species and habitats is made and 

Ernslaw One 
Ltd 
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No. 
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No. 

Indicator 
No. 

Verifier 
No. 

Your Comment Attributed to; 

the requirement to record these in Management Plans. The confusion over the term 
Management Plan here could potentially see the sensitive information on these 
species and habitats publically available. This would be an unintended outcome of 
the intent of the Criterion. 
Suggest add a Guidance note to Criterion 6.2 similar to the following; 
When recording and using information on the location of identified, and potential, 
habitats of Rare, Threatened and Endangered species the Forest manager must 
ensure, to best endeavours, the information does not find its way into any publically 
available information.  Contractors of the Management Unit must also be made 
aware of the sensitivity of this information and agree to ensure its confidentiality. 

 6 2 2  We agree that the focus should be on habitat significant to the life cycle of rare 
threatened or endangered species. 

 

 6 2 2  Such assessments will be prohibitively expensive for small forest owners.  A more 
streamlined process that does not require the excessive cost associated with 
professional ecologists, should be available for SLIMF managers. 

Sth Otago 
SLIMF trial 

   6.2.3  Pest &Weed control Plans -amend 
The indicator requires pest and weed control plans implemented 
within one year in priority areas, that are then defined as significant 
to the life cycle of threatened species /reserves OR adjacent to 
areas harvested. The former takes cognisance of ecological priority 
but the latter does not seem to. Replacing the OR with AND is 
required. This then creates an initial .first step. protection mode as 
areas are first identified followed by a more .considered and 
prioritised strategy. within 3 years. 

P F Olsen 
Ltd 

   Indicator 
6.2.3 

 

 Submit that tangata whenua and local community be involved in weed and pest control 
operations and that this avoids the use of chemicals.  Also submit that no 1080 be used for 
pest management control within the forest. 

Nga Uri o te 
Ngahere 
Trust 

 6 6.2 6.2.3  As per the general comments at the start of this section, a requirement to 
development and implement weed and pest control plans in all reserves identified 
under (b) is potentially extremely broad.   

Hancock 
Forest 
Management 
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Criterion 
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By way of example in our Northland forests many large areas of reserve (and pine 
forest) are habitat for North Island Brown Kiwi.   While all those reserve areas are 
protected from clearance, advice of kiwi experts such as Ray Pearce has been that 
we should establish priority areas and focus our active management in a few areas 
where we have the greatest chance of making a difference – based on kiwi 
numbers, surrounding land management, size and shape of reserves, community 
support etc.    This was born out in practice when a comprehensive kiwi recovery 
project in the area of our Pipiwai forest was compromised by the local community 
allowing uncontrolled dogs to roam the forest, negating all gains made through pest 
control 
 
A requirement to manage all reserves containing RTE species is not in our view 
sustainable and as per above, well above what is being carried out by DOC.   As a 
suggested moderated wording we suggest: 
‘The forest manager has in place a programme to progressively develop and 
implement  management plans for those areas identified in 6.2.2(b) with priorities 
developed in consultation with relevant experts such as Dept of Conservation’. 

NZ Ltd 

 6 2 3  We agree that the focus should be on habitat significant to the life cycle of rare 
threatened or endangered species. 

 

 6 6.2 6.2.3 (a) and 
(b) 

Comments as for the previous section apply.   A requirement to undertake 
management plans (weed and pest control) progressively over all reserves where 
RTE species are present or with adjacent harvesting is a potentially massive 
undertaking.  We also note that in many situations with large reserves adjacent 
harvesting may have no impact whatsoever on the RTE species population.   The 
requirements need to be moderated as suggested for the previous section to allow 
progressive development of management plans taking into account factors such as:

- advice from relevant experts 
- the population of RTE species present and chances of active management 

making a significant difference to that population 
- for animal pest control - the level of control in the surrounding land use 
- Where harvesting is planned to take place – the likelihood of harvesting 

Hancock 
Forest 
Management 
NZ Ltd 
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No. 
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No. 
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No. 

Your Comment Attributed to; 

having an impact on the RTE species 
As a further comment the term ‘nationally or internationally threatened species’ is 
not defined – should this correctly refer to ‘rare, threatened and endangered 
species’? 
 

 6 6.2 6.2.3 a) L Indicator requires that management plans including pest and weed control plans be 
implemented within 1 year in “priority areas”. Priority areas are defined as those 
that are “significant to the life cycle of nationally or internationally threatened 
species or adjacent to areas being harvested.” This should be amended to read 
“significant to the life cycle of nationally or internationally threatened species or and 
adjacent to areas being harvested.” 

Juken New 
Zealand Ltd 

 6 2 3  a Change “or” to “and”  such that the priority areas in year one are those significant to 
lifecycle of RTE species AND adjacent to areas being harvested. 6.2.3(b) covers 

next priority where as all reserve areas adjacent to harvesting will include areas not 
supporting RTE species 

Nelson 
Management 
Ltd 

 6 2 3 c The requirement for targeted planning and management of weeds and pests 
impacting upon rare, threatened and endangered species could be prohibitively 
expensive, and as such, unviable, if public funding cannot be accessed to assist 

with such management. 

Sth Otago 
SLIMF trial 

 6 2 3 c The requirement for targeted planning and management of weeds and pests 
impacting upon rare, threatened and endangered species could be prohibitively 
expensive, and as such, unviable, if public funding cannot be accessed to assist 
with such management. 
The NZFFA suggest that this verifier should reduce the expectation of 
implementation of works within such a narrow timeframe, and should include a 
phase that allows time for seeking the provision of professional advice to assist 
with management planning and accessing of funding for physical works. Extend 
the workable timeframe to reflect the management realities of small forest 
ownership 

NZ Farm 
Forestry 
Association 

 6 2 4  “Where appropriate” needs to be very tightly defined.  The potential for widely 
varying interpretation of this indicator by different auditors could result in 
unreasonable expectations in some instances. 

City Forests 
Ltd 
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 6 6.2 6.2.4  b) Where expansion has been identified as providing benefit then that expansion is 
undertaken and documented. 
Certificate holders should be able to carry out this evaluation and choose not to act 
on the results of the evaluation if this expansion will result in economic duress, or 
cause Health and Safety or environmental effects on later rotations.  
Any expansion of a reserve area into adjacent harvested area, as this Indicator 
currently suggests, would incur an ETS liability on the Forest manager. 
If expansion into adjacent harvested area “at harvest of the adjacent plantation” is 
carried out then the expansion will affect the viability of the entire adjacent 
harvested setting(s) for the next rotation as removal of area from Harvest Planned 
settings may make them un-harvestable by economic means. 
 
The Indicator talks about “Existing habitat within reserve areas”. The verifier then 
seems to state that if the evaluation finds benefit then the reserve must be 
expanded.   
A reasonable conclusion is that the verifier should follow the indicator by stating 
“Where expansion has been identified as providing benefit then that expansion of 
the habitat within the reserve area is undertaken and documented”. 

Ernslaw One 
Ltd 

 6 2 4  Again it is important to focus any restoration where it would significantly increase the 
survival of the threatened species for which the habitat has been protected. 

Timberlands 
Ltd 

 6 2 4 a) and 
guidanc
e note 

While some forest owners/managers may wish to do so, it should not be a 
requirement that they must increase the population of threatened species 
within their FMU through active restoration.  
 
The very high costs and very low success rate of active enhancement of 
threatened species in NZ by even expert organisations is such that it is a 
highly specialised activity, often with marginal success. 
 
In fact, recent history in NZ suggests that the success of activities 
undertaken to enhance threatened species is increased when the restoration 
work takes place outside of the species natural range in totally protected and 

Lake Taupo 
& Lake 
Rotoaira 
Forest Trust 
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Your Comment Attributed to; 

pest free environments. 
 
 The protection of threatened species through pest and weed control, and 
managing operations in their vicinity is appropriate, however to require forest 
managers to undertake active restoration for population increase is 
unreasonably onerous. This should be a voluntary action at the discretion of 
forest owners/managers. 

 6 6.2 6.2.4 Indicat
or and 
verifier 
(a) 

As per previous sections a requirement to undertake ‘active restoration’ of reserves 
needs to allow for work to be undertaken progressively over time.  

Hancock 
Forest 
Management 
NZ Ltd 

 6 2 4 a) & 
guida
nce 
note 

While some forest owners/managers may wish to do so, it should not be a 
requirement that they must increase the population of threatened species 
within their FMU through active restoration.  
 
The very high costs and very low success rate of active enhancement of 
threatened species in NZ by even expert organisations is such that it is a 
highly specialised activity, often with marginal success. 
 
In fact, recent history in NZ suggests that the success of activities 
undertaken to enhance threatened species is increased when the restoration 
work takes place outside of the species natural range in totally protected and 
pest free environments. 
 
 The protection of threatened species through pest and weed control, and 
managing operations in their vicinity is appropriate, however to require forest 
managers to undertake active restoration for population increase is 
unreasonably onerous. This should be a voluntary action at the discretion of 
forest owners/managers.. 

NZIF 

 6 6.2 6.2.4 (b) Again the requirement to expand reserves where it has been identified as ‘providing 
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No. 
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benefit’ to viable populations of rare, threatened and endangered species is 
potentially very far reaching.  Using the Northland example where kiwi are present 
in most forests, at the extreme expanding the network of reserve areas to 
eventually retire the entire production forests would potentially ‘provide benefit’ to 
the kiwi population.  We assume this is not the intent of the provision, but rather it is 
aimed at situations where there are discrete habitat locations for significant and 
viable populations of rare, threatened and endangered species, to ensure reserve 
boundaries are assessed and planting setbacks reviewed at the time of harvesting 
to maximise species recovery.  For clarity I believe the provision needs a qualifier 
that it does not apply to species that reside over large areas and/or use both the 
reserve and plantation forest environment. 
 

  6.2 6.2.4 A  
And 
Guidan
ce note 

Although in some cases forest owners/managers may elect to do so, they should 
not be compelled to enhance the population of threatened species within their FMU 
through active restoration. 
Is it important that threatened species are protected and operations around 
threatened species and their habitat managed to ensure no adverse effects on the 
species, however to require forest managers to undertake active restoration for 
population increase is unreasonable.  
The very high costs and very low success rate of active enhancement of threatened 
species in NZ by even expert organisations is such that it is a highly specialised and 
very risky activity. In fact, recent history in NZ suggests that the only prospects of 
success of the activities, e.g. native wildlife, occurs when the restoration work takes 
place outside of the species natural range in totally protected and pest free 
environments.

New Zealand 
Forest 
Managers 
Ltd 

   6.2.6  Agree that R,T,E species must be protected and submit that tangata whenua and community 
members be trained and engaged to conduct baseline surveys for such species alongside 
qualified experts, and thereafter are engaged to continue the monitoring programme. 

Nga Uri o te 
Ngahere 
Trust 

  6.3   6.3: Propose a new indicator on understorey habitat and natural vegetation. Proposed 
indicator “The organization shall where feasible use harvesting and tree crop re‐
establishment (e.g. overspraying) practices that minimise damage to and encourage rapid 
regeneration of native understorey vegetation to support maintenance of ecosystem 

Greenpeace 
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Verifier 
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functions.” 

   6.3.1  Submit “and associated activities” be inserted after “harvest” Nga Uri o te 
Ngahere 
Trust 

   6.3.2  We ask that these safeguards be put in place within an adequate timeframe to ensure that 
there will be no negative impact from forestry operations. 

Nga Uri o te 
Ngahere 
Trust 

   6.3.2  Although the intent of this indicator is supported, there needs to be a guidance note 
to better explain what will be required of forest managers. Using the term 
‘progressively’ suggests an ongoing system which may not be necessary once 
established and effective safeguards for water quality and aquatic ecology are put 
in place. 

New Zealand 
Forest 
Managers 
Ltd 

 6 3 2  We are unclear what progressively means in this context.  Safeguards should be in 
place where required to protect water quality. 

Timberlands 
Ltd 

 6 3 2  Indicator refers to safeguards being “progressively put in place”. The term 
“progressively” is subjective and needs defining.  

Juken New 
Zealand Ltd 

   6.3.4 

 

 1. we submit that there be a requirement for any subsequent replanting to ensure that 
there will be no further felling required within riparian zones and water bodies. 

2. suggest that such regeneration and replanting be of indigenous species. 

5. suggest a further bullet point for “significant environmental, social, cultural or 
visual impacts. 

Nga Uri o te 
Ngahere 
Trust 

 6 6.3 6.3.4  The sentence needs to include reference also to relevant permitted activity rules.  
Ie ‘Where no resource consent or permitted activity rules are in place to control the 
matters set out in indicators 6.3.1 – 6.3.3 the forest manager shall comply with….’ 

Hancock 
Forest 
Management 
NZ Ltd

 6 6.3 6.3.4 (5) Item (5) of indicator 6.3.4 needs a qualifier that it does not apply in major storm 
events above say a 1 in 100 year return period storm.  In major events many of the 
outcomes listed would occur in a native forest catchment and are beyond the 
control of the forest manager. 

Hancock 
Forest 
Management 
NZ Ltd 
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   6.3.5 

 

 Submit there should be no use of 1080, and that there must be an impact assessment on 
ecology & species prior to the implementation of pest / weed control plans. 

 

Nga Uri o te 
Ngahere 
Trust 

 6 3 5  Weed and pest management plans need to be simplified for SLIMF managers.   Sth Otago 
SLIMF trial 

 6 6.4   We strongly submit that a Reserves Guidance document is prepared that outlines 
all the requirements and thresholds required for Reserves within Plantation forests 
from the indicators presented in Criterion 6.4 and Criterion 10.5. 

Ernslaw One 
Ltd 

   6.4.1  Maintaining biodiversity 
Forest managers shall progressively identify and protect a range of 
representative reserve areas. These can be any of the following. 
This statement seems to repeat what is already established under 
the preceding indicators and would serve best if 6.1 was limited 
more strictly to environmental impact of operations while 6.1.2, 6.2.1, 
6.2.3 & 6.2.4 & 6.3.5 are effectively subsets of the process to 
achieve 6.4.1 Could we not achieve a much clearer and more 
concise means of delivering this intent. Again refer diagram Annex 1. 

P F Olsen 
Ltd 

   6.4.1  NZFM is uncomfortable with the wording of this indicator, but supports its intent. 
The word ‘progressively’ suggest an ongoing and infinite process of identifying 
reserve areas, however within an FMU there is a finite amount of land. If reserve 
areas within a FMU are above the 10% proposed threshold and the FMU contains 
no more viable land for reserves, it is impossible to continue to ‘progressively’ 
identify reserve areas. This situation would be absurd as the forest manager would 
no longer meet the indicator, yet have a substantial area of the FMU identified as 
reserves. 
Indicator 6.4.1 should be worded such that it links better to the time frames 
identified in Verifiers a) to c). 

New Zealand 
Forest 
Managers 
Ltd 

  6.4 6.4.1  Remove word “size” and “natural” assumes biodiversity requires scale and some 
may be unnatural, should read reserve areas sufficient to protect biodiversity 

etc…. 

Rayonier NZ 
Ltd 
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    b) Does not need to be size dependant (eg Hochstetter frogs in 200m2 area) Rayonier NZ 
Ltd 

  6.4 6.4.1 a I suggest at least some of these reserve areas should be legally protected such as 
with QEII covenants. 

Kerry Borkin 

 6 4 2  Spelling: 
(i) Need to maintain the inherent biodiversity or of the reserve 

NZIF 

   6.4.2i  I suggest that this should instead read “need to maintain the inherent biodiversity of 
the reserve”. 

Kerry Borkin 

 6 4 2  Again, such work requires specialist advisors.  Such a financial cost will prove to be 
a real barrier to uptake of FSC.  A SLIMF-specific indicator needs to reflect the 
limited ability of most small forest growers to undertake such  detailed ecological 
assessments. 

Sth Otago 
SLIMF trial 

 6 4 2  Spelling: 
(ii) Need to maintain the inherent biodiversity or of the reserve 

Lake Taupo 
& Lake 
Rotoaira 
Forest Trust 

 6 6.4 6.4.2  Comments as for previous sections apply – the requirements need to be clearly 
worded to allow the forest manager to be progressively undertaking reserve 
restoration and/or plant and animal control over time on a prioritised basis as the 
work can be difficult, costly and time consuming.  
 

Hancock 
Forest 
Management 
NZ Ltd 

 6 4 2 C “Where appropriate” as above needs careful definition. City Forests 
Ltd 

   6.4.2 d NZFM opposes this verifier for similar reasons outlined in Indicator 6.2.4, Verifier a) 
above. 
Expansion of reserves would reduce the productive area of the FMU. Also, in some 
cases this is very difficult to do due to lease/license requirements, e.g. CFL’s 
requiring replanting to the original stump line. 
Reducing the productive forest area also has implications under the Climate 
Change Response Act 2002, which would mean forest owners/managers would 
incur a financial penalty as a ‘carbon tax’. Increasing reserve area also brings about 
potentially increasing costs of weed and pest control, ecological survey and 

New Zealand 
Forest 
Managers 
Ltd 
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maintenance works etc.
 6 6.4 6.4.2 d d) Based on assessed priorities expansion has been undertaken at harvest times” 

in line with the discussion on 6.2.4 should be amended to read…”where it is found 
to be appropriate and where the expansion does not impact on the economic 
viability of current productive areas and the ability to replant and harvest safely and 
efficiently those areas adjoining reserves” 
 

Ernslaw One 
Ltd 

 6 6.4 6.4.2 d If expansion of the reserve does or does not successfully achieve “significantly 
increase the survival of a poorly represented ecosystem or threatened species 
within a reserved area” then the assessment at next harvest will inevitably suggest 
further expansion, where does the expansion stop? It is unacceptable that the 
biodiversity created by Plantation Forests, or the adoption of a Plantation Forest as 
a habitat by a threatened species, then becomes a reason to change the land use 
away from Plantation Forest.  Similar rules were debated in the Horizons One Plan 
process and removed from the plan. 

Ernslaw One 
Ltd 

 6 6.4 6.4.2 Guidan
ce  

Guidance 
The primary criteria being whether the active restoration or expansion would 
significantly increase the survival of a poorly represented ecosystem or threatened 
species within a reserved area. 
This is not correct “active restoration or expansion” is not mentioned in the 
Criterions 6.1, 6.2, 6.3 or 6.4 nor the Principle 6 definition.  
The guidance note needs to reflect Criterion 6.4: “Representative samples of 
existing ecosystems within the landscape shall be protected in their natural state 
and recorded on maps, appropriate to the scale and intensity of operations and the 
uniqueness of the affected resources” or be removed. 

Ernslaw One 
Ltd 

 6 4 5  As worded this indicator ignores the potential economic impact of having to 
avoid reserve areas when creating new roads. There are situations where 
creating a road through a small piece of reserve area, or along the edge of 
one, will lead to significantly lower roading cost than having to go around 
them. In situations where the reserve has particularly high ecological values 
it is reasonable to prohibit such roading, but for reserves of lower ecological 

Lake Taupo 
& Lake 
Rotoaira 
Forest Trust 
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value then the economic implications of having to avoid any impact from 
roading should be considered. In some such instances it would have been a 
marginal decision for the forest owner at the time of forest establishment as 
to whether to clear the reserve area or leave it. To now be penalised for this 
decision would appear unfair.  
 
Suggest there be a process of confirming the relative environmental and 
economic costs and benefits of the alternatives, proof of consultation with 
relevant expertise (e.g. Doc) and restoration actions appropriate to the 
nature and scale of the affected area. High priority reserves shall not be 
modified by road building. 

 
    6.4.5  Road building - amend. This needs modification to accommodate the fact 

that all indigenous areas are likely reserved in any FSC plantation forest but 
that the 
ecological integrity and value of areas varies dramatically from very low to 
very high. Roading may be best achieved with lowest overall environmental 
impact by sometimes passing through a tongue of indigenous vegetation, 
shaving off a slight edge etc. Suggest instead .any roading through any part 
of a reserve area (except direct road crossing points through riparian 
margins) can only be 
contemplated where there is a documented process for confirming 
the relative environmental costs and benefits of the alternatives., 
proof of consultation with relevant expertise (e.g. Doc) and 
restoration actions . appropriate to the nature and scale of the 
affected area. High priority reserves shall not be modified by road 
building..

 

 6 4 5  As worded this indicator ignores the potential economic impact of having to 
avoid reserve areas when creating new roads. There are situations where 

NZIF 
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creating a road through a small piece of reserve area, or along the edge of 
one, will lead to significantly lower roading cost than having to go around 
them. In situations where the reserve has particularly high ecological values 
it is reasonable to prohibit such roading, but for reserves of lower ecological 
value then the economic implications of having to avoid any impact from 
roading should be considered. In some such instances it would have been a 
marginal decision for the forest owner at the time of forest establishment as 
to whether to clear the reserve area or leave it. To now be penalised for this 
decision would appear unfair.  
 
Suggest there be a process of confirming the relative environmental and 
economic costs and benefits of the alternatives, proof of consultation with 
relevant expertise (e.g. Doc) and restoration actions appropriate to the 
nature and scale of the affected area. High priority reserves shall not be 
modified by road building. 

 
  6.5:   erosion prone areas:  Suggest that where the erosion and sedimentation risk is very high 

then there should be similar standards to riparian 10.2.3 (ii) re: alternative species should 
be grown or small coupe logging to minimise effects. 

Department 
of 
Conservation 

  6.5 

 

  Submit that “and minimise” be inserted prior to “erosion” 

 

Nga Uri o te 
Ngahere 
Trust 

 6 6   We support the current wording of 6.6 and in particular the establishment of a 
Chemical Standing Committee. 

Timberlands 
Ltd 

  6.6:   Use of chemicals 

This section indicates that 1080 is a banned chemical (for international reasons). Forestry 
companies can get a derogation to apply for its use, but need to have a special case. The 
Department is pleased that a derogation is being proposed. However, placing the onus on 

Department 
of 
Conservation 
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forest owners to gain the derogation could make the use of aerial 1080 difficult and result 
in forest owners discontinuing its use to the detriment of the forest and wildlife. Other 
methods could be unpractical and have much higher costs and therefore not put in place 
instead. Ideally an automatic country wide derogation from the set criteria to enable the use 
aerial 1080 for pest control would be preferable.  

This section is a bit difficult to follow and could be improved by providing information 
about why 1080 is safe to use in New Zealand (and not in other countries where native 
mammals occur). The process of applying for derogation could be made clearer and easier 
too given this is our number one option for pest control currently.  

Some information about 1080 is provided below which could be added to the FSC 
standard.  

 

The criteria for chemical use has been set by the Forest Stewardship Council (FSC) are based 
on a Northern hemisphere model to protect mammals from poisons that would be 
detrimental to them. This does not fit well with New Zealand’s indigenous native forests for 
conservation and exotic pine plantations for forestry because we have no land mammals 
(aside from two species of bat) but our pest target species are mammals. The acceptable 
viable options for vertebrate pest control in New Zealand are very limited and the 
application of aerial 1080 is a key component of pest control in large, usually inaccessible 
terrain where the health and safety of the pest control staff can be compromised by 
difficulty of moving about and the sheer scale of the operations. Ground control methods 
are less effective at pest control for quick efficient knockdown of pest populations in large 
scale operations. Suppression of pest populations is easier by alternative methods once the 
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No. 
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No. 

Your Comment Attributed to; 

knockdown has been done using aerial 1080. 

  6.6  

 

  Submit that the environmental risks to be minimized include those risks relating to rare, 
threatened, endangered species and ecosystem services. 

 

Nga Uri o te 
Ngahere 
Trust 

  6.6   We support the use of aerial 1080 in plantation forests as it does not bio-
accumulate in the environment and has no know significant adverse effects.  

Meg Graeme 
& Hamish 
Kendal 

 6 6 2  To clarify the intent of when exemptions may be permitted, suggest the 
inclusion of ‘local, regional or national emergency’. 
To clarify the possible methods used, suggest change of wording 
conventional to ‘other’ – the former being a subjective word the meaning of 
which may differ from person to person, or from region to region. 
Therefore suggest: 
 
‘.... or in the case of environmental and/or national, regional or local 
emergency such as ....’ 
And 
‘... cannot feasibly be controlled by other conventional means. In these...’ 

Lake Taupo 
& Lake 
Rotoaira 
Forest Trust 

 6 6.6 6.6.2  To future proof the document it is better to have a link to a website than have a list 
that is out of date as the current one is. Solution: post on the NZFOA website (or 
another if more appropriate) a list of the Highly hazardous chemicals currently 
prohibited and their derogation status within New Zealand. A recent search of the 
FSC website showed out of date and erroneous information was posted. 

Ernslaw One 
Ltd 

 6 6.6 6.6.2  We are unclear what the purpose of including Annex 6.1 in the National Standard 
is.   The impression that is given on reading 6.6.2 is that for the New Zealand 
situation, Annex 6.1 replaces the list of highly hazardous chemicals ie chemicals 
not listed within Annex 6.1 can be used subject to conditions (this is specifically 
stated in indicator 6.6.3).     
 

Hancock 
Forest 
Management 
NZ Ltd 
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No. 
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No. 
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No. 

Your Comment Attributed to; 

This is in conflict with the requirements of FSC which list a considerable number of 
further chemicals that are not included in Annex 6.1.  To avoid confusion and 
duplication, we believe that Annex 6.1 should be deleted and replaced by a 
reference to the highly hazardous chemicals list contained within the FSC 
pesticides policy guidance document. 

 6 6 2  To clarify the intent of when exemptions may be permitted, suggest the 
inclusion of ‘local, regional or national emergency’. 
To clarify the possible methods used, suggest change of wording 
conventional to ‘other’ – the former being a subjective word the meaning of 
which may differ from person to person, or from region to region. 
Therefore suggest: 
 
‘.... or in the case of environmental and/or national, regional or local 
emergency such as ....’ 
And 
‘... cannot feasibly be controlled by other conventional means. In these...’ 

NZIF 

   6.6.2  NZFM submits that Indicator 6.6.2 be amended as follows: 
 The exemption for emergency situations needs to be expanded to 

regional/local level rather than solely ‘national emergencies’. A forest is 
more likely to have or be part of a local environmental emergency than be 
involved in a national emergency, however this would not qualify for an 
exemption under Indicator 6.6.2 as it is currently written. 

 The term ‘conventional’ should be replaced by ‘other’ as conventional 
methods may be subjective and differ from one part of the country to another 
or from one person to another. 

NZFM 

 6 6.6 6.6.2 (a) We suggest clarifying the verifier by rewording ‘Demonstrate by means of records 
of chemical pesticide use and/or contractual arrangements with spray contractors, 
that no prohibited chemicals have been used’. 

Hancock 
Forest 
Management 
NZ Ltd 

   6.6.3  6.6.3: verifier c) add words “…the plantation manager’s striving for avoidance and…”.  Greenpeace 
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No. 
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No. 

Indicator 
No. 

Verifier 
No. 

Your Comment Attributed to; 

Essential to add ‘striving’ to fulfil to criterion requirements.  

 
 6 6.6 6.6.3  The current indicator is in breach of the FSC pesticides policy requirements – the 

indicator and verifiers need to be amended to refer to the FSC highly hazardous 
chemicals list.  

Hancock 
Forest 
Management 
NZ Ltd

   6.6.4 

 

 Agree. 

 

Nga Uri o te 
Ngahere 
Trust 

 6 6.6 6.6.4  Suggest rewording to ‘The use of reduced chemical and non-chemical methods 
shall be encouraged  provided it does not compromise other objectives such as 
crop survival, meeting Regional Pest Management Strategy requirements and 
biodiversity objectives’  or similar wording to recognise that minimising chemical 
use cannot be at the expense of other objectives (and in some cases legal 
requirements). 

Hancock 
Forest 
Management 
NZ Ltd 

    Verifier 

 

Suggest b) demonstrate commitment to non chemical based pest management regimes 
within the management unit – eg trapping and physical removal. 

 

Nga Uri o te 
Ngahere 
Trust 

 6 6.6 6.6.4 a The indicator and verifier are poorly worded. The Indicator should be reworded to 
state; 
Non-chemical methods, or methods leading to a reduction in chemical use, should 
be encouraged. 
The Verifier should be reworded to state “Demonstrate participation in 
research/trials related to reduced chemical use, and non-chemical methods of pest 
management”. 

Ernslaw One 
Ltd 

   6.7.3  NZFM is unsure of what is required by this indicator and requests that a guidance 
note be included to ensure clarity. 

New Zealand 
Forest 
Managers 
Ltd 

 6 8 3  At this point in time we agree with this indicator as it does not preclude research.  Timberlands 
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No. 

Your Comment Attributed to; 

However, there is an expectation that the outright ban on GMO use will be revisited 
once sufficient risk information is available. 
 
It should also be noted that the forest manager should not be penalised for 
inadvertent contamination of the forest by GMO. 

Ltd 

 6 8 3  NZIF is pleased that this indicator does not preclude research (and support 
for research) into GM technology other than in certified forests.  NZIF would 
support the current ban on GMO use being reconsidered as reliable 
information becomes available about the risks and benefits offered by 
GMOs. 
 
The certified forest manager should not be penalised if their forest becomes 
contaminated by GMO through no fault of their own. 

NZIF 

  6.9:  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 The use of exotic species shall be controlled and actively monitored to avoid adverse 
ecological impacts  

Wildings Wilding tree spread is a serious environmental issue for DOC and other affected 
landowners. DOC spends around 25% of its site‐led weed budget on wilding trees at 
$2.75million/yr. At many sites the problem is getting worse and at some sites spread is not 
controlled at all. The issue of wilding tree spread is not well addressed in Regional Pest 
Management Strategies or District Plans.  

The addition of the requirement to have a "Wilding Prevention Decision Support System" 
is very positive. However it should be made clear that such an approach is needed for all 
new plantings (newly planted sites and replanting of harvested sites). 

 Likewise, it is positive that there is a recognition that forest managers need to take 
responsibility for the removal of wildings originating from production forests. Below is 
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No. 
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No. 

Indicator 
No. 

Verifier 
No. 

Your Comment Attributed to; 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

some suggested additional wording (in red) that makes it clear this includes all spread, not 
just spread from new forests planted after the standard becomes operative. It is suggested 
that clearer wording is needed to prevent different interpretations that would not be 
helpful. 

 Forest managers shall have in place a Wilding Prevention Decision Support System and 
prior to planting and/or replanting of exotics use this to assess the risk of wilding spread. 
Where the risk is high the forest manager will not plant without implementing appropriate 
ongoing control procedures 

    6.9.2  

 

 Criterion 6.9.2 indicates that where the risk is high owners will not plant without 
implementing appropriate ongoing control procedures. There is a risk that forest owners 
will plant anyway. An alternative would be for the standard to indicate that where the risk 
is determined to be very high, high risk species cannot be planted in that location. 

 

 6 6.6 6.9.2  A Wilding Prevention Decision Support System is not required by all Forest 
Managers where they do not manage forests in areas where wilding pine spread is 
a problem – as is the case in much of the North Island where forests are 
surrounded by native forest or farmland which are not susceptible to infestation by 
species that are now being planted.   The indicator should be revised to only apply 
to those Forest Managers operating in areas where there is an identified risk. 

Hancock 
Forest 
Management 
NZ Ltd 

    6.9.3 

 

 In the absence of a species being identified in the regional pest management strategy, the 
forest manager shall remove ‘wildings’ in adjoining properties before seed production 
where: the adjoining property owner is agreeable to any wilding control activities required 
on his or her land, and National Standard for Certification of Plantation Forest 
Management in New Zealand – Draft 4.1 – 20 September 2010 57 �wildings are clearly 
identified as the progeny of species planted within the plantation area; and wilding spread 
has occurred from new and existing plantations after the Standard becomes operative or 
from (not completed GP) 
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 6 9 3  The final bullet point should have “established “ after plantations to read ‘from 
plantations established after’ to make clear the difference between replanting and 
establishing a plantation 

Nelson 
Management 
Ltd 

   6.10.1  Indigenous Vegetation Clearance (page 57): 

This section is based on the Forest Accord and is generally very comprehensive and sets an 
excellent benchmark to ensuring that indigenous vegetation communities are not 
converted into exotic forests.  

It provides good protection for indigenous forests, wetlands, indigenous dune vegetation 
and areas containing threatened species. It also ensures that only relatively small scale 
losses occur of regenerating indigenous forests.  

However, it seems to indicate that riparian vegetation is protected only if it is over 1 
hectare in size. This could be improved by requiring that no indigenous riparian vegetation 
is converted to plantation forest, except for road crossing points. Although possibly 
riparian vegetation is protected in other sections of the Standard? 

The major gap occurs around non‐forest environments and is dealt with under 6.10.2 

Department 
Of 
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   6.10.2   Other non‐forest indigenous vegetation communities 

Some of the most difficult indigenous vegetation communities to protect are tussock and 
shrubland communities and coastal turfs. There have been instances in the past where 
important tussock grasslands have been converted to forestry. The pressure to convert is 
likely to grow with interest in marginal faming lands for carbon credits. The Standard has 
specifically singled these communities out which is excellent and includes shrub or tussock 
communities in a separate list (Annex 6.7 High country tussock scrublands or herbfields as 
defined in MfE’s LENZ publication – page 16 of FSC report). It would provide more 
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Your Comment Attributed to; 

certainty and protection if these were included under 6.10.1 as indicator 6.10.2 provides a 
less stringent test which requires landowners to consult with the National Initiative. 
However, this does capture all kinds of conversion which is important as low growing 
communities like tussock grasslands don’t need to be removed as they can be over‐
planted, which may not be addressed in district plans through vegetation clearance rules.  

Many of the tussock grasslands likely to be converted are induced vegetation, i.e. red 
tussocklands or lower altitude snow tussocklands. However these communities may still be 
highly natural in composition and considered of importance. They are particularly 
important if they are the last or most intact areas remaining within a geographic context. 
Annex 6.7 includes class E and K LENZ Environments. These environments are only a 
relatively small fraction of the remaining tussocklands of New Zealand. There are none of 
these units in Southland which has tussock grasslands.  It would be useful to consider 
changing the threshold for inclusion under Indicator 6.10.2. so that more tussock 
grasslands are able to be assessed prior to conversion.  

   6.10.2 

 

 Submit this also includes Kaast landscapes and Land Use capability class VII and VIII 
erosion prone areas (others may also be considered such as those listed in the “red zone” of 
the proposed NES for Plantation Forests 

Nga Uri o te 
Ngahere 

Trust 

PRINCIPLE 7 

Management Plan 
A management plan - appropriate to the scale and intensity of the operations - shall be written, implemented, 
and kept up to date. The long term objectives of management, and the means of achieving them, shall be clearly 
stated. 
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 7    In general TL supports the indicators and verifiers in Principle 7 – this is consistent 
with current practices. 

Timberlands 
Ltd 

 7    General - Further consideration & guidance 
There is no objection to the general elements of the management plan as 
proposed. However, while guidance is given relevant to small scale 
SLIMF operations, that guidance merely states “The requirement for 
documented planning in small-scale operations will be decided by the 
scale, duration and intensity of the operation”. 
We submit that for a SLIMF criteria to be developed and made workable, 
the standard would benefit from some effort to produce further guidance 
on the Management Planning detail required for small blocks that reflects 
the real risks of these areas. As a Group Scheme Manager, our 
experience is that most small holdings will resist FSC as a process 
despite the efforts of the technical group to provide some concessions. 
This is because the documentary obligations are too onerous for small 
blocks. A simple management plan if required to be written professionally 
(as they often will under this draft standard), will cost several $1000’s. 
At the very small end of the scale i.e <400ha the implied added 
documentation related in particular to Principle 6 & 8 if included in the 
management planning process will still impose quite significant efforts 
and upfront costs. It is recommended that further consideration be given 
to guidance for what is truly necessary at the small scale end. 
Looking at the risks, most of these small forests will be defined standalone 
blocks, normally located within a pastoral production matrix. They will normally be 
poorly connected to significant waterbodies and will 
normally be poorly serviced with or connected to indigenous terrestrial 
ecosystems. 
If it is an objective of this process to increase the coverage of FSC in 
small holdings, the best way would be to provide guidance and make 
specific provision for a much simplified management plan . ideally 
something that can involve a more or less self audited verification of 

P F Olsen 
Ltd 
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critical high level steps through criteria related questions . a concept 
similar to a tax return.Risk can be managed through the process in that a 
formal audit will always be undertaken prior to harvest. If obvious 
misinformation or abuse of Principles and Criteria is evident, then the 
certificate can still be 
revoked, at the very time the forest owner needs it after having incurred 
some level of costs over preceding years. 

 7    As a general comment the wording of the FSC Principles and Criteria appears to 
contemplate that a company will have a single ‘Management Plan’ which is not 
realistic for Forest Managers managing large areas of forest and utilising a range of 
complex computer based tools to manage their forests – as is the case in New 
Zealand. The reality is that the ‘Management Plan’ encompasses a range of 
management systems that collectively make up the management plan.  This needs 
to be reflected in the wording eg using the terminology ‘management planning’ 
rather than ‘the management plan’. 

Hancock 
Forest 
Management 
NZ Ltd 

 7    City Forests generally supports the Indicators and Verifiers in Principle 7 City Forests 
Ltd 

 7    RNZ are generally supportive Rayonier NZ 
Ltd 

 7 7.1   Management Plan needs to be defined in the Glossary, the word is used 
interchangeably throughout the National Standards which creates confusion. 

Ernslaw One 
Ltd 

 7 1 1  Typically small forest owners are either farmers or off-site investors.   Though their 
knowledge and enthusiasm for forest management may be obvious, individuals will 
often lack the technical planning skills – and the appropriate tools - to transfer such 

knowledge into a formalised management plan.  A streamlined management 
planning system needs to reflect the comparatively low risks associated with 

management of small forests, compared to management of larger forests.  There 
needs to be clearer guidance that details the different expectations of management 

planning for large forests versus small forests.    

Sth Otago 
SLIMF trial 

  7.1   Submit this should also include consultation and communications framework. Nga Uri o te 
Ngahere 
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  Trust 
 7 1 1  The NZFFA notes the reference to documented management planning being 

decided by ‘scale, duration and intensity of operation’. For small forest owners 
this needs practical translation into a process that is a simple check-list type 
process. 
Typically small forest owners are either farmers or off-site investors. Though their 
knowledge and enthusiasm for forest management may be obvious, individuals 
will often lack the technical planning skills – and the appropriate tools - to transfer 
such knowledge into formal management plan. The solution is to provide small 
forest owners with guidelines and a check-list process for designing formal 
management plans.. 

NZ Farm 
Forestry 
Association 

 7 7.1 7.1.3  Description of Socio economic conditions would be a very difficult task especially 
for a large forest manager. 
Description of adjacent lands would be a very detailed report. 

Ernslaw One 
Ltd 

   7.1.3  

 

 Submit there should be a requirement to consult on these aspects. 

 

Nga Uri o te 
Ngahere 
Trust 

   Indicator 
7.1.4 

 

 Submit that this must be appropriate to slope categories, erosion risks and ecological 
cultural values contained within the wider landscape. 

 

Nga Uri o te 
Ngahere 
Trust 

   7.1.8  7.1.8: add words “..the natural forest and plantation resource base including ecosystem 
types, areas with HCVs, reserve areas…” 

Greenpeace 

 7 7.1 7.1.8  Suggest amend the wording to ‘There is a GIS mapping system or maps showing 
the forest resource…’  given few if any companies in NZ would rely on hard copy 
maps. 

Hancock 
Forest 
Management 
NZ Ltd 

  7.2   We support this Criterion.  In particular - Management Plans being able to, and 
required to, respond to changing considerations.   

Meg Graeme 
& Hamish 
Kendal 
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   7.2.5 

 

 There must be consultation with all stakeholders and opportunity for them to input into this 
document. 

 

Nga Uri o te 
Ngahere 
Trust 

  7.3 

 

  Submit there must be opportunities for local community training and employment in this 
group. 

 

Nga Uri o te 
Ngahere 
Trust 

  7.4   7.4/8.5: propose adding an indicator the defines the ‘engagement’ with both ‘affected’ and 
‘interested’ stakeholders that is required so as to make the consultation requirements of 
the organization clear and to bring it into alignment with consultation requirements in 9.1 
and 9.2, and new well accepted requirements in the revised draft P&C. 

 

Greenpeace 

PRINCIPLE 8 

Monitoring and Assessment 
Monitoring shall be conducted - appropriate to the scale and intensity of forest management  - to assess the 
condition of the forest, yields of forest products, chain of custody, management activities and their social and 
environmental impacts 

 

 8    In general TL supports the indicators and verifiers in Principle 8 Timberlands 
Ltd 

 8    Overall we support most of this section with only minor suggestions as listed 
below.  

P F Olsen 
Ltd 

 8 

 

   Submit that monitoring must be independent and / or peer reviewed and that it should 
engage local tangata whenua and community members. 

 

Nga Uri o te 
Ngahere 
Trust 

 8    City Forests generally supports the Indicators and Verifiers in Principle 8  
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 8    RNZ are generally supportive Rayonier NZ 
Ltd 

   8.1.1  Monitoring plan - Guidance/amendment.  
Within this list there may be benefit in adding further guidance that 
provides for the monitoring to occur as a rationalised sampling over 
aggregated estates. In practice this would be no different to what happens 
in a larger multi-block single owner estate. But in the Group Scheme 
situation of multiple blocks and owners, provision needs to be made to 
recognise that representative samples of e.g forest types or streams will be 
monitored, not every example of the same type in every forest. Costs on a 
block by block basis would become prohibitive with little ecological or would 
become prohibitive with little ecological or informational net gain.

P F Olsen 
Ltd 

   8.1.1  

 

 Submit that relevant baseline information must be complete prior to any forestry operation 
eg harvest, road works, forest establishment, etc. 

 

Nga Uri o te 
Ngahere 
Trust 

  8.2 

 

  d) submit that the costs / effects on all ecosystem services be evaluated. 

 

Nga Uri o te 
Ngahere 
Trust 

 8 8.2 8.2.2  We question inclusion of the word ‘regeneration’ in the indicator with reference to 
productive areas.  This would appear to be included for forestry regimes that rely on 
natural regeneration to establish the subsequent crop, which is rarely if ever 
practiced in NZ.  Unless the SDG is aware of a logical reason for conclusion it 
should be deleted. 

Hancock 
Forest 
Management 
NZ Ltd 

 8 2 2 A Although CFL has a wide network of PSPs, prescribing their use in the Standard 
seems odd.  There are other quite legitimate means of monitoring and verifying 
growth and yield. 

City Forests 
Ltd 

 8 8.2 8.2.3  The indicator is fairly vague as far as requiring monitoring of changes in ‘flora and 
fauna’ – it would be helpful if some clarification could be given as to expectations ie 
in a selection of reserves, in HCVF areas? 

Hancock 
Forest 
Management 
NZ Ltd 



59 

 

 Principle 
No. 

Criterion 
No. 

Indicator 
No. 

Verifier 
No. 

Your Comment Attributed to; 

   8.2.3  Should only relate to reserve areas – reads as for production areas Rayonier NZ 
Ltd 

   8.2.3  Data collected - Guidance 
.Data are collected on the composition and observed changes in flora and 
fauna. The direct collection of such data can in a number of circumstances 
be almost impossible and incredibly expensive and /or meaningless due to 
the paucity of data. We suggest adding the term .data or surrogate 
data.... to make provision for techniques such as photo-point 
monitoring, indicator species as surrogates for wider ecosystem health etc. 

Possibly a guidance note to this effect would also be useful also with the 
inclusion of the .nature and scale. caveat. 

P F Olsen 
Ltd 

   8.2.4 

 

 Submit this monitoring must be independent, and must allow for adequate 
consultation/feedback / input from the community. 

 

Nga Uri o te 
Ngahere 
Trust 

 8 8.2 8.2.4L (a) We are happy with the indicators however suggest the third bullet point be revised 
to ‘estimated visitor days’ or ‘visitor days where that can be quantified’.  There are 
numerous situations where it is virtually impossible to accurately monitor visitor 
days such as: 

- where permits are issue for a period of time and we have no way of knowing 
how many days that individual visits the forest (eg horse riders, hunters) 

- We have clubs such as mountain bike clubs that use the forest under an 
LTO and again we have no way of knowing how many individuals visit the 
forest. 

- We manage lease forests where access is managed by the landowners and 
despite requests in the past we have had very little success in getting them 
to provide estimates of visitor numbers – partly due to the fact that for 
similar reasons to the above they will have difficulty in tracking this. 

Hancock 
Forest 
Management 
NZ Ltd 

   8.2.4 a Amend - We question the specificity of the .number of visitor days. In 
practice, 

P F Olsen 
Ltd 
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historically permits have been issued for a specific activity for a specified 
time period and number of people. The product of those does not however 
equal .visitor days. as the permit will not be used every day of its validity, for 
every person etc. Without a very stringent . usage return requirement. 
which will often be ignored, the number is likely to be seriously inflated. 
For this reason PF Olsen went back to monitoring permit numbers by 
categorisation which is efficient and accurate in describing the types of 

usage. We suggest either providing more options in the indicator or being 
less specific. 

 8 2 4L a The monitoring of the number of visitor days is impractical. 
Permit systems often allocate permits which remain valid for a set period – 
days, weeks or months. The person with the permit will often not know at the 
time they receive the permit which days or how many they may use the 
permit, and it is unrealistic for the forest manager to have to collect this 
information at a later date. The monitoring of the number of permits issued – 
as is also listed in this verifier - should be a sufficient measure of 
recreational use. 

Lake Taupo 
& Lake 
Rotoaira 
Forest Trust 

   8.2.4 S 

 

 Submit “avoid” be inserted prior to “mitigate”. 

 

Nga Uri o te 
Ngahere 
Trust 

   8.2.4 a) 

 

Submit this also includes: 

Environmental effects, local training and employment, health and wellbeing of the local 
community, impacts on social and cultural values and cohesion. 

 

Nga Uri o te 
Ngahere 
Trust 

 8 2 4L a The monitoring of the number of visitor days is impractical. 
Permit systems often allocate permits which remain valid for a set period – 
days, weeks or months. The person with the permit will often not know at the 

NZIF 
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time they receive the permit which days or how many they may use the 
permit, and it is unrealistic for the forest manager to have to collect this 
information at a later date. The monitoring of the number of permits issued – 
as is also listed in this verifier - should be a sufficient measure of 
recreational use.  

   8.2.5  

 

 Submit there should be a requirement for prevention of such damage, and to continuous 
improvement. 

Nga Uri o te 
Ngahere 
Trust 

 8 8.2 8.2.5  Object to the word “damage” this assumes irreparable negative effects. 
Change to “more than minor effects”. 

Ernslaw One 
Ltd 

   8.2.6 

 

 Submit the effects on environmental / ecosystem services also be assessed. 

 

Nga Uri o te 
Ngahere 
Trust 

   8.3.2  FSC COC “labelling” requirements Rayonier NZ 
Ltd 

   8.3.4  Should read as per FSC License Agreement Rayonier NZ 
Ltd 

 8 8.3 8.3.4  The wording of this section needs to be amended to reflect the new requirement 
that product be labelled as ‘FSC Pure’. 
 
The reference to a requirement to label FSC status ‘on the product’ should be 
deleted.  We do not currently label FSC status on our logs, and I am not aware of 
any other forest owners doing so.  The status of logs is tracked by a robus system 
of log dockets and electronic tracking systems which identifies the FSC status of 
logs by allocating them to the crew and location in the forest from which they came.  
This has been adequate to satisfy our auditors to date, and therefore we do not 
believe it is necessary to now label individual logs.  
 

Hancock 
Forest 
Management 
NZ Ltd 

 8 8.4 8.4.2  Indicators 8.4.2L and 8.4.3L say virtually the same thing.  One should be deleted.  Hancock 
Forest 
Management 
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NZ Ltd 
 8 8.5 8.5.1  Amend to state that ‘There are publically available statements summarising those 

elements of monitoring that are not confidential’.    A considerable proportion of 
what is required to be monitored is clearly confidential to the forest owner.  

Hancock 
Forest 
Management 
NZ Ltd

   8.5.1 

 

 Submit this information also include monitoring data on HCVF areas and rare, threatened 
and engaged species and environmental effects. 

 

Nga Uri o te 
Ngahere 
Trust 

PRINCIPLE 9 

Maintenance of high conservation value forests 
Management activities in high conservation value forests shall maintain or enhance the attributes which define 
such forests. Decisions regarding high conservation value forests shall always be considered in the context of 
a precautionary approach 

 

     Principle 9: Maintenance of high conservation value forests. This section is very good.  

 

Dept. of 
Conservation 

 9    In general TL supports the indicators and verifiers in Principle 9 Timberlands 
Ltd 

 9    Overall we support most of this section with only minor suggestions as 
listed below. 

P F Olsen 
Ltd 

 9    City Forests generally supports the Indicators and Verifiers in Principle 9  
 9    RNZ are generally supportive Rayonier NZ 

Ltd 
 9 9.1 9.1.1  It would be helpful if further guidance could be provided in either indicator 9.1.1 or 

the definition of HCVF in the glossary, to provide guidance and clarity as to what is 
envisaged to constitute HCVF in NZ.  In our recent FSC audit, we discussed with 
the FSC auditor from Germany the difficulty we (and stakeholders) have had in 
interpreting the HCVF definition and he indicated that further guidance is generally 

Hancock 
Forest 
Management 
NZ Ltd 
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provided in the National Standard. 
 
In our experience both ourselves and stakeholders have grappled with the vague 
concepts in some  parts of the definition – eg what constitutes an area that is 
‘critical to local communities traditional cultural identity’.  As an example where a 
forest makes up a significant proportion of the rohe of tangata whenua that land is 
clearly very important (arguably critical) to their identity.    Does this make the area 
HCVF?  And that being the case very large areas of our forests (potentially the 
majority) could become HCVF which would then potentially negate the relative 
importance of an area being labelled HCVF? 
Likewise there has been ongoing debate whether an exotic (and in particular 
radiata pine) reserve can be an HCVF (eg Tree 55 in Kinleith forest). 
It would be helpful if some guidance could be provided to give some local context to 
the definition to assist both Forest Managers and Stakeholders.  

   9.1.3  Consultation - Modify/guidance 
For HVC 1-3, we question the need for stakeholder involvement. The 
criteria by which HVC applies are relatively well defined by ecological 
parameters. HVC is an inherent part of the FSC concept to be accepted 
as part of the package. If an area meets the criteria, there seems little 
room or purpose for a consultative process (other than normal 
communication with the forest owners) and identification to the wider 
public through the management plan. If it clearly meets the criteria and 
some say it shouldn't do you then remove the classification?? 
The situation is very different for HCV5 & 6 where cultural and 
sociological aspects drive the decision. HVC 4 may sit either way at 
times. 
We suggest guidance and provision for greater flexibility in the degree to 
which consultation is required. 

P F Olsen 
Ltd 

   9.2.1 

 

 Submit there be a requirement that the plan is further amended where possible in light of the 
further comments provided. 

Nga Uri o te 
Ngahere 
Trust 
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   9.2.2 

 

 Format of wording order required. 

 

Nga Uri o te 
Ngahere 
Trust 

 9  9.2 9.2.2  The words ‘maintain’ and ‘shall’ are in the wrong order. Hancock 
Forest 
Management 
NZ Ltd 

  9.3   9.3: These indicators are insufficient as they do not require the test of ‘being consistent 
with the precautionary approach’. Therefore the choice is to add indicators here that do 
this or modify those indicators that are referenced to include consideration of the 
precautionary approach. The precautionary approach would need to be defined so that it 
is clear what this means in practice.  

Greenpeace 

  9.4   Annual monitoring - Modify/align 
This Criterion starts “Annual monitoring……” We note that HVC’s1-4 
would all be automatically a subset and the most important (high ranked) 
components of all the reserves processes of Principle 6, set-aside 
processes of Principle 10 and monitoring of Principle 8. As such this 
statement is out of alignment with the other principles that lead to certain 
monitoring actions according to a devised plan. While an HVC area is a the 
pinnacle of importance, its ecological processes do not necessarily occur 
any faster. We recommend that the word .annual. be dropped . in many 
cases it will be expensive and detect no change above background .noise. . 
Monitoring should be appropriate to the nature (including importance of the 
determining factor) and scale of the HVC area and aligned to the indicators 
of Criterion 8, especially the cross referenced 8.2.8 that does not necessarily 
require annual monitoring. 
See comment on 8.2.3 also. 

P F Olsen 
Ltd 
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PRINCIPLE 10 

Plantations 
 
Plantations shall be planned and managed in accordance with Principles and Criteria 1 - 9, and Principle 10 and 
its Criteria. While plantations can provide an array of social and economic benefits, and can contribute to 
satisfying the world’s needs for forest products, they should complement the management of, reduce pressures 
on, and promote the restoration and conservation of natural forests. 
 

 

 10    General 
The indicators guidance and verifiers of this section are heavily 
integrated into the preceding principles dealing with environmental 
impact, management planning, monitoring, and HVC. Above all, much 
has dependency upon the underlying proposal for maintaining or 
creating a 10% set-aside. While acknowledging the underlying intent, 
the set-aside mechanism will create significant problems under Group 
and multiple small ownership structures. It needs significant revision. 
A detailed analysis has been included in Annex 2. 

P F Olsen 
Ltd 

 10    Reword to - Plantations shall be planned and managed in accordance 
with Principles and Criteria 1 - 9, and Principle 10 and its Criteria. While 
plantations can provide an array of social and economic benefits, and 
can contribute to satisfying the world’s needs for forest products, they 
should complement the management of, reduce pressures on, and 
promote the restoration and conservation of natural forests, rivers, 
streams, wetlands, estuaries and other natural features occurring 
within and adjacent or downstream of the forestry. 

Meg Graeme 
& Hamish 
Kendal 

 10    City Forests generally supports the Indicators and Verifiers in Principle 10
     RNZ do not support in current form and find the 10% reserve contribution 

unworkable 
Rayonier NZ 
Ltd 
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 10 10.1 10.1.2   Repeats wording of 10.1.1 – delete. Hancock 
Forest 
Management 
NZ Ltd 

   10.2.1  Riparian areas 

The Standard provides for riparian management plans and 10 m setbacks from 
waterbodies which is strongly supported. The 10 m setback provides a very good basic 
requirement. The most important role of the riparian setback is to achieve an area of 
permanent riparian vegetation to protect instream values and help filter sediment during 
harvest. The question is therefore, will a 10 m setback achieve this, i.e. will any be left 
standing during harvest? 

Sediment yield into water varies greatly depending on soil, slope and effects downstream 
vary depending on the sensitivity of the receiving environments. It would be useful 
therefore to provide some detail around how riparian setbacks in higher risk areas should 
be dealt with. Generally, where risks are high, a wider riparian setback should be required. 

There doesn’t seem to be a setback or buffer requirement for wetlands or dunes? These 
environments need large setbacks to address their extreme sensitivity to changes in water 
levels etc.  

Dept. of 
Conservation 

   10.2.1  Riparian - Modify 
A 10m blanket riparian margin will place many forests in contravention 
of the ETS (NZ Laws) as the threshold for forest clearance will be 
exceeded if existing pre 1990 trees (planted to the stream edge) are 
removed and not restocked to no more than 5 m. ETS financial 
penalties are massive on a per hectare basis. Conversely the costs of 
active replanting of indigenous species along large numbers of long 

P F Olsen 
Ltd 
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narrow, fragmented stream sections to guarantee compliance with the 
ETS is also prohibitive. .Leaving it to nature. will often not guarantee 
compliance within the required time. 
The industry has agreed across the board that 5m can be managed as 
a minimum and does not contravene the ETS. Very often natural 
circumstances lead to larger riparian margins of native vegetation and these 
are respected. Because of the legal, definitional and administrative 
complexities associated with this we recommend maintaining the status quo 
but clearly seeking to expand them when opportunities present 

 10 2 1  This indicator needs a more explicit definition.  In a farm forestry setting, riparian 
zones outside of the Forest Management Unit are not affected by this indicator.  

However, managed riparian zones outside of the woodlots, but within the bounds of 
the farm, are  a contributor to reserves. 

Sth Otago 
SLIMF trial 

 10  10.2 10.2.1  A 10m riparian zone either side of the watercourse is a considerable change to current 
forest practice and to that stated in the NZ Environmental Code of Practice (NZ ECoP) for 
riparian width (5m). If I am correct in the assumption that this would apply to all riparian 
zones (exotic and native), then this would, as areas are progressively identified, have a 
considerable impact on the net stocked area of a plantation forest, and therefore its 
economic viability. Additionally, if a 10m riparian width was required post harvest, where a 
lesser riparian width existed previously, then the forest company would likely be liable to a 
deforestation liability under the NZ ETS for the area that is deemed to be deforested due to 
the widening of the riparian zone. Could I suggest that the riparian width for this indicator be 
changed to 5m and therefore be in keeping with the NZ ECoP.  

Blakely 
Pacific Ltd  

 10 10.2 10.2.1  We are concerned that the 10m benchmark for riparians is too large for general 
application, and not consistent with accepted practice and other mechanisms such 
as the Regional Plans and the NZ Forest Code of Practice.  All these mechanisms 
(some legal) have developed a 5m minimum setback through thorough public 
process and reflect society’s expectations.  The 5m is an absolute minimum with 
greater setbacks applied where dictated by topography, risk and riparian or 
waterway values present.   
 
Hancock Forest Management utilises a Planning Guide for planning operations 

Hancock 
Forest 
Management 
NZ Ltd 
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around waterways, that specifies an absolute minimum setback of 5m but then 
specifying circumstances where a greater setback would apply. It is our strong 
preference to retain this approach. 
 
Over and above the costs to Forest owners of losing productive area, at the present 
point in time there are potentially significant cost implications of a setback greater 
than 5m either side attracting carbon liabilities for deforestation under the 
Emissions Trading Scheme.  
 

   10.2.1  NZFM submits that the 10m minimum riparian zone be amended to 5m to reflect the 
requirements of the NZECOP and many Regional Council requirements. The limits 
established within these rules/regulations have been determined through a public process 
and are deemed the appropriate distance for effective protection of water quality. 

A riparian zone of 10m is not scientifically justified and is unnecessary. Effective protection 
of waterways can be established with a 5m riparian. 

New Zealand 
Forest 
Managers 
Ltd 

 10 10.2 10.2.1  Do not support riparian margins at 10m wide.  5m is supported as being consistent 
with nationally recognised and agreed criteria.  There are also potential liabilities 
under ETS limitations on non freehold land with no ability to set aside greater area. 

Rayonier NZ 
Ltd 

   10.2.1 a, b, c, 
d 

Should be consistent with 6 – duplication not required – riparian margins managed 
against criteria and indicators of principle 6  

Rayonier NZ 
Ltd 

   10.2.1 

 

Verifier 

 

In e) submit that planting and vegetation recovery in riparian zones must be with indigenous 
species. 

 

Nga Uri o te 
Ngahere 
Trust 

   10.2.1  Support all water bodies have permanently protected riparian margins.  The 
suggested minimum width of 10m is insufficient to provide adequate protection from 
harvesting effects on the stream, aquatic wildlife, and downstream receiving 
environments. 
There is a lot of research about the benefits of permanent riparian buffers on 
protecting aquatic wildlife, water quality and bank stability which indicate that the 
proposed setbacks are insufficient.  For example, research shows that just to 

Meg Graeme 
& Hamish 
Kendal 
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stabilise banks, northern New Zealand setbacks should be on average at least 18m 
wide (Boothroyd et al 2004).   Similar distances are needed to reduce the effects of 
forestry logging on aquatic habitat and wildlife (Quinn et al 2004).  In this research 
the effects of pines planted between 0-7.5m from the stream edge were classified 
as having ‘no native vegetated riparian buffer’ (Boothroyd et al 2004).  These sorts 
of distances are however only to provide minimal protection, not to fully protect and 
enhance the health of our waterways and harbours.  Other research indicates that 
setback widths need to be at least the height of the largest mature potential tree to 
occupy the riparian margin to re-establish near natural waterway conditions 
(Meleason & Hall 2005).   It is important to note that setbacks need to incorporate 
the expected width of the plantation tree so that the intact remaining riparian 
vegetation is of the desired width.    

   10.2.2   10.2.2(?) 

Currently the indicator is very complicated. It takes up 1 1/3 A4 pages. It comes across as 
wanting to ‘have your cake and eat it too’ in our situation. We have more than 10% 
reserve area. That is a lot. Picture any other landuse setting aside 10%! No way. However, 
10% is wanted across all ED’s even those that have not had almost any forest cover for 
100’s of years. The rule should be amended to simply be 10% by Regional Council region. 
The Regional Council boundaries reflect regional areas of concern. 

Also, there is concern that if our forest land under CFL moves to Maori ownership, and 
they decide to manage their indigenous areas, where does that leave Pan Pac as a forest 
manager? We have almost no say in that decision.  

Pan Pac 

   10.2.2:  Should this be cross referenced to 6.3 as well as 6.2 and 6.4? 

 

Dep. Of 
Conservation 

 10 10.2 10.2.2  The requirement for 10 metre riparian setbacks is not consistent with other rule sets 
such as the Draft National Environmental Standard for Forestry. Various Regional 

Ernslaw One 
Ltd 
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Councils and the NZFOA Environmental Code of Practice for Plantation Forestry 
(2007).  All these rules have developed a 5m. Gisborne District Council requires 
replanting of some riparian areas right up to the stream edge. 
 
Setbacks of 10 metres may incur deforestation liability under the ETS. 
 
We submit that the minimum riparian setback be set at 5 metres for consistency 
with other rules sets and the liabilities which may be incurred.  
The Indicator 10.2.1 is specific enough to infer that where possible they should be 
extended and forest managers will work with that inference.  

   10.2.3  In e) submit that planting and vegetation recovery in riparian zones must be with 
indigenous species. 

Nga Uri o te 
Ngahere 
Trust 

 10 2 3  The requirement for riparian zones to be a minimum of 10m riparians in 
width will pose major issues for many forest owners, though may be 
acceptable for new forest areas. Other regulations typically require 5m 
minimum widths, including the Draft NES, Regional Councils (Environment 
Waikato and Bay of Plenty Regional Council) and the NZ Forest Code of 
Practice.  These regulations have been determined through thorough public 
process and reflect society’s expectations. 
 
There are significant legal and cost ramifications under the ETs of increasing 
the width of the riparian zones. It is unlikely that the area not replanted after 
harvest would qualify as ‘forest’ within the ETS specified timeframe. With 
FSC being a voluntary rather than regulatory system, the forest owner will 
thus have ‘deforested’ these areas and will under law be forced to pay a 
deforestation tax equal to the value of carbon removed from the site. 
Assuming: 
 

• a typical 800 tonnes/ha of carbon removed at harvest, 

Lake Taupo 
& Lake 
Rotoaira 
Forest Trust 
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• the (current) carbon prices of NZ$D20/NZU (i.e. NZ$20/tonne of 
carbon);  

• riparian zones on both sides of the stream are increased from 5m to 
10m; 

 
the deforestation tax payable for every 100m of stream length so adjusted 
will be in the order of NZ$1,600. This is approximately 15 times the cost the 
forest owner would face in simply replanting that same land. The possible 
requirement for enrichment planting and weed control on the non-replanted 
zone, would further increase the cost of increasing the riparian zone widths.  
 
Even if they have large areas of natural forest within the FMU, large forests 
will easily have 10s of hectares of land which would have to be deforested 
under this requirement. For each 10 ha the deforestation tax (based on the 
assumptions above) will be $160,000. 
 
The allowance to use a DSS to justify riparian zones of less than 10m in 
width in certain circumstances does not provide sufficient certainty to forest 
owners, and as written it is envisaged that there would be a limited number 
of circumstances where this justification would apply. 
 
Most and possibly all forest owners already have many riparian zones far 
wider than 10m on the larger streams and rivers through their forests, and 
are happy to provide these. Many forests also have 30% and more of their 
areas as reserves. To then require them to spend large sums on both 
deforestation tax and on weed control is unreasonable. 
 
It is recommended that a minimum width of 5m be permitted. 
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   10.2.3  Decision-model modify 
The current wording . sub clause (i) requires a .DSS .that addresses 
temperature, sediment, and nutrient conditions to maintain aquatic 
habitat.. We are unclear whether this is meant to imply that such is 
expected for any or every section of stream. That would be a very 
expensive and practically difficult proposition that has not been 
achieved by any other management body anywhere else in the country. 
We recommend clarification including reference to sample monitoring 
programs developed under Principle 8 that provide evidence, data or 
surrogate data verifying stream health under forest management 
conditions. 
We also recommend that the DSS text include the .long term viability of 
the riparian. as one of the governing factors. It should be well 
understood by all parties that at the upper first order and ephemeral 
catchment level, creating and then protecting larger riparians is likely to 
lead to disproportionately large increases in roading earthworks at 
harvesting with consequential increases in sediment and erosion risks, 
visual risks, and substantial cost increases, not to mention loss of 
productive land. Conversely if enlarged riparians are instead required 
to be logged across, the risks of instream damage and mess will be 
increased. 

P F Olsen 
Ltd 

 10 2 3  There are two 10.2.3 indicators. I am referring to the first. The minimum set back 
should be 5 m. A 10m minimum will mean for pre 1990 forests 1 hectare every 
500m will be deforested resulting in ETS carbon emissions penalties. The 
additional benefits of 10 over 5 m don’t justify the 10m when considering a 
plantation forest cycle of 25-30  years. 

Nelson 
Management 
Ltd 

 10 10.2 10.2.3  There is evidence available (NZFOA Environmental Code of Practice, Draft 
National standard for Plantation Forests, and within some Regional Councils) that 5 
metres is sufficient for riparian margins. A requirement in this document for a 10 
metre setback may have financial implications for the forest owner including loss of 

Juken New 
Zealand Ltd 
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productive capability (not only less area available for growing trees, but the impact 
of having a greatly increased “edge tree effect” where those trees grow larger 
branches, thus downgrading their value), penalties under the Emissions Trading 
scheme, and an increased area where pests and weeds may inhabit (more cost in 
control for the forest manager). Our submission is that a 5 metre setback is more 
reasonable and realistic given the evidence already available. 

 10 2 3  This indicator, with its stipulation of 10m setbacks, will create a conflict with ETS 
rules unless it is interpreted to apply only to new plantations, rather than existing 
ones.  CFL would support this provision if it was intended to apply to new planting 
only, otherwise a 5m setback is consistent with the NZ Forest Code of Practice. 

City Forests 
Ltd 

 10 2 3  We are concerned that the 10m benchmark for riparians is too wide and 
inconsistent with other mechanisms such as the Draft NES, Regional Councils 
(Environment Waikato and Bay of Plenty Regional Council) and the NZ Forest 
Code of Practice.  All these mechanisms (some legal) have developed a 5m 
minimum through thorough public process and reflect society’s expectations. 
 
Also the legal and cost ramifications of the ETS may mean forest managers will be 
obliged to set back 10m and then need to purchase carbon credits as these areas 
will not meet the definition of forest under the ETS.  Timberlands has already 
experienced this effect where one of our (iwi) landowners has specified that stream 
setbacks will be a maximum of 5m, unless legally required. 
 
The use of a DSS to divert from the 10m benchmark is a reasonable approach, but 
also needs to take into account legal requirements and consider the ETS.  
Kaingaora Forest has been subject to a DSS (with a minimum setback of 5m) that 
was developed by the forest manager, regional council and Forest and Bird for 15 
yrs.  It has worked very well and scientific study plus monitoring has demonstrated 
this. 
 
The follow photos show some examples of the Kaingaroa DSS in action: 
 

Timberlands 
Ltd 
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Photo 1: 5m setback after establishment – note no spray in this area and 
vegetation establishing well.  This is an appropriate setback in this 
circumstance. 
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Photo 2: Setbacks of over 20m – again appropriate in the circumstance – but 
ETS may change this. 
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Photo 3: Another well established riparian.  Original trees were planted right 
to steam (some even on an island here), but setback is 5 – 30 m in this area 
and again appropriate. 
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Photo 4: Close up of riparian vegetation after 6 years – providing good 
stream protection and shading that will protect aquatic values.  Riparian is 5-
10m. 
 
Recommendation:  Setback benchmark is set at 5m and legal / ETS measures are 
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included in the DSS considerations.  
 
The standard should also be clear that riparian setbacks may suffer some damage 
at harvest.  This is often unavoidable and the best environmental outcome.  Clear 
BEPs should permit some damage, but this should be minimal and in accordance 
with a weighted decision on other aspects of the harvest planning (i.e. terrain, 
roads, rare species, etc.). 

     (ii) Verifier Earthworks - Modify/expand 
We note there are two 10.2.3 indicators. In the second sub-clause (ii) 
provides for .maintenance of an existing road. This need to be adjusted 
to include the words .or upgrading or widening..of existing roads.. 
This will provide for upgrading of existing roads to full trucking 
standards (subject to best management practices) where full new 
construction of an alternative roadline was either not feasible or the 
additive environmental impacts far outweighed the benefits 

P F Olsen 
Ltd 

   10.2.3  NZFM opposes the 10m riparian zone for the reasons outlined above. 
This indicator also has implications under the Climate Change Response Act 2002. If 
forest areas are not replanted following harvest, i.e. to establish a 10m riparian 
zone, the landowner would incur a liability or ‘carbon tax’. This has significant 
financial implications for landowners of currently forested land and is an 
unacceptable burden. 
In such instances, Indicator 10.2.3 may be in conflict with Principle 1 – Compliance 
with Laws and FSC Principles. 
Many plantation forests throughout New Zealand already have riparian zones in 
excess of 10m. In Lake Taupo and Rotoaira Forests for example, many riparian 
areas are 100+ metres, with some on larger steams up to 500-600 metres. The 
landowners voluntarily elected to provide these riparian areas to protect water 
quality. A requirement for all streams to have a minimum 10 riparian area is 
unnecessary. NZFM requests that a minimum riparian requirement be retained in 
Criterion 10.2, but that this be amended from 10 metres to 5 metres. 

New Zealand 
Forest 
Managers 
Ltd 

   10.2.3  Support this Indicator with the proviso as outlined above that the minimum setback 
width should be at least 18m and preferably 35-60m wide to reflect the tallest tree 

Meg Graeme 
& Hamish 
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that is likely in the locality 
We support the allowance of alternative crops that can be harvested under a 
continuous canopy regime (which must of course take account of any neighbouring 
clear felling). 

Kendal 

 10 2 3  The requirement for riparian zones to be a minimum of 10m in width will 
pose major issues for many forest owners, though may be acceptable for 
new forest areas. Other regulations typically require 5m minimum widths, 
including the Draft NES, Regional Councils (Environment Waikato and Bay 
of Plenty Regional Council) and the NZ Forest Code of Practice.  These 
regulations have been determined through thorough public process and 
reflect society’s expectations. 
 
There are significant legal and cost ramifications under the ETs of increasing 
the width of the riparian zones. It is unlikely that the area not replanted after 
harvest would qualify as ‘forest’ within the ETS specified timeframe. With 
FSC being a voluntary rather than regulatory system, the forest owner will 
thus have ‘deforested’ these areas and will under law be forced to pay a 
deforestation tax equal to the value of carbon removed from the site. 
Assuming: 
 

• a typical 800 tonnes/ha of carbon removed at harvest,  
• the (current) carbon prices of NZ$D20/NZU (i.e. NZ$20/tonne of 

carbon);  
• riparian zones on both sides of the stream are increased from 5m to 

10m; 
 
the deforestation tax payable for every 100m of stream length so adjusted 
will be in the order of NZ$1,600. This is approximately 15 times the cost the 
forest owner would face in simply replanting that same land. The possible 
requirement for enrichment planting and weed control on the non-replanted 

NZIF 
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zone, would further increase the cost of increasing the riparian zone widths.  
 
Even if they have large areas of natural forest within the FMU, large forests 
will easily have 10s of hectares of land which would have to be deforested 
under this requirement. For each 10 ha the deforestation tax (based on the 
assumptions above) will be $160,000. 
 
The allowance to use a DSS to justify riparian zones of less than 10m in 
width in certain circumstances does not provide sufficient certainty to forest 
owners, and as written it is envisaged that there would be a limited number 
of circumstances where this justification would apply. 
 
Most and possibly all forest owners already have many riparian zones far 
wider than 10m on the larger streams and rivers through their forests, and 
are happy to provide these. Many forests also have 30% and more of their 
areas as reserves. To then require them to spend large sums on both 
deforestation tax and on weed control is unreasonable. 
 
It is recommended that a minimum width of 5m be permitted. 

   10.2.3  Requires definition of “earthworks” Rayonier NZ 
Ltd 

   10.2.4  Change to read - Incorporation into the Management Plan that recognises 
weed and pest control … etc

Rayonier NZ 
Ltd

 10 2 4  Where “appropriate” should recognise the hierarchy of reserves for RTE species 
then aquatic values. It should not become an expectation that all riparian areas are 
“actively restored” to the high standard for RTE species. 

Nelson 
Management 
Ltd 

 10 2 4  Restoration of riparians should only be considered as part of a prioritised reserve 
plan if the riparians have been counted towards the reserve contribution.  
Otherwise the riparians should be managed to protect aquatic values. 

Timberlands 
Ltd 
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 10 2 4 a Riparian areas have a primary purpose of protecting water quality. As such, 
NZIF opposes the requirement for forest managers to maintain terrestrial 
biodiversity within riparian areas. If these areas are deemed to be reserves 
then the biological diversity of the area will be managed under Principle 6. 
 
NZIF requests that this verifier be deleted. 
 
If this verifier is retained, weed and pest control should be no more important 
when harvesting is occurring than in any other situation. Thus the phase 
‘particularly when harvesting is occurring adjacent to the riparian zone’ 
should be deleted as there is no need to differentiate between forest 
operations. 

NZIF 

 10 2 4 a Riparian areas have a primary purpose of protecting water quality. As such 
we oppose the requirement for forest managers to maintain terrestrial 
biodiversity within riparian areas. If these areas are deemed to be reserves 
then the biological diversity of the area will be managed under Principle 6. 
 
The Trusts request that this verifier be deleted. 
 
If this verifier is retained, weed and pest control should be no more important 
when harvesting is occurring than in any other situation. Thus the phase 
‘particularly when harvesting is occurring adjacent to the riparian zone’ 
should be deleted as there is no need to differentiate between forest 
operations. 

Lake Taupo 
& Lake 
Rotoaira 
Forest Trust 

   10.2.4 a Riparian areas have a primary purpose of protecting water quality. As such, NZFM 
opposes the requirement for forest managers to maintain terrestrial biodiversity 
within riparian areas. If these areas are deemed to be reserves then the biological 
diversity of the area will be managed under Principle 6. 
NZFM requests that this verifier be deleted. 
If the SDG retains this verifier, weed and pest control should not only be particularly 

New Zealand 
Forest 
Managers 
Ltd 
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important when harvesting is occurring, rather all operations adjacent to the areas 
should be captured with the verifier. In this case, the phase ‘particularly when 
harvesting is occurring adjacent to the riparian zone’ should be deleted as there 
seem no need to differentiate between forest operations.

 10 2 5  All verifiers should be specifically refer top the purpose of protecting RTE species Nelson 
Management 
Ltd 

 10  2 5  Such assessments will be prohibitively expensive for small forest owners.  A more 
streamlined process that does not require the excessive cost associated with 
professional ecologists, should be available for SLIMF managers. 

Sth Otago 
SLIMF trial 

   10.2.5  Reference to Wildlife corridors is erroneous as these would exist if present as 
Reserves as would be managed accordingly.  The assumption is made that RTS 
are transient as soon as harvesting begins and will use corridors to seek refuge of 
adjacent reserves.  There is very little if any science to support corridors whereas 
there is evidence for reserves or enclaves within stands.  Agree if “corridors exist 
they should be maintained where possible but allowance must be made to pull 
through these and riparian margins for future harvest. 

Rayonier NZ 
Ltd 

   10.2.5  10.2.5: add words “ ..ecological landscape and protected and/or restored and managed 
appropriately.” 

Verifier: include using re‐planting pattern as a means of assessing as to whether 
connectivity and corridors are being set up.  This is critical to address the issue of block size 
and shape, and the impact of clearfelling large areas (an outstanding issue that has not 
been addressed).  

Greenpeace 

 10 10.2 10.2.6  Bullet point 4 refers to “Mana whenua perceptions of visual landscape”. Perceptions 
are quite objective, and this will be extremely difficult for an auditor to measure if it 
has been met 

Juken New 
Zealand Ltd 

  10.3   support Meg Graeme 
& Hamish 
Kendal 
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   10.3.1  support the requirement for a mix of species Meg Graeme 
& Hamish 
Kendal 

    (a) who will the evidence that alternative species have been examined be available to?  
What does ‘examined’ mean?   

Meg Graeme 
& Hamish 
Kendal 

  10.3.1  a) The aspect of species diversification has been extensively explored via FRI and 
other agencies and hence we have mainly P radiata and D fir as preferred 
commercial plantation species.  Eucalypt and Cupressus species have a place and 
are being planted accordingly.  We do not support the rationale of this verifier as it 
will essentially be regurgitating well known research and will unlikely result in a 
paradigm shift away from the preferred commercial species.

Rayonier NZ 
Ltd 

  10.4   support.   Meg Graeme 
& Hamish 
Kendal

    (a), (b), 
(c) 

support – economic benefits can not be the only determiner for an appropriate 
forestry crop.  ‘Forestry’ per see does not determine whether it is an appropriate 
land use, rather the suitability of particular crop species and their harvesting 
methods determines if ‘forestry’ is a good land use.   

Meg Graeme 
& Hamish 
Kendal 

   10.4.1  10.4.1: Verifier a) change to  “ …information is available that demonstrates …” 

 

Greenpeace 

 10 10.4 10.4.1 a This should be re-written to reflect that not all plantations are exotic species.  Also 
this appears biased.  Information held by forest managers should instead be 
balanced, reflecting actual research and correct information.  In many cases 
indigenous species have greater environmental benefits than do exotic species 
(Fahy & Gormally 1998; Deconchat et al. 2009). 

Kerry Borkin 

   10.4.1  a)  Rayonier NZ 
Ltd 

 10 4 3  There should be some recognition of the gross environmental gain that can 
be attained by increasing the forest area in NZ. New planting will inevitably 
involve planting land currently in pasture, to which plantations will 

Lake Taupo 
& Lake 
Rotoaira 
Forest Trust 
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significantly improve the ecological and environmental value. To meet this 
criterion, 10% of the pasture land will potentially have to be set aside to be 
established and managed as a natural forest. This is an very onerous and 
unlikely to be undertaken, meaning new forests are unlikely to become FSC 
certified, and/or there will be less conversion of pasture to forests  

 10 4 3  There should be some recognition of the gross environmental gain that can 
be attained by increasing the forest area in NZ. New planting will inevitably 
involve planting land currently in pasture, to which plantations will 
significantly improve the ecological and environmental value. To meet this 
criterion, 10% of the pasture land will potentially have to be set aside to be 
established and managed as a natural forest. This is an very onerous and 
unlikely to be undertaken, meaning new forests are unlikely to become FSC 
certified, and/or there will be less conversion of pasture to forests  

NZIF 

 10 5   Though there is some flexibility in how small forest owners can meet the set aside 
requirement, the current indicators and verifiers continue to act as a barrier to 
uptake of certification for many small forest owners.  In our SLIMF trial group in 
South Otago, the current Reserves requirements would exclude 2 of the 8 trialists 
from certification.  These two forest owners are managing woodlots in a part of 
South Otago that is otherwise dominated by intensively managed dairy farms.  The 
exotic (and part alternative species) woodlots are serving to protect the waterways 
and steep slopes that should not be grazed.  Neighbouring properties are largely 
devoid of woody vegetation, with streams simply fenced off 1m from the edge, with 
a single hot wire.   
It is well proven that exotic forests do provide habitat for indigenous flora and fauna, 
as well as providing a sustainability of land use that is not apparent under 
competing land uses.  Incorporating indigenous biodiversity into pastoral 
landscapes is a prohibitively expensive business if starting from a point of zero.  
The requirements for all forest owners to have a percentage of indigenous set aside 
within the bounds of their management unit is unrealistic, and does nothing to 
encourage the uptake of wider sustainable land management principles.   
The current set aside ruling will make certification accessible to those land owners 

Sth Otago 
SLIMF trial 
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who are lucky enough to have inherited some indigenous biodiversity, and will 
exclude the many thousands that have not had that good fortune. 
 
There is no incentive for afforestation in areas of NZ that are deficient in native 
biodiversity.  Reserves multipliers need to be altered to reflect the limited set aside 
options that are available to those Managers who operate in such ecologically 
deficient areas of NZ.  The ecological and environmental gain obtained from an 
exotic woodlot is significantly greater than that obtained from pasture – this 
certification process needs to reflect this.   
 

  10.5   All elements Revise and modify See detailed analysis and commentary 
Annex 2 

P F Olsen 
Ltd 

  10.5   Refer pg18 SLIMF model  
  10.5   The NZFFA recognises the flexibility that the SLIMF reserves calculator provides, 

the NZFFA also believes that the 10% set aside requirement will unfairly 
discriminate against thousands of small forest owners. For reasons of 
accessibility, topography, underlying fertility, and the strong political direction 
provided by successive New Zealand governments, very large tracts of the New 
Zealand landscape have been converted to pasture. 
Those small forest owners who are located in ecologically bereft Ecological 
Districts face the likelihood of certification being unobtainable due to the actions of 
individuals – and societies - before them. Many larger forest owners will be easily 
equipped to meet the 10% threshold, simply because of the decisions of those 
made before them. 
 
The NZFFA want a greater level of flexibility incorporated into the set-aside 
targets, with greater recognition of the sustainable land use benefits that arise 
from wooded environments. To name a few – reduced erosion, reduced 
sedimentation of waterways, habitat for flora and fauna, increased carbon 
sequestration, and so on. Rather than erecting barriers to integrated afforestation, 
the Standards Development Group should be supporting the multiple advantages 
of a land use model that is assisting in the regeneration of the countryside. 

NZ Form 
Forestry 
Association 
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The NZFFA recognises the ecological necessity of the multipliers that have been 
used in the development of the draft Standard – rewarding the management and 
presence of ecological merit. However, the NZFFA believes there is a lack of 
recognition shown to those forest owners who are investing in intensive and high 
cost biodiversity management. Restoring indigenous biodiversity from a baseline 
of zero to the level that is prescribed in the SLIMF calculator is not economically 
viable in degraded pastoral environments. Certification then becomes a case of 
‘luck of the drawer’ – those with existing indigenous biodiversity are eligible to 
enter the certification paradigm. Those without, do not have that opportunity. 
Small forest owners who are not farm foresters will be a group that are 
disproportionally affected by the current Reserves model. Off-farm investors 
typically targeted marginal, erodible, farming country in the 1980s and 1990. 
Afforesting the whole block was common practice in areas of nil biodiversity, 
thereby excluding alternative land use options. Such forest owners are, again - for 
all intents and purposes – excluded from certification under the current reserves 
model. 
The NZFFA question the level of ecological benefit that can be obtained by 
restoring a small fragment of indigenous biodiversity from an exotic forest site, 
within the context of a wider ecologically isolated landscape. Certainly the 
financial cost associated with such a proposition will make it not feasible. 
The NZFFA acknowledge the significant progress that has been made in the 
development of this most recent Draft Standard. However, we conclude by saying 
that further consideration of the set-aside model is needed. The current model, 
though providing for increased set-aside flexibility for a subset of Small Forest 
Growers, serves as a barrier to thousands of other growers who, often because of 
prior historical decisions made by others, are effectively obstructed from 
participation. 
 
A New Zealand Standard must provide the framework for a functional Group 
Certification scheme that will enable greater flexibility in how large numbers of 
Small Forest Growers meet set aside requirements needs to be considered. 
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 10 10.5   The criterion does not allow for situations where a forest owner/manager may 

purchase new land to establish in plantation. If that land has been purchased as 
farmland, it may be clear of all indigenous vegetation, and the biodiversity values 
may be exceptionally low. The forest manager may then be required to create set-
asides in order to meet the 10% set-aside area if the % within that particular 
Ecological District is low. This may affect the viability of the operation. 
Nor does the criterion recognise that plantation forests have biodiversity values 
within them. These values may be compromised at time of harvest, but most of 
them do return as the forest is replanted and grows. There is effect, but it generally 
short lived. 

Juken New 
Zealand Ltd 

 10 10.5   Concerns as per section 6 apply. Hancock 
Forest 
Management 
NZ Ltd 

 10 10.5   We strongly submit that a Reserves Guidance document is prepared that outlines 
all the requirements guidance and thresholds required for Reserves within 
Plantation forests from the indicators presented in Criterion 6.4 and Criterion 10.5. 

Ernslaw One 
Ltd 

   10.5.1    Pan Pac cannot support 10.5.1. In the heavily bisected Hawke’s Bay hill country, water 
courses are a regular and numerous feature. It is not realistic or economically feasible to 
retire large areas of land with a 20 m (10 m either side of the stream) buffer. Our land is no 
different from the dry stock farming next door where there are no riparians EVERY YEAR.  

Pan Pac 

 10 5 1  This indicator fails to recognise the important role plantation forests have played 
and continue to play in NZ in protecting the country’s existing indigenous forests 
from further exploitation.  Furthermore, many plantations are established on ex-
farm sites rather than indigenous forests, and since the forest accord there has not 
been conversion of indigenous forest by its signatories. 
While the 10% reserves goal is reasonable, imposing a 10% by ED layer greatly 
complicates compliance and creates perversities that do not necessarily result in 
good overall environmental outcomes.  It is an artificial construct in some cases.  A 

City Forests 
Ltd 
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clear example of this is City Forests’ reserves situation.  Although CFL has 
identified and protected reserves of 12% of its total estate, of the 5 EDs covered by 
the estate the company fails to meet the 10% standard in 4 of these.  By contrast 
the forests in one ED comprise of nearly 30% reserves, while in the others they are 
generally are surrounded by farmland.  Being ex-farmland, new reserve areas in 
the 4 EDs which are under 10% will result in many years and major costs of 
establishment and management.  These costs and resources would be far more 
efficiently and beneficially used to manage and enhance the values of the existing 
12% of reserves. 

 10 10.5 10.5.1  To ensure that Criterion 10.5 Reserves Contribution is fair for Certificate holders 
who are managing lands held in trust for Treaty Settlement the National Standard 
must recognise the land instruments and the Treaty process these areas are 
undergoing and address them within the Indicators. 
The solution we propose for this is to include a further step within Indicator 10.5.1 
following Step 3, or a Guidance Note added to Criterion 10.5. 
Indicator 10.5.1 Step 4, or Guidance Note becomes; 
“Where Management Units have entered the Treaty of Waitangi settlement 
handback process the Certificate holder will notify the National Initiative that this 
has commenced and annually prepare an advice note on the handback progress to 
be available to the Certifying Body (aligned with the requirements of Criterion 2.1).  
This advice note will list Land areas removed from the Certificate and their 
vegetation composition at removal. 
The areas previously identified for reserve contribution shall, at handback start 
date, for the purposes of the certificate holders remaining stocked area, remain as 
credited to the certificate holders reserve contribution under Indicator 10.5.1.” 
See general comments below. 

Ernslaw One 
Ltd 

 10 5 1  Indicator states that set asides should be a minimum of 10% of the management 
unit by Ecological District. There has been no evidence provided to show that 10% 
should be the figure – why not 5%? Plantation forests are grown for a commercial 
purpose, and to require 10% of the area to be locked into reserve areas may impact 
on the economics of the forest unit. This impact may in fact be higher in new forests 
planted on ex-farmland.  

Juken New 
Zealand Ltd 
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Should the submission regarding minimum riparian setbacks be accepted, then the 
10% requirement becomes harder to achieve, and forest owners would be required 
to set aside even more areas of potentially productive land to meet that. 
Further, a requirement for 10% may be sufficient to deter some companies from 
seeking FSC because they see that they must set aside land which might otherwise 
be productive and leave it to revert (or have to restore it), while the biodiversity 
values within their plantation forest are not recognised. 

 10 10.5 10.5.1  As a general comment the requirements of section 10.5 and calculation of reserve 
setasides has now become extraordinarily complex for what could be a relatively 
simple concept.     
 
Firstly relating to consistency of formatting, it seems odd that the process of 
determining reserve setasides for large forest owners is documented within 
principle 10.5, but the almost exact same process for SLIMF’s is documented in an 
entirely different layout in an Annex.  It would be much tidier and clearer if both 
were documented in the same place in the same format. 
 
In the bigger picture whilst we appreciate the huge amount of work and thought that 
has gone into the model, we still do question the scientific basis for requiring an 
absolute requirement of 10% reserve in each and every Ecological District.   
 
As has been discussed with some members of the SDG, Hancock Forest 
Management manage a reserve network of approximately 37,800 ha of indigenous 
reserve (or 14.2% of the certified FMU), located over 32 Ecological Districts.   Of 
these, our forests in 9 of these Ecological Districts contain less than 10% 
indigenous reserves for various reasons.   Following application of the various 
adjustments in the Guidance Note to 10.5.1 it is our assessment that we still have 4 
ED’s that contain less than the 10% criteria: 

1. Kinleith forest in the Atiamuri Ecological District that genuinely contains low 
reserve percentage (with adjustments approx 7.5%) 

2. Tarawera/Matahina Forest in the Kaingaroa Ecological District – forestry 
right with no associated reserves hence nil (3% with adjustment) 

Hancock 
Forest 
Management 
NZ Ltd 
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3. A 93ha sliver of Tarawera forest in the Te Teko Ecological District – nil 
reserve for the same reason as for 2 above. 

4. 850ha of single rotation forestry right forests in the Kawhia Ecological 
District with a reserve percentage of 3.5%. 

 
In relation to the first 3, all are located in Ecological Districts with low levels of  
available reserve outside of the forest, therefore under Step 4 as an option we 
could be required to make up the percentage by contributing to equivalent 
restoration in reserves outside of the Management Unit in adjacent Ecological 
Districts.  When we ourselves manage such a considerable area of reserve in other 
Ecological Districts that has been well assessed to assist us to identify priorities for 
management, it seems very illogical to be required to go and find some random 
reserve outside of the Management Unit to meet a criteria.   There is a high 
likelihood that the actual ecological outcomes will be significantly less than if we 
utilised that funding to manage our own reserves.  
 
With regard to fourth example in the Kawhia Ecological District, the forests in 
question are a one rotation forestry right.  We do not manage forest in adjacent 
ED’s that could contribute to the reserve percentage under Step 3 and therefore are 
required to find approx 55ha of reserve to manage for a period until the forest is 
harvested.   Given the forest is located directly adjacent to several thousand 
hectares of DOC managed land there is no shortage of indigenous reserve, and 
even if we did have the right to restore reserve (which we do not) it would be of 
questionable ecological benefit.  Given we already manage such a large area of 
reserve, it seems illogical to require us to obtain such a small additional area.    In 
reality we would have to utilise options under Step 4. 
 
On reflection it is our view that an approach that simply applies the reserve 
percentage requirement to the full Management Unit (as is the case in most 
National Standards in other countries) would bring so many benefits as far as 
weeding out illogical situations such as those described above, and also in vastly 
simplifying the requirements and interpretation of section 10.5.  The aspect of 



91 

 

 Principle 
No. 

Criterion 
No. 

Indicator 
No. 

Verifier 
No. 

Your Comment Attributed to; 

bringing about biodiversity improvement in Ecological Districts with less than 10% 
reserve could then be brought in by a criteria requiring reserves in those areas to 
be given the highest priority when assessing restoration priorities.   We really urge 
the SDG to give this more consideration. 
 
Further specific comment to the guidance note is provided below. 
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 10 10.5.1   Guidance Note  - Step 1 second bullet point:  Whilst we understand what this 
means (an exemption for areas <50ha) the wording is confusing.  As has been 
requested previously we also believe there should be a percentage exemption to 
allow for very minor proportions of the estate to be exempt – such as in the fourth 
example above where the forest makes up only 0.3% of the certified management 
unit 
 
Step 2: By our assessment in a forest the size of ours the multipliers make almost 
no difference to reserve percentages.  By way of example we have over the past 
two years undertaken a comprehensive restoration project on a 55ha wetland 
complex in Kinleith forest to remove invasive weed pests and implement animal 
pest control.  To date the cost of restoration has been $85,000.  At a 1.5 multiplier 
this increases the reserve percentage in that ED by 0.2%  - clearly not a good 
return on expenditure in terms of a goal of meeting the 10% requirements! 
 
Step 4:  If the current model is retained it would be helpful if it could be clarified how 
much effort is required, and if implementation of only one of the bullets is sufficient. 
In our case it would be our intention to implement bullet point 1 – active restoration 
of reserves in those ED’s that are under-represented – to meet the requirements.  
However we are somewhat unclear whether we would have to go back to the 
National Initiative for approval (or whether the auditor can make the call whether 
our effort is sufficient.  We are also unclear how the two ED’s with effectively nil 
reserve (examples 2&3 above) fit in with this.  
 
Step 5:  Depending on the forest ownership structure step 5 will in many cases not 
be possible (for example forestry right or lease forests where it is not within the 
control of the Forest Manage to convert productive area to reserve). 

Hancock 
Forest 
Management 
NZ Ltd 

  10.5.1   We do not support 10% or 10% by ED.  This indicator should not be based on an 
arbitrary number that has no basis in science.  10% reduction in the ability of any 
commercial operation to realise a return on investment is significant.  As an 
example if a new forest is being established that is 1000ha and 100ha must be set 
aside as a Reserve, this is a potential loss in revenue of $3,000,000 to the forest 

Rayonier NZ 
Ltd 
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owner.   This is assuming a negative multiplier does apply as the block may be 
being established from farmland with a 0.5 penalty to any reserve from the outset.   
Further we strongly disagree to any negative multipliers as this is a huge 
disincentive to create any reserve area.  The overall calculator is confusing and will 
be very hard to implement and verify from our or an auditors perspective.   This 
aspect of the standard is also complicated where land is not owned by the 
management entity as we have no ability to set aside any land outside of the 
productive area in many instances and can only rely on the status quo or what was 
inherited.  We are in a position where we have 50,000ha of area (out of a total of 
180,000ha) not planted for production which has a broad assemblage of land that 
may meet the reserve definition in many cases but fails in others.   Assessing let 
alone managing 50,000ha for reserve purposes is overly onerous, expensive and 
impractical for a forest manager.  We are first and foremost forest managers 
representing our investors interests which have a commercial focus. We do not 
have the experience or the resources to manage 50,000ha on the same basis and 
arguably to a higher standard than our lead conservation agency.  Further to this 
we would only require 18,000ha to meet the 10% (assuming we agreed) yet we 
cannot meet this by ED.   The whole model fails to recognise the importance of the 
plantation itself within the landscape with a reserve contribution 0%.  However 
research has proven that plantations in NZ to provide biological diversity and in 
many cases serve as pseudo reserves. We support the requirement to manage 
existing reserves appropriate to the scale of the operation however restoring these 
to a natural is not practical as this cannot be achieved by DOC.    We are confused 
as to where the 10% by ED has come from as no science supports this and there is 
no explanation available as to the rationale.  We also feel that this is being driven 
by over ENGO’s who have absolutely nothing to lose and may in fact hold the 
standard to ransom if this target is not agreed to.  We feel that it is very easy to be 
in this position when ultimately it will cost them nothing to support but will have a 
very real impact on a commercial plantation.   
We feel the solution lies in practical management of high value and significant 
habitats that will have real gains in line with principle 10.  We would support a 
Standard that reflects this and feel that placing resources where most benefit can 
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be gained is beneficial rather than thinly spreading scarce resources that will 
ultimately result in little or no gains overtime.   We feel that this aspect is in 
contradiction to the other Principles that target economic efficiency of the resource. 

   10.5.1  10.5.1 L: the Guidance Note effectively has normative requirements as it is as stepwise 
process and not just guidance. Criticial to add that this is a hierarchical process that means 
a MU can only move to the next step if it absolutely cannot meet it’s requirements at the 
previous step. The 50 ha threshold for outlying areas is a problem (and the footnote 2 does 
not seem to appear in the doc to explain). It is not clear how this would work. Does it 
mean that the outlying areas in other EDs are just added to the larger plantation unit and 
then reserve requirements calculated accordingly, or as the words say, these areas are 
exempt. If the latter then strongly disagree. This could have the perverse outcome of a 
smaller MU with  several outlying areas having a significantly less requirement to fulfil. Eg. 
1100 ha MU with six outlying areas of between 30‐ 50 ha each.  

 

Greenpeace 

 10 5 1L  We oppose the 10% threshold at the Ecological District level.  This blunt approach 
is not helpful in identifying priorities. In our FMU we have one ecological district 
where we have set asides representing ~ 5% of the FMU in the ED. Under the 
proposed standard we would be required to restore additional area to meet the 10% 
threshold when the FMU is adjacent to Conservation Estate and the representation 
within the ED is not under threat.  
Therefore we submit that the threshold should be 10% of the FMU AND where 10% 
can not be met then the Forest Manager must develop a prioritised programme to 
restore or establish reserve set asides within the FMU that will contribute to 
restoration of acutely or chronically threatened land environments. If no such 
environments exist within the FMU or it is not practical to establish reserves that 
assist with restoration of acutely or chronically threatened land environments within 
the FMU then there should be no obligation or requirement to achieve any set limit.  

Nelson 
Management 
Ltd 

  10.5 10.5.1  Step 2: Where less than 20% of the Ecological District or equivalent is protectred 
additional area categories can be added: bullet point 1: within multiple values to the 

Kerry Borkin 
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local community the use of such areas by native and rare species should be 
considered. 

 10 10.5 10.5.1  Defining a 10% reserve set-aside by Ecological Districts (ED’s) is an approach that will 
cause considerable issues for Blakely Pacific Ltd (BPL). BPL is a relatively small forestry 
company with approximately 80% of its forests scattered throughout the lower half of the 
east coast of the South Island with the remaining areas located in the BoP region.  

If BPL’s forest resource was viewed in its entirety then the 10% reserve set-aside would be 
achieved, however, due to the fact that the company has established many new forests on 
ex-pasture sites - many of which had very little indigenous ecotype present at the time of 
establishment – then the suggested draft 10.5 Criterion will place the company in a situation 
where some forests that are isolated within ED’s, will achieve a very low reserve 
percentage. The steps currently stated in the guidance notes offer little assistance to 
achieve an increase in reserve percentage. 

BPL has been FSC certified since 2003, the company is gaining momentum with reserve 
identification and prioritization and R.T.E recognition and protection – some of which is 
undertaken outside the scope of FSC -, however, the requirement in step 4 of the guidance 
notes to approach the national initiative and obtain approval for reserve/R.T.E protection 
projects outside of the company’s forest estate, and within ED’s where reserve percentages 
are low, is likely to result in a requirement to divert finances reserved for current reserve 
and R.T.E projects to those projects required to satisfy the 10% reserve by ED’s, therefore, 
potentially having a detrimental effect on current reserve and R.T.E projects.  

Suggestions for solving the issues associated with 10% reserve by Ecological Districts; 

• The current focus on reserve set-asides defined at the ED level is not appropriate 
for plantation forest owners whose forest resource is spread throughout many ED’s. 
It would be more beneficial to develop an approach that focuses on aspects relating 
to total forest estate biodiversity gains, which if I understand correctly, is one of the 
desired outcomes of the current Principle and Criteria review?  

• Within the guidance notes of 10.5, allow for the significant environmental benefits of 
forests established on ex-pasture sites. It is important to note that in addition to the 
environmental benefits of the planted forest on these sites, on average 

Blakely 
Pacific Ltd 
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approximately 10% of a newly established forest will inevitability not be established 
in plantation species - due to some areas not being suitable for establishment - and, 
with the grazing pressure removed; biodiversity will be enhanced in these areas 
over time. 

 10 5 1L  Set aside of 10% 
Timberlands acknowledge the difficulties of balancing the desires of environmental 
groups and the realities of existing forest composition and in particular the past 
decisions when conservation and production components of state owned forests 
were separated. 
 
Whilst we have accepted the 10% set-aside this has been against what we 
consider good ecological principles and fairness (see examples below).  Requiring 
the 10% by Ecological District (ED) has further complicated this.  Timberlands will 
need to seek further “conservation” land outside the Kaingaroa forest estate and 
this will come at some cost, and in some cases may preclude some good projects 
that won’t gain reserve area status within the estate (i.e. funding work on the small 
Iwitahi Orchard reserve).  In essence by agreeing to the 10% set-aside Timberlands 
are committing significant funds to conservation and expect this to be recognised 
by some resolution to issues addressed in our submission. 
 
Issue examples 
One of the key reasons for establishing Kaingaroa Forest was to take pressure of 
natural forests.  This has succeeded and only 1% of NZ wood production comes 
from natural forests, the remaining 99% from plantations.  Also as part of the 
privatisation of Government plantations (1987) much of the natural forests 
associated with Kaingaroa Forest were annexed and placed in control of the 
Department of Conservation, to be managed as preservation forest.  Requiring 
Kaingaroa to now re-create conservation areas would be an unfair measure that 
penalises pre-FSC strategic and environmentally robust decision making (that was 
fiercely promoted by Forest and Bird at the time). 
 

Timberlands 
Ltd 
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Notably the Kaingaroa Ecological District was established to recognise the large 
Kaingaroa plantation was in effect an ecological district.  Therefore the boundaries 
for this district were drawn up predominantly around the forest boundary.  The 
steps to calculate reserve area do not recognise this situation where there is almost 
no natural area outside Kaingaroa Forest in the Kaingaroa ED.  This will make it 
difficult for Kaingaroa to meet the 10% set aside in the same ED. It also appears to 
be a perverse outcome of the strict requirement for 10% reserve area by ED and 
the principles used when establishing ED boundaries. 
 
Solution 
The draft new criterion 6.4 and 6.5 and explanatory notes of the Principles and 
Criteria Review is a reasonable approach.   

Through the exhaustive plantations review and consequent Principles and Criteria 
Review, FSC has moved away from requiring a fixed set aside to a more dynamic 
approach where biodiversity can be managed through a variety of mechanisms that 
recognise contributions made by plantation stand characteristics (i.e. mosaic of 
stands), riparians, wildlife corridors, reserve areas and landscape.  We 
recommend the SDG move away from a fixed reserve requirement and better 
reflect the intent of the plantations review with the dynamic approach 
principally addressed in the draft new Criteria 6.5 and Revised 10.2, or that 
some significant discount to forests with these characteristics is applied.  
 
From the Draft revised FSC Principles and Criteria: 
New 6.5:  The Organization shall identify, conserve and/or restore representative 
samples of ecosystems within the Management Unit, proportionate to the 
uniqueness and conservation status of these ecosystems and the scale, intensity, 
risk of management activities in the Management Unit.  
 
Explanatory Notes:  
 
1. Criterion 6.5 deals with conservation of ecosystems not especially linked to RTE 
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species while Criterion 6.4 deals with species protection, including through habitat 
protection.  
 
2. The purpose of the samples is to provide long-term protection of the ecosystems 
and at the same time to provide baseline data for assessments of the effects of 
management.  
 
3. Every certified management unit must include samples of conserved and/or 
restored ecosystems. The scale of conservation and/or restoration is determined by 
the conservation status and uniqueness of the ecosystems in question as well as 
the scale, intensity and risk of management activities.  
 
4. In Management Units with only degraded examples of natural ecosystems, The 
Organization should improve or restore samples of these ecosystems.  
 
5. The concept of uniqueness takes account of the extent and range of these 
ecosystems inside and outside the Management Unit. An example is The 
Organization’s management of a large proportion of a natural ecosystem with 
limited distribution (uniqueness is high). In this case the obligation to conserve or 
restore is higher than where the ecosystem is widespread and The Organization 
manages only a small proportion (uniqueness is low).  
 
6. Identification may involve engagement with national and local authorities, 
independent scientific experts and/or other knowledgeable stakeholders mandated 
for or specialized in the conservation and restoration of ecosystems.  
 
7. The Criterion does not require legal ‘protection status’ of the ecosystems in 
question.  
 
8. In order to maintain habitat and species diversity and increase resilience, 
connectivity between the samples should be enhanced. This could be combined 
with wildlife corridors as required by Criterion 6.7.  
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9. If possible, the samples should also be integrated into national or regional habitat 
protection plans in order to contribute to landscape level conservation. Integration 
does not mean transfer of ownership. Every country has some kind of national plan 
for conservation of species and habitat diversity; consult IUCN or UNEP World 
Conservation Monitoring Centre if encountering local difficulties.  
 
10. The Organization has a greater implicit responsibility to conserve habitats within 
the Management Unit in cases where there is good reason to believe that natural 
ecosystems are inadequately protected in the region, according to available 
stakeholder and expert opinion.  
 
Also Revised P10.2 
Native species and local genotypes shall be used, unless there is a clear and 
convincing justification for using others. Alien species may be used only after local 
trials and/or experience have shown that they are not invasive or that invasive 
tendencies are minor and easily controlled or mitigated.  
 
Explanatory Notes:  
 
1. Recognizing that this might not always be the case and that each situation must 
be considered on its merits, FSC prefers the use of local species and genotypes 
because the communities they form are (1) usually more favorable for local species 
of plants and animals than communities dominated by alien species, and (2) 
expected to be more resilient to the effects of climate change.  
 
2. This approach is also supported by the fact that legal requirements increasingly 
include recognition of the need for genetic diversity to accommodate unpredictable 
effects of climate change.  
 
3. The preference for native species extends to all species in the management unit, 
not only the crop trees; for example, soil cover crops and understory shrubs for 
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feeding wildlife and domesticated animals.  
 
4. Justifications for the use of alien species and non-local genotypes, compatible 
with FSC rules may arise with a wide variety of situations and objectives, and 
should be stated in the management planning documents. National or generic 
Indicators may describe some of these situations (see examples below).  
 
5. The term Alien Species is used in accordance with the definition of Convention 
on Biological Diversity (see also glossary): A species, subspecies or lower taxon, 
introduced outside its natural past or present distribution; includes any part, 
gametes, seeds, eggs, or propagules of such species that might survive and 
subsequently reproduce.  
 
6. Any species may become invasive in some situations, but this criterion is 
designed to prevent invasiveness in and around the certified Management Unit. 
The ability to manage a community by natural regeneration may be a major 
advantage, and requires some small degree of invasiveness in the regenerated 
species.  
 
7. According to Criterion 1.11 The Organization must comply with national and/or 
local laws for monitoring and control of alien species. Note that this legal 
compliance may involve management activities which are contrary to Criterion 10.2. 
According to section 8.20 of FSC-STD-20-007 Version 3-0 Forest Management 
Evaluations conflicts between laws/regulations and the P&C shall be evaluated by 
the certification body on a case by case basis, in arrangement with the involved or 
affected parties.  
 
8. The use of alien species may be justified by a combination, but not necessarily 
all, of the following mechanisms:  
 
i. That the supply of wood or environmental services from the Management Unit 
has demonstrably reduced the degradation of natural forest in the region or country 
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of the Management Unit. This can be demonstrated where there is significant 
natural forest formally protected and managed by a legally recognised conservation 
agency for conservation purposes, and where wood supply is primarily from 
plantations, and/or:  
 There is a system of natural reserve areas within the Management Unit, 
and/or  
 There are corridors primarily comprising natural forest vegetation linking 
reserves established for biodiversity protection and enhancement within the 
Management Unit to legally protected natural forest areas adjacent to the 
Management Unit, and/or  
  
iv. The Organisation contributes to biodiversity protection/management outside, but 
within the general landscape of the Management Unit.  
 
v. The management unit provides an array of environmental services that contribute 
to biological diversity within the landscape. This can include providing a habitat for 
rare, threatened or endangered species; providing alternate recreation 
opportunities: providing clean water that enables water-bodies such as streams to 
contain natural biodiversity; and regulating water yield to reduce the impact of storm 
events etc.  
 
Biodiversity can be achieved by either meeting i or ii below:  
i. There is a mix of production species with either:  

. No greater than xx% of any one species, or  

. A minimum of 2 species managed in a mixed canopy selection system. 
ii. Natural biodiversity is promoted and managed within the Management Unit 
through a combination, but not necessary all, of the following mechanisms:  

. A mosaic of age classes exists that can be demonstrated to provide 
habitat and succession of natural biodiversity within the plantation, and/or  

. The average rotation length, species choice and silvicultural system 
choice is sufficient to promote biodiversity, and/or  

. There is demonstrable evidence of a diversity of natural species within 
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the plantation, and/or  
. There is evidence that rare, threatened or endangered species are 

using the plantation as habitat to an extent that the plantation is extending 
the range and survival of the species and there is a plan to manage these 
species.  
 
The above (in particular bolded wording) reflects the current status in Kaingaroa 
and should be recognised as a key contributor to biodiversity in plantations.  The 
need for reserves is more pertinent to plantations that do not have the 
characteristics listed above.  
 
Recommended amendment: The last edition of the FSC P&C revision addresses 
the biodiversity set aside issue in a different manner as follows: 
 
A 50% reduction in reserve area is applied to forests that can demonstrate meeting 
either i or ii as follows: 
 
i. There is a mix of production species with either:  

. No greater than 50% of any one species, or  

. A minimum of 2 species managed in a mixed canopy selection system. 
ii. Natural biodiversity is promoted and managed within the Management Unit 
through a combination, but not necessary all, of the following mechanisms:  
• A mosaic of age classes exists that can be demonstrated to provide habitat 
and succession of natural biodiversity within the plantation, and/or  
• The average rotation length, species choice and silvicultural system choice 
is sufficient to promote biodiversity, and/or  
• There is demonstrable evidence of a diversity of natural species within the 
plantation, and/or  
• There is evidence that rare, threatened or endangered species are using the 
plantation as habitat to an extent that the plantation is extending the range and 
survival of the species and there is a plan to manage these species.  

 10 5 2  There appears to be a real attempt to add prioritisation in the verifiers here.  We Nelson 
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support this approach (except for the purpose of achieving 10.5.1) and suggest that 
it could be further developed to establish a realistic obligation on any Forest 
Manager in terms of maintenance of biodiversity and ecosystem integrity.  

Management 
Ltd 

   10.5.3  Support – the pertinent word is ‘effective’.  Pest (plant and weed) control is vital to 
realise biodiversity benefits.   

Meg Graeme 
& Hamish 
Kendal 

   10.5.4 

 

 We are concerned that 15 years is too long to implement this requirement. 

 

Nga Uri o te 
Ngahere 
Trust 

 10 10.5 10.5.7  It is unclear as to the purpose of this provision in addition to all the other numerous 
provisions relating to reserve restoration and expansion, and the very long time 
frame?  

Hancock 
Forest 
Management 
NZ Ltd 

   10.5.7  Although the management of natural areas to preserve biodiversity is supported in 
general, NZFM is concerned about the requirements for restoration or expansion of 
natural areas. 
Plantation forests by nature are commercial businesses that provide significant 
social and economic benefits to the local, regional and national economies. A part 
of ensuring the ongoing health and vitality of the FMU as a whole is to ensure 
natural areas are healthy and sustainable. This should not be confused with the 
expansion and active restoration of natural areas. Appropriately managing what is 
present to maintain health does not necessarily require an increase in population of 
species present. The forest owner/manager may elect to do that but should not be 
compelled to do so. 

New Zealand 
Forest 
Managers 
Ltd 

  10.6  

 

  Strongly support. 

 

Nga Uri o te 
Ngahere 
Trust 

  10.6   support – otherwise it is not a sustainable land use. Meg Graeme 
& Hamish 
Kendal 

   10.6.1  support – that soil quality is ‘improved’ Meg Graeme 
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& Hamish 
Kendal 

   10.6.1 

 

s. 

 

Submit that monitoring must be conducted for loss of topsoil and erosion. And that results 
of all research and monitoring be available to landowners and the community. 

 

Nga Uri o te 
Ngahere 
Trust 

 10 10.6 10.6.2  Change “Plantations should be routinely monitored for reductions in productivity” to 
“Plantations should be routinely monitored for change in productivity. The cause of 
this change assessed and plans put in place to restore if the effects are more than 
minor” or words to that effect. 

Ernslaw One 
Ltd 

  10.7   partially support – support the focus on prevention.  Do not support a focus on 
biological control.  Also note our comments under Criterion 6.6. 

Meg Graeme 
& Hamish 
Kendal 

  10.7/ 
10.8 

  10.7 or 10.8: A major missing indicator(s) specifically on wilding control. Would need to 
include the wording of “Wilding trees shall be controlled in all categories of reserve areas 
and in adjacent lands where they have resulted from current or historic spread from the 
MU.” 

Greenpeace 

   10.7.1 

 

 Submit that there is no sustainable pest population and that such a phrase should not be 
included in these standards.   

Pest control methods should be agreed with land owners prior to implementation. 

Baselines for monitoring across all indices must be established. 

Nga Uri o te 
Ngahere 
Trust 

  10.8   support – monitoring of effects is vital and should be a recognised cost of the land 
user.  Off-site monitoring is especially important for community wellbeing.   

Meg Graeme 
& Hamish 
Kendal 

 10 10.8 10.8.1 d Object to verifier d) “Regulatory authority monitoring is recorded or publicly 
available” 
We have no problems with recording monitoring, however, the working relationship 

Ernslaw One 
Ltd 
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with Regulatory authorities with regard to sensitive information is based on trust 
and in some cases, specifically Whangapoua Forest, the audit reports are 
comprehensive documents detailing operations and activities at a level which we 
would be uncomfortable making publically available. The reports associated can be 
accessed via the regulatory authority if interested parties wish to go to that extent, 
however placing the reports containing the detail they do on our website would be 
objected to. 

 10 10.9 10.9.3  This definition of “naturally occurring vegetation” should be in the Glossary Juken New 
Zealand Ltd

   10.9.3  10.9.3: Support the proposed indicator if it applies only for areas with conversion from 
1994 through to the date of the standard i.e. this is not a rolling exemption. An additional 
18 years opportunity for conversion is a significant concession. If it was to be a rolling 
exemption then there would need to be much greater consideration of natural ecosystem 
protection and restoration requirements in the landscape and overall commitments to 
FSC. The only precedent I know for this is in PNG where it is in the context of a full 
participatory land‐use plan over all the clan/tribes lands, is based on the conversion being 
needed for garden areas, and is a maximum of 20% of lands.  

Greenpeace 

 

General comments: 
I have had a quick look over the standard and there are several key adjustments you need to make in accordance with 
FSC-STD-60-002 Structure and Content of National Forest Stewardship Standards: 

1. Many of the verifiers you have listed are worded as indicators.  As stated in the definition in FSC-STD-60-002 and in 
your standard ‘Means of verification are not normative and the certification body may justifiably use alternatives to those 
listed’.  This means that verifiers do not have to be complied with where indicators do.  Verifies are usually pieces of 
evidence as described in the example (p9) Box 1 of FSC-STD-60-002: 

Richard Robertson 
Policy Manager: 

 r.robertson@fsc.org 

FSC International  

Center GmbH  
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Indicator: Timber sales documentation shall enable all timber sold to be traced back to the 

forest of origin. 

Means of verification: contract documents; dispatch or delivery notes; haulers’ invoices 

The Note to 4.5 of FSC-STD-60-002 reads: 

NOTE: Means of verification are not normative. They do not define thresholds for 

compliance, but indicate potential sources of information or evidence that an auditor 

may find useful in evaluating compliance, such as records, documents, maps, field 

observations or interviews (see Box 1). 

Many of the elements you classify as verifiers define thresholds.  Either these should be made into indicators or in some 
cases as guidance.  If they are guidance then they are not normative either.  The SDG needs to be aware of this as it 
has a marked effect on how auditors audit the standard. 

2. The numbering does not follow that described under 5.2 of FSC-STD-60-002.  Again, this is to make the standard 
clear when auditing. 

3. Has there been any further interpretation of HCVF for New Zealand?  This would be useful to include as an annex. 

Areas referred to in the other Principles may also meet the definition of HCVF.  P9 then requires special care to be 
taken in such areas. The HCVF definition should not be decoupled from P9. 

Even though your standard only covers plantations, some plantations will no doubt contain rare threatened or 
endangered ecosystems (HCV 3) or provide basic services of nature (HCV4) such as protection of watersheds, erosion 
control and the like.  What about areas fundamental to meeting basic cultural needs or critical to traditional cultural 
identity (HCV5&6)? 
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PAN PAC SUBMISSION ON THE DRAFT FSC NATIONAL STANDARD FOR PLANTATION FORESTRY

About Fsc’s Benefit to Pan Pac  

Pan Pac is a staunch supporter of well managed forests. That is why Pan Pac provides considerable in‐kind support to NZFOA for 
environmental initiatives and to regional environmental projects. 

However, FSC has proved over the 10 years we have been certified, to have provided little or no economic benefit and almost no 
market access benefit. That is why our own mill, NZ largest single site mill, uses almost no FSC wood.  

In saying this, FSC has added benefits by improving our forestry operations. It has become an essential part of doing the job right.  

The concern I raise with the SDG is to recognize that most companies are not doing FSC purely for financial gain. Therefore, the 
Standard needs to recognize that there are boundaries, if crossed, will give up FSC certification. That would be tragic to see. The 
forest industry is a real environmental leader, and the SDG should be recognizing this and not force decisions on a single indicator 
or two. FSC is about the whole package.  

Summary 

Pan Pac strongly supports the need to have a FSC National Standard for New Zealand plantation forests. 

Pan Pac supports the draft standard, with the exception of two indicators; 10.2.2(?) riparian management, and 10.5.1 reserve set 
aside contribution. 

Pan Pac struggles to understand that we are still expected to somehow have 10% by ecological district or make up for it, even 
though our total reserve area is more than 10% and we make a significant contribution to the biodiversity within the region. 
Currently, as written, 10.2.2(?) is unduly penalizes us. 

10 metres around all watercourses is not acceptable to Pan Pac. The NES, the NZFOA ECOP, and many Council plans have 5 m 
buffers. As most of Pan Pac’s forest is Pre‐1990, there are potential deforestation liabilities with 10 m considering FSC is only 

Pan Pac 
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voluntary and the off‐set is not a legislative requirement. 

Pan Pac appreciates the considerable effort that has gone into the Standard so far, and appreciates the progress made since the 
stalled 2003 draft was resumed. 

Water Yield: 

In some areas (such as Tasman and Canterbury) afforestation has a significant impact on water yield and therefore on instream 
health and also downstream water use. Where water yield would be seriously affected, it could be a consultation trigger similar to 
the indigenous vegetation Indicator 6.10.2 and require proof of mitigation of effects.  

Landscapes: 

It is not clear if natural character and landscape values have been considered in the Standard. Again, some trigger for significant 
landscapes could be provided similar to the requirement to consult as provided in 6.10.2. 

Department of 
Conservation 

I support the proposed standard with the changes above, and with the addition of a supporting document that 
contains a current list of native species that should be monitored for within plantations and considered in 
assessments.  Such a list should be freely available, such as on a website, and cont References: 

Berndt LA, Brockerhoff EG, Jactel H 2008. Relevance of exotic pine plantations as a surrogate habitat for ground beetles 
(Carabidae) where native forest is rare. Biodiversity Conservation 17: 1171 ‐ 1185. 

Brockerhoff EG, Berndt LA, Jactel H 2005. Role of exotic pine forests in the conservation of the critically endangered ground beetle 
Holcaspis brevicula (Coleoptera: Carabidae). New Zealand Journal of Ecology 29: 37 ‐ 43. 

Deconchat M, Brockerhoff EG, Barbaro L 2009. Effects of surrounding landscape composition on the conservation value of native 
and exotic habitats for native forest birds. Forest Ecology and Management 258S: S196 ‐ S204. 

Fahy O, Gormally M 1998. A comparison of plant and carabid beetle communities in an Irish oak woodland with a nearby conifer 
plantation and clearfelled site. Forest Ecology and Management 110: 263 ‐ 273. 

 
  

Kerry Borkin 
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As far as the standards go, They look really good. I have the following comments: (see 5.5 also) 

Although there is talk of audit I didn't see how this was to be achieved, although I may have missed it. Shouldn't the standards 
contain a section clearly specifying how audit will be conducted. This audit should be, in part, by independent 
groups/individuals.   
  
As always we would be keen to enter into any joint venture in terms of ecological restoration required by these new standards. 
  
Thanks for the chance to participate. 

Forest Life Force 
Restoration Trust 

The time and cost attached to documenting the FSC requirements is a barrier to many thousands of small forest 
owners.  All Management Planning requirements need to recognise the limited resource (time and money) available to 
most small forest owners.   

The set aside requirements are a glaring barrier to uptake of certification for many small forest owners.  At a time when 
New Zealand (Inc) needs to be encouraging more trees in the pastoral landscape for the protection of our 
environmental resources, the demands of the FSC certification process (and most notably the set aside requirements) 
seem to instead dissuade  small forest grower participation.  The New Zealand Standard needs to reflect the historical 
land use changes that have occurred over large parts of New Zealand, and the resultant lack of indigenous biodiversity 
that remains in many parts of New Zealand.   Our small South Otago SLIMF trial clearly shows that though some forest 
owners may be managing their forests according to best practice, they are very likely to  be excluded from FSC 
certification due to a historic decision to purchase land that did not have any indigenous biodiversity.  Restoring 
indigenous biodiversity from a zero start point is not affordable, and as such is unrealistic. 

The flexibility within the current Reserves calculator is acknowledged as an improvement since the last draft Standard 
(v3.1), but it continues to prohibit those forest owners in many parts of New Zealand that happen to reside in more 
heavily modified environments.  A more flexible Reserves model will encourage uptake of FSC certification, and as 
such, the continual improvement in management of social, environmental, cultural and economic values that it aspires 
to achieve.   

A New Zealand Standard must provide the framework for a functional Group Certification scheme that will enable 

Sth  Otago SLIMF 
trial 
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greater flexibility for large numbers of Small Forest Growers  to collectively meet the  set aside requirements. 

The Trusts are concerned that Principle 6 does not take into account the financial implications of maintaining 
ecological functions and the commitment required from forest managers to effectively fulfil its obligations 
under this Principle. 
 
Lake Taupo Forest and Rotoaira Forest contain substantial natural areas. Approximately 30% (or ~14,500 
hectares) of the forest is non-productive area, consisting of riparian areas, wetlands, and indigenous 
reserves. The forests are owned by Ngati Tuwharetoa and when they were established the landowners 
ensured that areas of significance, riparian areas were excluded from the productive area of the forest. 
Objectives 1-4 of the forest leases are to protect the land, soil, water quality, waahi tapu and access rights of 
the forest owners. Managing the forest for financial gain (Objective 5) can only be achieved if the previous 
four objectives are met. The landowners of Lake Taupo and Rotoaira Forests are committed to ensuring the 
ecological functions and integrity of the forest and land are maintained for future generations.  
 
However, because the area of natural areas is significant, managing these areas under Principle 6 will incur 
substantial financial costs. These costs come about through pest control, weed control, potential carbon 
liabilities, ecological surveys and ongoing management work.    
Lake Taupo & Lake Rotoaira Forest Trust 
Principle 6 needs to recognise the financial costs to that the requirements will have on forest 
owners/managers. Any indicators/verifiers that require promotion or enhancement of natural areas are 
unacceptable. The maintenance of ecological values is essential but due to cost constraints the enhancement 
of ecological values, threatened species etc is in some cases completely unrealistic.  
 

Lake Taupo & Lake 
Rotoaira Forest Trust

Overall we welcome the Draft NZ FSC standards which have been long in coming.  There is strong support for the environmental 
component of the standards within our group, and the recognition of tangata whenua and rights under the Treaty of Waitangi.  
However we believe that there should be more recognition of whanau, hapu, iwi and shareholders/beneficiaries and their right to be 
consulted, within the standards to make this more robust.  As such, the standards should include whanau, not just hapu and iwi.  

Our comments on the draft standards are included herein for the Chambers’ consideration. 

Nga Uri o te Ngahere 
Trust 
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In addition, the key issue that we see within implementing the standards is with the process of audit, monitoring and compliance.  
The final part of our submission makes comment on this aspect. 

We have had considerable experience of FSC and its processes over the last 3 years in particular, regarding the .................which has 
seen us involved as a member of the ............................., in audit processes by SCS, and ASI.  This area could arguably be a 
microcosm of the issues faced by groups in terms of social and environmental impacts of forestry activities.  We therefore offer to 
the standard development group the opportunity to visit and meet with us and to witness our experience within the FSC at a 
community level, in order to ensure the development of robust standards for Aotearoa going forward. 

1/ Please see our comments on the draft standards in the formatted table above. 

2/  FSC Audit, monitoring and compliance 

We submit that: 

• The integrity of the standards and the FS Certificate stands and falls on compliance and the way it is audited 
• Our experience shows that at the local level certifiers have a conflict of interest, and a bias towards financial returns and 

production over other values 
• Certifying companies are selected by forestry mgt companies on the basis of who will issue a cert – so it’s a race to the 

bottom mentality and reality in applying the standards 
• At the international level – complaints filed on audit practice in our experience are ignored until the certifying company is 

itself audited 
• Even then the follow up audit of complaint is not adequate as it focuses on saving the contract – not ensuring compliance 

and standards are met. 

Therefore – the NZ standards can be adopted, but there needs to be a revised system of audit put in place where; 

• Certifying companies have to tender for the contracts via FSC and ASI who will measure the tenders on standards and not 
costs [race to the top] 

• Improved systems [compliance] need to be set in place setting out the steps mgt companies have to take when a formal 
complaint is received 

• The effected parties [complainants] must be included directly in the consultation and resolution of disputes, and response 
from mgt companies has to be independently audited 
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• Audits and certifying companies must show [and apply] a required requisite skill level and knowledge in social, cultural, 
environmental and economic values and principles 

• Complainants must have a right of reply and rebuttal on responses from mgt companies during the audit process – and 
before the audit report is released. 

• Any serious breaches alleged during the audit process must result in those matters being investigated [with the audit halting 
until these are evaluated] 

• Matters that cannot be resolved must be set down for mediation or arbitration – and mgt companies must be required to 
engage. 

As we have considerable recent experience in terms of the above, we would like to offer to the std setting committee the 
opportunity to visit and meet with us and to witness our experience with the audit system and the flaws in FSC at a community 
level. 

We would also like to remain a party to the ongoing consultation on these matters – should this continue by the NZ stds 
development group. 

Thank you for your consideration of our submission. 

Nga mihi nui, 

The Trustees 

Nga Uri o te Ngahere Trust 

Much of the draft standard is fair and workable and the groups are to be commended for this. There remain 
serious problems around Principle 6 and 10 that need significant .good faith. revision to find a workable 
solution.There is a potentially serious conflict of terminology that needs to be resolved. 
Principle 10.5 refers on one hand to .A minimum area...equal or equivalent to 10% of the management unit by 
ecological district (or ecosystem characterisation at a similar scale such as LENZ111)... The two are 
completely different! An ED is a large scale qualitative aggregation of ecosystems into a bounded geographic 
AREA deemed to be representative of a relatively unique array of the ecological processes the area contains. 
 
LENZ is a classification of NZ, independent of artificial ED boundaries, into unique surface polygons each 

P F Olsen Ltd 
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one, irrespective of where it occurs in NZ, represents a unique similar set of bioclimatic conditions that have 
been defined quantitatively. The same LENZ type anywhere in the country represents the same bioclimatic 
conditions, (hence growing conditions, hence native forest assemblages). LENZ polygons are not fixed but 
will change overtime if for instance climate changes. 
 
 Reservation (set-asides) of 10% by ED is simply that, a measure of an area irrespective of the actual quality 
or rarity of the specific vegetation or ecosystem types incorporated into the selected 10%. As such unless the 
10% of reserved set-aside also happens to represent a significant proportion of the area of an ED, it is 
unlikely on average, to have any meaningful relevance to the overall elements of an ED that might be rare or 
under represented. 
 
Conversely LENZ at a nationally analysed level III scale, is an excellent tool for establishing those bioclimatic 
zones that still contain natural ecosystems and by default how well or poorly represented they are in the 
overall land matrix of NZ. This is particularly useful to assist ranking assessments of individual set-aside 
areas within a forest in terms of whether they are likely to be of high ecological value. This is how we have 
used it.  
 
To try to reserve 10% by LENZ type is tantamount to needing to establish the total mix of LENZ types 
(vegetation associations) within the FMU, group of Forests or certificate, then .find. areas to set aside within 
the aggregate of forests to ensure that each of the total of LENZ types in the aggregate has at least 10% set-
aside for each association, no matter how big or small. This is a completely different and much higher 
threshold, vastly higher if the further constraint of .by ED. was superimposed over the top. 
We strongly urge that this whole area be re-evaluated to achieve a pragmatic simple processes that enable 
forest managers to get on and manage well, those ecosystems that they have, to deliver incremental but 
tangible conservation gains over time. 
 
Note: P F Olsen have annexed much more information to their feedback. Please see their feedback file 
PFOforumfeedback 
 
The NZFFA is very supportive of the current SLIMF initiative with a view to making FSC certification available to small 
forest growers – a group that numbers upwards of 13,000 managing in the vicinity of 250,000ha of forest. The corollary 

NZ Farm Forestry 
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of this is that FSC certification has to be firstly, possible and secondly affordable. The onus is on all involved in this 
Standards development process to come up with a solution that enables  small forest growers to take up FSC 
Certification. To not do so will be a lost opportunity. 
 
The set aside requirements will continue to be a barrier to uptake of certification for the majority of small forest owners, 
especially those with less 100ha for the reasons described above. While the Reserves calculator is an improvement on 
the past, the NZFFA would like to see more effort put into developing multipliers that will encourage small growers to 
take up the challenge of FSC Certification.  
 
The future of the SLIMF initiative is in the development of Group Schemes – the NZFFA acknowledges that this will be 
far from straightforward, but is seriously considering the development of such a scheme. The NZFFA would like to see 
Guidelines for management plans developed which are tailored to the scale of the operation being certified.  
 
The NZFFA expects that as SLIMF Group Schemes are developed, unexpected issues will surface and they will prove 
to be problematic. The NZFFA hopes that all involved will keep an ‘open mind’ and work together to resolve these 
issues. 
 
The NZFFA wishes to thank all those involved in the development of the Draft standard to-date and likewise the very 
best in their deliberations towards finalising it towards the end of the year. 
 

Association 

 
 In 1991 the NZ Forest Industry and the NZ environmental groups signed the Forest Accord, a milestone for the industry 
which set the scene to establish a positive cooperation between the two groups and made a clear distinction between the two 
types of land use.  

OBJECTIVES OF THE FOREST ACCORD To:  
  

L N Bosman Ltd 
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define those areas where it is inappropriate to establish plantation forestry  
 
recognise the important heritage values of New Zealand's remaining natural indigenous forests and the need for their 
protection and conservation  
 
acknowledge that the existing area of natural indigenous forest in New Zealand should be maintained and enhanced  
 
recognise that commercial plantation forests of either introduced or indigenous species are an essential source of perpetually 
renewable fibre and energy offering an alternative to the depletion of natural forests  
 
acknowledge the mutual benefits emanating from an accord between New Zealand commercial forestry enterprises and 
conservation groups and the example that this unique accord can provide for the international community.  
 
The 4th point clearly states that the parties recognize that commercial plantations are an essential source of perpetually 
renewable fibre and energy offering an alternative to the depletion of natural forests. Huge areas of forest have been set aside 
in NZ under historical private and government forestland ownership since signing the Forest Accord.  
Most NZ forest companies operate under the guiding principles of the Forest Accord by still setting aside areas that will be 
used purely for production purposes and other areas  
set aside as reserves to protect waterways and or to enhance bio diversity. Eventhough NZ’s production forests focus on 
production of fibre, they still need to meet all of NZ’s RMA environmental standards, which are high by world standards.  
The principles agreed to in the Forest Accord are increasingly being agreed to worldwide. The recent Tasmania accord is 
another example of this process. Over time I expect world wide pressure will be applied in most countries to set aside or 
manage their natural forests on a sustainable basis. To counter balance this is it essential that production forests can focus on 
doing what they are intended to do, produce fibre in a cost effective manner and give plantation owners acceptable returns that 
will stimulate more productive plantations be established to safeguard the worlds natural forests.  
As mentioned, past and current members of the NZ Forest owners association ( government and non government) have each 
set aside large tracts of land for conservation /non production purposes and as a result have focused their attention to improve 
the productivity of their “ Production forests”. I believe that their historical set asides even if currently under different 
ownership should be considered in any FSC review.  
Imposing a 10% reserve set aside will be onerous for many smaller forest-owners that have planted 100% of their area in 
trees, particularly if the land is currently mostly flat to rolling with no streams/waterways and bordering farmland. Not only 
will they be losing productive forestland ie not able to generate cash, it will also be imposing a very heavy cost to convert 
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current pines after harvest to indigenous, which is much more expensive to establish than pine with no cash return. This will 
be counter productive to increasing area of plantations in NZ.  
Another key issue that should be raised is that all pre 1990 forestland must stay in trees long term. If for example some of the 
land was historically tussock country converting that to its original state would trigger a significant carbon liability if 10% 
were to be converted.  
While I support the concept of putting land aside that is in natives to improve bio diversity where practical and where it makes 
sense, I struggle with the concept of potentially converting 10% of productive forestland to indigenous forest or to set aside 
10% into a reserve area. I believe this concept is counter to where the industry and environmental sectors want to go. We need 
to increasingly safeguard our existing indigenous forest wherever they may be (within or outside a production forest estate) 
and increase areas of pure production forests that can be profitable to reduce our reliance on indigenous forestland. Imposing 
restrictions on the pure production estate will increase cost structures and reduce wood fibre production and will therefore not 
help in expanding the production forest estate.  
To sum up;  
1.  
Do not require any forest owner (small, medium or large) to set aside or convert good quality production forest to meet 
proposed 10% reserve requirements.  
2.  
Consider using NZ’s National historical indigenous set asides to assist in achieving 10% Reserve Set-asides for plantations. 
Maybe the NZ government can help here.  
3.  
The emphasis, of any agreed national standard, needs to be on increasing the productive plantation estate (rather than impose 
restrictions on the existing plantation estate) to take pressure off the indigenous forests.  
4.  
We need to be very careful that we do not impose increased costs, through reserve contributions in existing Production forests 
where there are no reserves if we want plantations to expand in NZ and globally.  
5.  
Explore other ways to assist production oriented forestland owners to still achieve FSC accreditation.  
 
I hope the above will be considered and used in a constructive manner. 

There are, in a number of places throughout the document, Verifiers that start with “Forest managers shall” or similar. 
These verifiers are presented as an instruction and not as method of verifying compliance. The wording needs to be 

Juken New Zealand 
Ltd 
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reviewed to “softer” wording such as “Forest managers have a process that…….” 

Generally Rayonier New Zealand are supportive of the Standard and the formation a National Initiative and feel 
the SDG has done an admirable job in most instances.  However we feel that the indicators in Principle 10 are 
unworkable in their current form and will place a huge financial and resource burden on any commercial 
plantation. 

Rayonier New 
Zealand 

Submission on draft NZ Plantation Management Standard v 4.1
 

General Comments: 

Overall the draft has come to a reasonable compromise position on the key issues that were outstanding in 2004.  

There is some confusion in the use of indicator language in verifiers. Verifiers are just a means to verify to an indicator. They 
should not specify requirements as verifiers are not normative as I understand it – other means of verification could be possible. 
An example is in 10.4.1 where ‘shall have’ is used – meaning indicator language. Suggest a revision clarifies and make this 
consistent, and moves any verifier language that is normative through to indicators. There are also issues with Guidance Notes 
which are also not normative. However with some, such as 10.5, it is very much a normative process. So suggest the same process 
with Guidance Notes – anything that is a requirement is transferred through to indicators.  

Definitions and terms remain an issue. It is much clearer with the use of ‘Management Unit’ throughout the document and now 
consistent with the latest FSC international terminology stemming from the Plantation Policy Working Group. However in the 
particular the use of the word ‘forest’ is confusing throughout the standard, especially when no definition is given in the glossary. 
This comes through in 6.10, P9 in particular, as well as the use of the term ‘forest manager’. For ‘forest manager’ I propose the 
FSC international term is adopted, ‘the organisation’. This avoids any confusion about what the term ‘forest’ means in this 
context. I also propose (again) that the term ‘forest’ is not used together with plantation. Thus the standard would be called the 
NZ FSC standard for Plantation Management, and the term ‘plantation forest’ is replaced with just ‘plantation’ throughout the 
document. As is well known, Greenpeace does not consider exotic monoculture tree plantations forests, unless there is a 

Grant Rosoman 
Greenpeace 
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commitment to internal restoration towards a ‘forest’ that encompasses a much broader set of values. 

Specific Comments: 

Glossary:  

SLIMF: would be more consistent with the international definition to say a maximum of 1000 ha, rather than the cumbersome less 
than 1001 ha (which could technically be incorrect as a 1000.9 ha MU would be eligible) 

Wildings: might be clearer to use the term ‘exotic’ rather than introduced, as exotic is used in the indicators. 

1.6.7: replace “…must have no major conflicts…” with “…at a minimum be in compliance with …” 

new 1.6.6: “The organization shall justify why it is not certifying all Management Units at the same time and put in place a 
timeline with a commitment to have all MUs certified within 5 years.” 

6.1.2: add words “ … to identify ecosystem types and values present…” 

6.2.1: Guidance: delete the word ‘forest’ to read “…in the management unit.” 

6.3: Propose a new indicator on understorey habitat and natural vegetation. Proposed indicator “The organization shall where 
feasible use harvesting and tree crop re‐establishment (e.g. overspraying) practices that minimise damage to and encourage rapid 
regeneration of native understorey vegetation to support maintenance of ecosystem functions.” 

6.6.3: verifier c) add words “…the plantation manager’s striving for avoidance and…”. Essential to add ‘striving’ to fulfil to criterion 
requirements.  

7.1.8: add words “..the natural forest and plantation resource base including ecosystem types, areas with HCVs, reserve areas…” 

7.4/8.5: propose adding an indicator the defines the ‘engagement’ with both ‘affected’ and ‘interested’ stakeholders that is 
required so as to make the consultation requirements of the organization clear and to bring it into alignment with consultation 



119 

 

requirements in 9.1 and 9.2, and new well accepted requirements in the revised draft P&C.

9.3: These indicators are insufficient as they do not require the test of ‘being consistent with the precautionary approach’. 
Therefore the choice is to add indicators here that do this or modify those indicators that are referenced to include consideration 
of the precautionary approach. The precautionary approach would need to be defined so that it is clear what this means in 
practice.  

10.2.5: add words “ ..ecological landscape and protected and/or restored and managed appropriately.” 

Verifier: include using re‐planting pattern as a means of assessing as to whether connectivity and corridors are being set up.  This 
is critical to address the issue of block size and shape, and the impact of clearfelling large areas (an outstanding issue that has not 
been addressed).  

10.4.1: Verifier a) change to  “ …information is available that demonstrates …” 

10.5.1 L: the Guidance Note effectively has normative requirements as it is as stepwise process and not just guidance. Criticial to 
add that this is a hierarchical process that means a MU can only move to the next step if it absolutely cannot meet it’s 
requirements at the previous step. The 50 ha threshold for outlying areas is a problem (and the footnote 2 does not seem to 
appear in the doc to explain). It is not clear how this would work. Does it mean that the outlying areas in other EDs are just added 
to the larger plantation unit and then reserve requirements calculated accordingly, or as the words say, these areas are exempt. If 
the latter then strongly disagree. This could have the perverse outcome of a smaller MU with  several outlying areas having a 
significantly less requirement to fulfil. Eg. 1100 ha MU with six outlying areas of between 30‐ 50 ha each.  

10.7 or 10.8: A major missing indicator(s) specifically on wilding control. Would need to include the wording of “Wilding trees shall 
be controlled in all categories of reserve areas and in adjacent lands where they have resulted from current or historic spread 
from the MU.” 

10.9.3: Support the proposed indicator if it applies only for areas with conversion from 1994 through to the date of the standard 
i.e. this is not a rolling exemption. An additional 18 years opportunity for conversion is a significant concession. If it was to be a 
rolling exemption then there would need to be much greater consideration of natural ecosystem protection and restoration 
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requirements in the landscape and overall commitments to FSC. The only precedent I know for this is in PNG where it is in the
context of a full participatory land‐use plan over all the clan/tribes lands, is based on the conversion being needed for garden 
areas, and is a maximum of 20% of lands.  

 

 

Glossary Comments: 

Glossary Comments: 

• ACC Partnership Programme and Accredited Employer Scheme - the objective of a Glossary is to give definition or 
explanation. These two are neither – they are simply links to the ACC Website 

• Available – means, amongst other things, “…and available on a web site.” Some Forest Managers do not have web sites, 
and would immediately be non-compliant because this definition requires then having one. Request the deletion of the 
words “.. and is accessible on a web site”. 

• Indigenous – any species of flora that occurs naturally in New Zealand or arrived in New Zealand without human 
assistance. Insects/fungal spores etc that may be carried on high winds from Australia to New Zealand will be classed as 
Indigenous? 

• Statement of national priorities…etc – Definition says refer to “Protecting Our Places…” but doesn’t say where this can be 
found. As with ACC Partnership Programme and Accredited Employer Scheme, this is not a definition, but a link.  

 

Juken New 
Zealand Ltd 

Action Restoration:  The definition should also in our view include plant and animal pest control. In our experience removal of 
exotic pests is the most common technique in used in undertaking restoration. 

Appropriate to the scale and intensity:  The word Indigenous (FSC-NZ Indigenous Standard) appears to be an error – should 

Hancock 
Forest 
Manageme
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read ‘National’? 

Available:  We suggest that the word ‘and’ be replaced with ‘or’ ie documents must be made available on request or accessible 
on a website.  A number of companies do not have websites, and we do not believe that it is a requirement of FSC to have one.  

Integrated Pest Management:  There are a few words within the definition that appear to be in error.  A suggested corrected 
wording is provided as follows: 

An ecological integrated method for pest control that relies on a continuation range (or 'continuum'?) of operational 
approaches to reduce damage to the forest rather than eliminate the pest. Techniques may include the use of natural 
predators and parasites, genetically resistant hosts, environmental modifications, silvicultural practices and when 
necessary and appropriate, chemical pesticides or herbicides. An important goal of IPM is to minimise environmental 
impact. 

 
Landscape:  The definition of landscape is so vague as to be not particularly helpful and appears to be focussing on ‘cultural 
landscapes’ aspect.  Whereas in the National Standard the word landscape is also used to apply to visual landscapes and also 
as a means of describing a spatial area as per the definition of ‘landscape level’ below.   We suggest the definition clarify the 
different uses of the word potentially referencing a suitable document to provide more guidance.   

Mahinga Kai:  The maori chamber will be better positioned to comment, however previous definitions we have seen indicate that 
Mahinga Kai is referring to food related resources of the land (eg places where food is produced or obtained from).  The 
definition as worded indicates it applies to all resources which we are not sure is correct. 

Management Unit:   It is slightly confusing that the definition refers to ‘the Organisation’ which is not defined, rather than the 
‘Forest Manager’ which is.  Also for the avoidance of doubt, it would be helpful if it could be specifically clarified that in NZ it is 
envisaged that the Management Unit includes all forests under the management of the ‘Forest Manager’ nominated to be 
certified under the one certificate.  In some parts of the world it is necessary to treat different ownership entities as separate 
management units, and therefore potentially under separate certificates.  In the New Zealand situation with forest managers 
managing an array of different forests with varying tenure rights (including freehold, leasehold, crown lease and forestry rights), 
to treat them as separate Management Units would become an administrative nightmare from the point of view of Chain of 
Custody.   To avoid doubt it would be helpful to clearly specify this.  

nt NZ Ltd 
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Natural areas: For completeness the definition should probably list other ecosystem types (tussock grass lands, dune lands, 
wetlands etc).  As worded it appears to be only referring to forests and water bodies. 

Period review or update:  In our view this is not a definition.  The review period should be specified elsewhere in the document 
under a review section. 

Pesticide:  Delete the words ‘broad spectrum’.  A pesticide includes a chemical that achieves any one of the functions listed, but 
is not necessarily broad spectrum and some are in face very target specific.  

Principles for protecting and expanding natural areas:  Again we question whether this is a definition, but rather criteria 
associated with indicator 6.4.2 where it would be better located.  

Prohibited Chemicals:  Refer comments to Annex 6.1 below.  In our view this definition is misleading, given there are further 
chemicals that are prohibited under FSC that are not included in Annex 6.1. 

Rare Threatened and Endangered Species definition:   We have two specific concerns with the RTE species definition: 

• Through recent discussions with Dept of Conservation threatened species specialist Rod Hitchmough he advised use of 
the NZ threat classification system being more accurate that the IUCN Red List for species within NZ.    

• The NZ Threat Classification System is not in itself ‘a list’ and the document does not contain any lists.   The actual 
threatened species lists are progressively being updated in accordance with this system and published through various 
journals.   Also the latest document published by Dept of Conservation is the ‘NZ Threat Classification System Manual’, 
dated January 2008 (not 2005 as listed) and for the purposes of future proofing of the standard it would make sense to 
allow for future updates.    

We suggest the SDG obtain advice from DOC specialists as to the most appropriate wording of the definition but suggest as an 
option: 

Any species listed in  the most recent relevant threatened species lists produced in accordance with the NZ Threat 
Classification System Manual, January 2008, or subsequent updates.  
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Recommended Area for Protection:   The definition needs to refer specifically to the PNAP programme, otherwise it appears to 
apply to any recommended for protection by anyone.   Ie Amend the definition to ‘A place identified as a priority for protection 
under the ‘Protected Natural Areas Programme’, because it ….’ 

Restoration: The final sentence needs to be deleted and/or presumably addressed. 

Riparian:  The definition needs to be better defined – as worded it would appear to apply to anything/anyone ‘living in close 
proximity to a waterway’ which makes no sense. 

Silent file:  In our experience a silent file is generally used for holding information regarding locations of sites of cultural 
significance, not whether a particular activity would impact on the site ie suggest amending the example to read ‘eg the location 
of a waahi tapu’ 

Tangata Whenua:  We have no suggestions in relation to the definition of Tangata Whenua.  However further to comments 
relating to section 3 we suggest that it would be helpful to add clarification by including the sentence ‘for the purpose of 
implementing this standard reference to tangata whenua refers to the appointed or mandated representatives of tangata whenua’ 
or similar wording to clarify that consultation requirements are not attended to potentially thousands of individuals who 
whakapapa to an tribal area.  

Tenure:  We have not before come across the use of the word tenure to define ‘customary rights’.  According to dictionary 
definitions land tenure is the name given in common law systems to the legal regime in which land is owned by an individual (or 
group) who is said to ‘hold’ the land and describes a relationship between the tenant and landowner.   It describes the legal right 
to the land (such as a lease or forestry right) not customary rights which are generally outside of the legal process.  Describing 
customary rights as ‘tenure’ is therefore somewhat confusing. 

ANNEX COMMENTS: 

Annex 6.1:  Prohibited Pesticides:  As noted in our comments to section 6.6.2 we believe Annex 6.1 should be deleted and 
replaced by reference to the highly hazardous chemicals list contained within the FSC pesticides policy guidance document. 

Annex 6.2 Chemical Standing Committee Functions and Process:  We question whether this should be included as an Annex to 
the National Standard, or whether it would make more sense to simply have a paragraph in the introductory section of the 
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document explaining the intent to develop a Chemical Standing Committee and outlining their functions.  The description of the 
functions contained in the Annex is fairly blunt, and will undoubtedly be refined over time once the group is set up.  Including their 
Functions and Process as specific Annex in the National Standard in some ways casts this in stone prematurely. 

Annex 6.3  Again we are unclear of the purpose of listing the HCVF definition as an Annex.  It could more logically be included in 
the definitions, and is already duplicated entirely within the indicator 9.1.1, so to have it as an Annex seems somewhat 
redundant. 

Annex 6.6 List of endangered species:   We are unclear of the purpose of Annex 6.6 given it contains only two items, both of 
which are referenced in the definition of Rare, threatened and endangered species.  Therefore we would suggest deleting it.  

Annex 6.7  For clarity it would be helpful to reference which sections this relates to.  

Annex 6.8 SLIMF Reserve Calculator:   Further to comments above in relation to the complexity (and duplication) of the reserves 
requirements, it seems odd that the process of determining reserve setasides for large forest owners is documented within 
principle 10.5, but the almost exact same process for SLIMF’s is documented in an entirely different layout in an Annex.  It would 
be much tidier and clearer if both were documented in the same place in the same format.  Whilst the SLIMF requirements 
clearly do not apply to our operations, if the table format is to be retained it does need some tidying up in terms of headings to be 
clear as to it’s meaning.   

 

Glossary  
‘Indigenous’ The current definition of ‘Indigenous’ could be too open due to the term ‘or arrived in New Zealand without human 
assistance’. 
There may be instances of aquatic organisms or disease pathogens that arrive without human assistance, which although not 
indigenous would be classified as such under this definition. 
‘Weed’ The definition of ‘weed’ within the Draft National Standard needs to be more specific and more tightly defined. As it is currently 
written, the definition is open to interpretation and ‘where it is undesired’ is a term that could be quite subjective depending on 
who is interpreting the definition. 

New 
Zealand 
Forest 
Managers 
Ltd 
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Criterion 10.5 Reserves Contribution 
Criterion 10.5 and specifically Indicator 10.5.1 becomes a significant Criterion within the National Standard due to the complexity of the 
Indicators and the multiple scenarios.  An individual certificate holder will deal with in trying firstly to calculate and secondly to manage the 
reserves contribution information to enable explanation of this to stakeholders and auditors.  

Ernslaw One Ltd strongly submits that a Reserves Guidance document is prepared that outlines all the requirements guidance and 
thresholds required for Reserves within Plantation forests as prescribed by the National Standard. 

Auditing of such complex indicators notes and verifiers would be a very time consuming and onerous task such that this criterion would 
dominate the audit process. 

The National Initiative needs to recognise that Reserves management is not the core business of plantation forestry companies.  Distraction 
of resources from the core business and its associated quality control and environmental monitoring could jeopardise the sustainability, 
both economically and environmentally, of the management of the plantation. 

The requirement to have a minimum Reserves contribution is more than the setting aside of land areas from production but those areas 
then require a management regime to ensure compliance.  The regime applied to the reserve area may become so onerous it may result in 
the perverse outcome of certificate holders with more than the minimum requirement removing potential reserve areas from their 
certificate, or managers with more than the threshold requirement not declaring these areas reserves. 

We submit that the following be considered; 

Protection Plantings 
Criterion 10.5 must take into account in the reserves contribution (as detailed in Indicator 6.4.3) “protection planting” of non‐indigenous 
species as in many cases they are the most suitable for the task and are protecting within‐forest biodiversity, and social and environmental 
impacts. 

Within the Ernslaw One Ltd estate there are different forms of protection planting, two examples are.  

1 Dune Protection Plantings 

Ernslaw 
One Ltd 
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Within the Sands forests in the Horowhenua, Manawatu and Whanganui Coastal Regions a shelter crop of hardy species, most commonly 
Cypressus Macrocarpa, is planted along the foredunes to provide shelter for the establishment of production radiata pine species within the 
forest which is itself a protection planting halting the advance of the sand dunes across the Rangatikei Plains. Forward of these protection 
plantings Ernslaw One Ltd have been stabilising the dunes with native grasses and shrubs. 

Many of the sands forests were planted as protection/production forests by the Forest Service to stem the inland march of the sand dunes 
and to mitigate the effects of the winds on the occupiers of the area and enable productive use of the areas.  Much of the productive 
landscape behind the forest would not exist if the forests had not been planted.  The forests also support council managed community 
sewage and water schemes that service these expanding communities. 

Planting trees to stabilise coastal sand dunes has long been a distinctive facet of New Zealand forestry. 

In neighboring Manawatu and Rangatikei District Council Areas with similar dunelands  companies holding forest leases over the established 
dune areas are required to maintain a coastal protection strip (of trees) and to replant after harvest, a separate covenant is registered 
against the title to maintain these areas in trees.  

Over 100 years ago NZ Government passed the Sand Drift Act (1908) to address the problem of drifting sands 

During the economic depression of the 1930s, the Public Works Department took over the sand‐stabilisation project. By 1951, when the 
New Zealand Forest Service took on the job, 9,000–10,000 hectares of dunes had been planted in marram grass and yellow tree lupin 
(Lupinus arboreus), and 3,800 hectares of forest had been planted. 

By the 1970s, they had a standard approach, starting at the beach and moving inland: 

 

1.Build fore dunes (dunes close to the sea), using barriers such as mānuka fences and radiata pine prunings. 

2.Plant marram. 

3.Sow yellow tree lupin. 
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4.Plant radiata pine on the coastal edge. 

5.Plant commercial forests in the lee of the shelter achieved. 

Ernslaw One Limited have forests located on similar dunelands where we undertake planting of native threatened grasses and shrubs to 
stabilize and add to the biodiversity of these forest areas which protect the region form the advancing dunes. Ernslaw One Ltd has long 
participated in the Coastal Dune Network planting Pingao and Euphorbia Glauca as shown in the pictures below. 
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Figure 1: Pingao plantings on the Santoft Forest foredunes      

Figure 2: Euphorbia Glauca plantings on the Santoft Forest foredunes 
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Figure 3: Cypressus Macrocarpa Protection planting strip Santoft Forest between the production forest and the foredunes. 

Recognition within the National Standard of the protection strips and dune plantings as an active “reserve” would be a fair. 

 

2 Erosion Protection Planting 

The Gisborne District Council unitary authority encourages forestry planting into erosion prone areas as a sustainable land use. Specifically 
identified erosion prone land (Overlay 3A land) must have 80% effective groundcover established and work plans in place within limited 
time periods. This limited time period precludes slower growing species and the most effective groundcover and preferred by the council is 
Radiata pine.  These forest areas were planted for soil conservation and have very few indigenous forest pockets.  The riparian areas are in 

Protection 
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Dune 
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most cases heavily incised and eroded and establishment of riparian strips is improbable. The achievement of the required thresholds within 
these forests is unlikely due to these constraints and our legal obligations from the Gisborne District Council Plan to afforest areas 
previously eroded and not considered for planting. 

Multi-use Community-friendly forest - A Naseby case study. 
The 2,508 hectare Naseby Forest is located at the northern end of the Maniototo plain at the base of the Mt Ida Range. The area was first 
settled by Europeans in the 1860’s when Gold was discovered and the forest originated from plantations established in 1900 to provide 
shelter and wood products for settlers in the region. Consequently the forest has had a long standing and close association with the Naseby 
Township which adjoins the forest on the eastern boundary. The historic Naseby Goldfield also lies within the eastern part of the forest and 
is protected by the Historic Places trust with some 75 significant sites and artifacts identified and protected. Recreational activities are an 
important part of the town/forest interface with some 10,000 or more visitors entering the forest annually to enjoy the gold fields artifacts, 
walking, mountain biking and (in winter) curling.  

 

Figure 6:  Approximately 10,000 people visit Naseby Forest annually for recreation. 500 hectares is set aside for this purpose and 
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managed to preserve multiple use values including; water quality, historic heritage, recreation and timber production.

So entwined are the forest and local economy that it could be said that if the forest was not there – neither would the Naseby Township. 
The real cost to Ernslaw One of this relationship is in the order of 1 FTE. 

The forest falls within the 275,000 hectare, largely treeless, Mainiototo dryland ecological district (ED). The forest boundary is close to ED 
boundary and the neighbouring 90,000 ha Hawkdun ED which includes the 64,000 ha DOC managed Oteake conservation area which is 
dominated by dryland and uplan grassland ecosystems similar to those adjacent to Naseby. 

Charcoal evidence suggests that until 3000 BP the area was likely to have hosted low conifer –broadleaf forest, however since the arrival of 
the first Polynesians the climax vegetation of the dry lowland basins has been restricted to low scrub and grassland (short tussocks and 
sward grasses). Since then these grasslands have been extensively modified by increasingly intensive pastoral farming practices. 
Furthermore the introduction of rabbits has significantly added to their depletion. Today the natural vegetation of the area is 
fescue/tussock grassland interspersed with mouse eared hawkbit (Hyraceium) and occasional patches of Matagouri scrub and snow tussock. 
The land around the forest currently ranges from improved pasture to extensive grazed degraded dry land tussock grasslands.  

 

Despite having close to 20% of the forest area unplanted, it is unlikely that Naseby forest can ever achieve the 10% reserve threshold as 
defined in the criterion indicators. However Ernslaw Ones investment in maintaining and enhancing indigenous and exotic biodiversity is not 
inconsiderable. Despite this deliberate and extensive investment in the ecosystem and community, under the model proposed the total 
reserve area is unlikely to exceed 6.5% of the Naseby estate.  Current measures taken include; 

•  Some 50 ha (2% ‐ 1% adjusted) set aside as Grassland or shrubland reserve. NB: the fact that this area is discounted by 50% is a 
perverse outcome and seems to be designed to ratchet up indigenous area by stealth rather than encourage active biodiversity 
management.  

To achieve this target a programme to rabbit proof fence the whole forest boundary (35 km) has been instigated and is well advanced. In 
addition a rabbiter is employed for 3‐4 months every year to intensively control pests (primarily rabbits) within the estate. 

•  150 ha (3%) of 60‐ 110 year old conifers are managed on a continuous cover regime. In addition a further 25 ha (1%) riparian strip of 
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‘old growth’ forest adjoining the historic mount Ida water race  within the 500 ha recreation area of the forest is managed on a continuous 
cover/ small coupe logging system to protect aesthetic and recreational values as much as biodiversity. 

•  A one hectare area of forest adjacent to the main road into the township boundary has been felled and re‐established with poorly 
represented Silver Tussock. (0.1%). 

•  25 ha (1%) of dams, ponds and riparian zone is managed to enhance the habitat for the nationally rare crustacean Southern koura 
(Paranephrops zealandicus). 

 

Figure 5: Some 150 ha of Naseby forest, some of which is over 100 years old, is managed under a continuous cover management plan. 

In summary, from a purely economic viewpoint the logical, but morally reprehensible, outcome would be to dodge the financially onerous 
burden of these activities on our own estate and take the much cheaper option of laying off one staff member, closing the forest to all 
public access, cease any ‘complicated’ forest management practices and instead invest in a conservation project in the neighbouring Oteake 
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conservation area. As an often unacknowledged but vital part of a small rural community Ernslaw does not consider this a realistic option 
however the standard as proposed seems to encourage this outcome. 

The Crown Forest License Dilemma 
Certificate Holders who manage Crown Forest Licences or land instruments transferred out of Government ownership following the 
dispersal of Forest Service lands around 1987 are protecting what they have.  Certificate holders are all signatories to the Forest Accord 
which ensures no significant indigenous areas will be cleared for production.  These certificate holders are disadvantaged due to the limited 
possibilities to set aside reserves without retiring productive land. This would be a perverse and unfair outcome given that the indigenous 
areas originally removed from the leases may adjoin the blocks and be managed to a lesser standard by the Department of Conservation. 

 

Reducing Certificate area due to Treaty of Waitangi Settlement 
Certificate holders who manage Crown Forest Licences (or similar leases), or other managers who have potential for a reducing certificate 
area need to have a process for exemption to the reserves contribution once reduction of the certificate area starts. 

Provisions for post treaty settlement of land to Maori, is contained within individual Crown Forestry Licenses.  At the time settlement 
legislation is passed, ownership of all land (incl indigenous, non‐productive and protection plantings etc) contained within the license area 
will return to Maori, who will effectively replace the Crown as CFL licensees ‘landlord’.   

The license holder still retains the right to continue managing and harvesting their resource, subject to the 35 year termination provisions.  
While Maori will now own the land, they do not have the ability to manage activities on the land until the Licensee return areas to the 
owners. 

The certificate holder would immediately forfeit to the claimant any areas they destock. 

This puts the certificate holder undergoing hand back at a disadvantage as there would be few areas left once the process starts that would 
qualify as reserve contribution.   

Some examples follow 
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Karioi Forest  

Karioi Forest is located on the lower south eastern slopes of Mount Ruapehu in the Ruapehu District overlooking Waiouru to the south. It 
has a total land area of 11,015 hectares, of which 9,467 hectares is stocked. The forest is located on flat to rolling topography made up of a 
series of montane terraces formed by volcanic ash and lahar activity over many centuries.  

Parts of the forest are characterised by extensive rock and boulder fields originating from previous glacial activity from Mt Ruapehu.  Many 
of these are unplanted and indigenous regrowth is sparse in this terrain. 

The forest was established by the NZ Forest Service between the late 1920’s and the mid 1930’s and much of the forest is either in second 
or third rotation plantation. Originally harvesting in Karioi began in the mid 1950’s under the NZ Forest Service and continues on a 
sustainable cut. 

Current harvesting of approximately 246ha per annum occurs. 

At hand back of a successful Treaty of Waitangi claim the Certificate holder would immediately return the Indigenous areas, Landbank areas 
and unplanted non‐crop areas. 

This would remove all qualifying reserves from the Forest, although they are still in place but managed separately.  Ernslaw One Ltd cannot 
keep those reserve areas under our certificate as we do not have tenure over those lands.  If the new Maori owners do not wish to lease 
back the land units to Ernslaw One Ltd the forest is bereft of Indigenous reserves. 

Looking for further reserves areas in the Ecological District to supplement this tenure induced loss is not possible under the current 
Ecological District model. 

Nearby Waimarino Forest has a reserves contribution of approximately 33% with large tracts of indigenous reserves and Kiwi habitat.  As 
this forest is not within the same Ecological District only 3% of this this significant reserve resource can be transferred to alleviate Karioi 
Forest’s forced reserve limitations. 

Table 1 shows the change in structure of the forest at hand back 
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Handback 
Year 

Certificate Area 
(Ha) 

Required Reserves 
Area (Ha) 

Stocked Area 
(Ha) 

Reserves Area 
(Ha) 

Reserves 
% 

Handback Area 
(Ha) 

Remaining 
Certificate Area 

0  11015  1101  9467  1275.19  11.6%  1548  9467 

1  9467  947 9467 0 0%

 

Manawatu Sands Forests  

At hand back of a successful Treaty of Waitangi claim the forest (and certificate) would immediately lose its Indigenous areas, Landbank 
areas and unplanted non‐crop areas, and in this case (different to Karioi and other CFLs) the Protection strip of Cypressus macrocarpa and 
other designated protection species would be immediately handed back. 

This would remove all qualifying reserves from the Forest, although they are still in place but managed separately.  Ernslaw One Ltd cannot 
keep those reserve areas under our certificate as we do not have tenure over those lands.  If the new Maori owners do not wish to lease 
back the land units to Ernslaw One Ltd the forest is bereft of Indigenous reserves. 

Table 2 shows the change in structure of the Sands Forests at hand back 

Handback 
Year 

Certificate 
Area (Ha) 

Required 
Reserves Area 
(Ha) 

Stocked Area (Ha)  Reserves 
Area (Ha) 

Reserves 
% 

Handback 
Area (Ha) 

Remaining 
Certificate Area 

      Crop  Protection 
Strips 

       

0  6752  675  5716 382  516  7.6%  898  5854 

1  5854  585  5854 0  0  0%     
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These examples show that a Crown Forest licence under Treaty Claim settlement, which has required reserves contribution at certification, 
will lose all unstocked areas and therefore become non‐compliant with the Reserve contribution requirements. As areas are progressively 
unstocked within the certificate area they too are handed back and therefore are not available for reserves contribution.  This imposes an 
unfair burden on certificate holders within Treaty of Waitangi claim processes. Requirement to find other reserve areas within the 
certificate area or outside, or contribute to other restoration projects when the previous reserves are still geographically intact would also 
be an unfair imposition. 

A further perverse outcome could be that if contribution to restoration of an area outside of the forest was made then the required 
contribution per year would reduce as the forest is progressively handed back. This would not be a good outcome for restoration projects. 

To ensure that Criterion 10.5 Reserves Contribution is fair for Certificate holders who are managing lands held in trust for Treaty Settlement 
the National Standard must recognise the land instruments and the Treaty process these areas are undergoing and address them within the 
Indicators. 

The solution we propose for this is to include a further step within Indicator 10.5.1 following Step 3, or a Guidance Note added to Criterion 
10.5. 

Indicator 10.5.1 Step 4, or Guidance Note becomes; 

“Where Management Units have entered the Treaty of Waitangi settlement handback process the Certificate holder will notify the 
National Initiative that this has commenced and annually prepare an advice note on the handback progress to be available to the 
Certifying Body (aligned with the requirements of Criterion 2.1).  

This advice note will list Land areas removed from the Certificate and their vegetation composition at removal. 

The areas previously identified for reserve contribution shall, at handback start date, for the purposes of the certificate holders remaining 
stocked area, remain as credited to the certificate holders reserve contribution under Indicator 10.5.1.” 
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General Comments (cont): 

Confidentiality 

There are Indicators within the National Standard which refer to communications and notifications to the National Initiative.  The National 
Initiative must observe confidentiality which should be equal to that observed by the Certifying Bodies. A Governance document must be 
prepared by the National Initiative members and must include being signatories to a confidentiality clause when dealing with identifiable 
Management unit information. 

 

Glossary Comments: 

Current Wording Submission 
Indigenous: A species of flora or fauna 
that occurs naturally in New Zealand or 
arrived in New Zealand without human 
assistance. 

The definition may inadvertently include insect pests or disease pathogens that may arrive 
without human assistance, but may become problematic and need to be addressed.  This 
definition needs to address that there are constant new arrivals from Australia that should not 
be treated the same as flora/fauna that are actually indigenous (not recent arrivals) to NZ. 

Weed: Plant growing in a location where 
it is undesired. 

Should refer to the competitive nature of weeds in that they can suppress growth, vigour and 
survival of crop species. This definition as it stands leaves Forest managers open to significant 
costs if someone terms a plant as undesirable even if it has no effect. 

 

Definition of Earthworks required  

 

 

The NZIF is concerned about the practicality and suitability of the relatively formulaic and rigid approach to reserve areas. 

We need to recognise that the current vegetation and land use in an ecological region or district may bear little resemblance to 
the original vegetation.  In many parts of the country planted forests are located on former farmland, where farming practices 
may have depleted soils and resulted in extensive erosion.  The mere fact of having established a forest on such sites, even a 

NZIF 
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planted forest, will have led to environmental improvements. 

Imposing reserve contributions based on a requirement to create or recreate ecological characteristics is a potentially onerous 
burden on foresters occupying such areas.  It also results in the need to decide what ‘natural’ biodiversity should or could be re-
established. Depleted natural areas logically limit the capacity for natural reseeding.  The fact that some areas may have been 
denuded of their natural flora and fauna for generations poses the additional question of what should be re-established, 
notwithstanding the subsequent question of the ability to do so in the face of introduced pests and a desire to minimise the use of 
chemical methods. 

NZIF is aware that ‘reserve contributions’ was a significant impediment to national standards being developed a number of years 
ago.  We are supportive of a standard being developed and adopted, but we consider that a rigid “10% by Ecological District” 
reserve requirement will in many instances be an inequitable measure of the environmental contribution made by the forest 
owner.  A more flexible approach to how a forest manager can ensure positive environmental outcomes should both improve this 
outcome and in many cases reduce the cost to the forest owner (and may make a difference between the forest owner applying 
or not applying for certification). 

NZIF is aware that matters of discretion create uncertainty for FSC, the certified forest owner and the auditor.  But we suggest 
that some discretion is inevitable and that any concern either side may have should be allayed to some extent by the fact that 
National Standards provide for periodic review where presumably significant difficulties could be discussed and a new approach 
promulgated. 

In conclusion, rather than trying to impose any formulaic approach, the NZIF would prefer to see a much more flexible approach 
which concentrated on the best environmental outcome for the resources involved. 

 

Glossary recommendations 

Current Wording Submission 
Indigenous: A species of flora or fauna that 
occurs naturally in New Zealand or arrived in 
New Zealand without human assistance. 

The definition may inadvertently include insect pests or disease pathogens that may arrive without human 
assistance, but may become problematic and need to be addressed.  This definition needs to address that 
there are constant new arrivals from Australia that should not be treated the same as flora/fauna that are 
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actually indigenous (not recent arrivals) to NZ. 
Weed: Plant growing in a location where it is 
undesired. 

Should refer to the competitive nature of weeds in that they can suppress growth, vigour and survival of crop 
species. This definition as it stands leaves Forest managers open to significant costs if someone terms a 
plant as undesirable even if it has no effect. 

 
Glossary Comments: 

‘Indigenous’ The current definition of ‘Indigenous’ could be too open due to the term ‘or arrived in New Zealand without human assistance’. 
There may be instances of aquatic organisms or disease pathogens that arrive without human assistance, which although not 
indigenous would be classified as such under this definition. 
 
‘Weed’ The definition of ‘weed’ within the Draft National Standard needs to be more specific and more tightly defined. As it is currently 
written, the definition is open to interpretation and ‘where it is undesired’ is a term that could be quite subjective depending on 
who is interpreting the definition. 

• ACC Partnership Programme and Accredited Employer Scheme - the objective of a Glossary is to give definition or explanation. These 
two are neither – they are simply links to the ACC Website 

• Available – means, amongst other things, “…and available on a web site.” Some Forest Managers do not have web sites, and would 
immediately be non-compliant because this definition requires then having one. Request the deletion of the words “.. and is accessible 
on a web site”. 

• Indigenous – any species of flora that occurs naturally in New Zealand or arrived in New Zealand without human assistance. 
Insects/fungal spores etc that may be carried on high winds from Australia to New Zealand will be classed as Indigenous? 

• Statement of national priorities…etc – Definition says refer to “Protecting Our Places…” but doesn’t say where this can be found. As 
with ACC Partnership Programme and Accredited Employer Scheme, this is not a definition, but a link.  

 

Action Restoration:  The definition should also in our view include plant and animal pest control. In our experience removal of exotic pests is 
the most common technique in used in undertaking restoration. 

Appropriate to the scale and intensity:  The word Indigenous (FSC-NZ Indigenous Standard) appears to be an error – should read 
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‘National’? 

Available:  We suggest that the word ‘and’ be replaced with ‘or’ ie documents must be made available on request or accessible on a website.  
A number of companies do not have websites, and we do not believe that it is a requirement of FSC to have one.  

Integrated Pest Management:  There are a few words within the definition that appear to be in error.  A suggested corrected wording is 
provided as follows: 

An ecological integrated method for pest control that relies on a continuation range (or 'continuum'?) of operational approaches to 
reduce damage to the forest rather than eliminate the pest. Techniques may include the use of natural predators and parasites, 
genetically resistant hosts, environmental modifications, silvicultural practices and when necessary and appropriate, chemical 
pesticides or herbicides. An important goal of IPM is to minimise environmental impact. 

 
Landscape:  The definition of landscape is so vague as to be not particularly helpful and appears to be focussing on ‘cultural landscapes’ 
aspect.  Whereas in the National Standard the word landscape is also used to apply to visual landscapes and also as a means of describing a 
spatial area as per the definition of ‘landscape level’ below.   We suggest the definition clarify the different uses of the word potentially 
referencing a suitable document to provide more guidance.   

Mahinga Kai:  The maori chamber will be better positioned to comment, however previous definitions we have seen indicate that Mahinga Kai 
is referring to food related resources of the land (eg places where food is produced or obtained from).  The definition as worded indicates it 
applies to all resources which we are not sure is correct. 

Management Unit:   It is slightly confusing that the definition refers to ‘the Organisation’ which is not defined, rather than the ‘Forest Manager’ 
which is.  Also for the avoidance of doubt, it would be helpful if it could be specifically clarified that in NZ it is envisaged that the Management 
Unit includes all forests under the management of the ‘Forest Manager’ nominated to be certified under the one certificate.  In some parts of 
the world it is necessary to treat different ownership entities as separate management units, and therefore potentially under separate 
certificates.  In the New Zealand situation with forest managers managing an array of different forests with varying tenure rights (including 
freehold, leasehold, crown lease and forestry rights), to treat them as separate Management Units would become an administrative nightmare 
from the point of view of Chain of Custody.   To avoid doubt it would be helpful to clearly specify this.  

Natural areas: For completeness the definition should probably list other ecosystem types (tussock grass lands, dune lands, wetlands etc).  As 
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worded it appears to be only referring to forests and water bodies. 

Period review or update:  In our view this is not a definition.  The review period should be specified elsewhere in the document under a 
review section. 

Pesticide:  Delete the words ‘broad spectrum’.  A pesticide includes a chemical that achieves any one of the functions listed, but is not 
necessarily broad spectrum and some are in face very target specific.  

Principles for protecting and expanding natural areas:  Again we question whether this is a definition, but rather criteria associated with 
indicator 6.4.2 where it would be better located.  

Prohibited Chemicals:  Refer comments to Annex 6.1 below.  In our view this definition is misleading, given there are further chemicals that 
are prohibited under FSC that are not included in Annex 6.1. 

Rare Threatened and Endangered Species definition:   We have two specific concerns with the RTE species definition: 

• Through recent discussions with Dept of Conservation threatened species specialist Rod Hitchmough he advised use of the NZ threat 
classification system being more accurate that the IUCN Red List for species within NZ.    

• The NZ Threat Classification System is not in itself ‘a list’ and the document does not contain any lists.   The actual threatened species 
lists are progressively being updated in accordance with this system and published through various journals.   Also the latest document 
published by Dept of Conservation is the ‘NZ Threat Classification System Manual’, dated January 2008 (not 2005 as listed) and for the 
purposes of future proofing of the standard it would make sense to allow for future updates.    

We suggest the SDG obtain advice from DOC specialists as to the most appropriate wording of the definition but suggest as an option: 

Any species listed in  the most recent relevant threatened species lists produced in accordance with the NZ Threat Classification 
System Manual, January 2008, or subsequent updates.  

Recommended Area for Protection:   The definition needs to refer specifically to the PNAP programme, otherwise it appears to apply to any 
recommended for protection by anyone.   Ie Amend the definition to ‘A place identified as a priority for protection under the ‘Protected Natural 
Areas Programme’, because it ….’ 
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Restoration: The final sentence needs to be deleted and/or presumably addressed. 

Riparian:  The definition needs to be better defined – as worded it would appear to apply to anything/anyone ‘living in close proximity to a 
waterway’ which makes no sense. 

Silent file:  In our experience a silent file is generally used for holding information regarding locations of sites of cultural significance, not 
whether a particular activity would impact on the site ie suggest amending the example to read ‘eg the location of a waahi tapu’ 

Tangata Whenua:  We have no suggestions in relation to the definition of Tangata Whenua.  However further to comments relating to section 
3 we suggest that it would be helpful to add clarification by including the sentence ‘for the purpose of implementing this standard reference to 
tangata whenua refers to the appointed or mandated representatives of tangata whenua’ or similar wording to clarify that consultation 
requirements are not attended to potentially thousands of individuals who whakapapa to an tribal area.  

Tenure:  We have not before come across the use of the word tenure to define ‘customary rights’.  According to dictionary definitions land 
tenure is the name given in common law systems to the legal regime in which land is owned by an individual (or group) who is said to ‘hold’ the 
land and describes a relationship between the tenant and landowner.   It describes the legal right to the land (such as a lease or forestry right) 
not customary rights which are generally outside of the legal process.  Describing customary rights as ‘tenure’ is therefore somewhat 
confusing. 

ANNEX COMMENTS: 

Annex 6.1:  Prohibited Pesticides:  As noted in our comments to section 6.6.2 we believe Annex 6.1 should be deleted and replaced by 
reference to the highly hazardous chemicals list contained within the FSC pesticides policy guidance document. 

Annex 6.2 Chemical Standing Committee Functions and Process:  We question whether this should be included as an Annex to the National 
Standard, or whether it would make more sense to simply have a paragraph in the introductory section of the document explaining the intent to 
develop a Chemical Standing Committee and outlining their functions.  The description of the functions contained in the Annex is fairly blunt, 
and will undoubtedly be refined over time once the group is set up.  Including their Functions and Process as specific Annex in the National 
Standard in some ways casts this in stone prematurely. 

Annex 6.3  Again we are unclear of the purpose of listing the HCVF definition as an Annex.  It could more logically be included in the 
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definitions, and is already duplicated entirely within the indicator 9.1.1, so to have it as an Annex seems somewhat redundant. 

Annex 6.6 List of endangered species:   We are unclear of the purpose of Annex 6.6 given it contains only two items, both of which are 
referenced in the definition of Rare, threatened and endangered species.  Therefore we would suggest deleting it.  

Annex 6.7  For clarity it would be helpful to reference which sections this relates to.  

Annex 6.8 SLIMF Reserve Calculator:   Further to comments above in relation to the complexity (and duplication) of the reserves requirements, 
it seems odd that the process of determining reserve setasides for large forest owners is documented within principle 10.5, but the almost 
exact same process for SLIMF’s is documented in an entirely different layout in an Annex.  It would be much tidier and clearer if both were 
documented in the same place in the same format.  Whilst the SLIMF requirements clearly do not apply to our operations, if the table format is 
to be retained it does need some tidying up in terms of headings to be clear as to it’s meaning.   

 


