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A Submission Guide for Government’s proposed National 
Environmental Standard – Plantation Forestry (NES-PF)  
 
July 2015 
 
The proposed NES-PF will not protect our indigenous habitats, our streams and 
erosion prone land from the impacts of forestry. The NES-PF will more easily 
allow genetically engineered (GE) trees to be planted. Its permissive provisions 
for GE and sedimentation remove the ability of iwi and hapu to have a say 
about Environmental Protection Authority (EPA) approved GE trees in their 
local environment, and reduce everyone’s ability to protect their awa and 
kaimoana. 
 
Once the NES-PF is finalised by Government and gazetted, it will replace 
councils’ existing district and regional plan provisions for managing plantation 
forestry across Aotearoa/New Zealand unless the NES specifically says 
otherwise. There is no further chance for public comment.  Your submissions 
are important to strengthen the draft NES-PF. 
 
Submissions close with MPI on 11 August, 2015 

 
Summary of changes needed 
The NPS-PF needs much stronger provisions to protect our indigenous plants, 
wildlife, habitats and ecosystems, our fisheries, public participation process, 
and ensure a precautionary approach around genetic engineering.  Changes to 
ask for include: 

 GE tree technology is not proven safe or beneficial.  The GE trees 

provision should be removed from the NES-PF. Communities and local 

councils must be able to exercise precaution and include provisions in 

their RMA plans to control the planting of genetic engineered or 

modified trees.  

 Councils must be able to put in more stringent rules in any aspect of 

forestry activity, to protect the environment and the future wellbeing of 

their communities. 

 Any new plantations in existing areas of indigenous vegetation and 

habitat should be a non-complying activity which requires resource 

consent. 

 Prohibit the modification of Significant Natural Areas (SNA) in any 

planting or replanting. 
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 Require setbacks of at least 20 metres for streams and 30 metres around 

all wetlands and lakes.  

 Include a new provision which requires regional councils to address the 

impacts of afforestation on water yields and water flows in low-to-

moderate rainfall areas. 

 There should be no clear-cuts on land with a moderate, high or very high 

risk classification.  

 The Erosion Susceptibility Classification should be upgraded to high 

resolution-definition mapping to ensure erosion prone land is correctly 

classified. 

 Erosion susceptibility classifications and rules should apply to all forestry 

land uses. 

 Councils should be able to encourage permanent canopy forestry for 

erosion prone land and the planting of lower fire risk trees. 

 All harvest plans should go through an approval process. 

 The NES-PF should set a high and clear bottom-line on sediment loss to 

protect fisheries. 

 

Communities must be able to say no to GE trees 
Government is using the NES-PF to prevent councils and communities from 
using local RMA plans to stop the planting of GE trees. GE trees are banned in 
most international environmental standards including Forest Stewardship 
Council (FSC) and Standards New Zealand’s Sustainable Forest Management 
NZS AS 4708-2014 (3.8 Introduced Genetics 2.)  
 
GE trees threaten biodiversity, are fire risks, and are not proven safe for the 
environment, or human health and safety. Our markets do not want GE 
products.  
 

The uncontrolled development and release of genetically engineered (GE) 

trees is a risky step in the wrong direction because: 

1. Genetic contamination of forests by GE trees is inevitable and 

irreversible. Trees can live for centuries and have evolved to spread their 

seeds and pollen over great distances. The impacts of contamination 

would be highly unpredictable. Contamination could also occur through 

the escape of invasive GE trees into native forests.  
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2. GE trees, especially those engineered to constantly produce insecticides, 

would directly and indirectly impact pollinators like bees, other non-

target insects, and songbirds. No bees, no agriculture. 

3. GE trees are part of a bigger corporate capture and commodification of 

nature which threatens food sovereignty. Small farmers, forest 

dependent communities, and indigenous people are threatened both by 

land grabs for GE tree plantations and by the impacts GE may have on 

their forests, water, and soil. Our environmental standards should set 

strong bottom lines to protect the environment, not be used to promote 

the development and deployment of GE trees for the short-term 

economic benefit of a few transnational corporations. 

4. The NES-PF fails beekeepers who wish to keep their products GE free. The 

European Union (EU) has a zero tolerance to GE material in bee products 

and is an important market for products such as manuka honey. Material 

from GE trees would inevitably find its way into bee products.  

5. Councils such as those in Bay of Plenty, Hawkes Bay, and Northland have 

recognised the need for local controls over GE. The Environment Court 

has supported the inclusion of a local precautionary approach in RMA 

plans. The NPS-PF seeks to undo all of this. 

The government wants to take away communities’ rights of precaution and 
protection. It is using the NES-PF to make the planting of genetically 
engineered (GE/GMO) trees a permitted activity in all council RMA plans, 
should the Environmental Protection Authority (EPA) approve them.  
 
The EPA’s decision process is not an adequate safeguard. The EPA’s approval 
conditions for GE field trials have consistently been breached. The Ministry for 
Primary Industries (MPI) has the role of monitoring and enforcing these 
conditions, but has failed to ensure compliance.    
 
Change needed 
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Protecting indigenous biodiversity 
The NPS-PF as currently drafted is too permissive in where it allows new exotic 
plantations to be established. This will cause further biodiversity loss through 
native vegetation and habitats being destroyed or modified. 
 
The standard allows exotic plantations to be established in areas of indigenous 
shrubland such as manuka, and tussock grasslands in the high country unless 
councils have identified and mapped these areas as significant natural areas 
(SNAs) in their plans. Many council plans only have a short list of SNAs so large 
areas of native vegetation and habitat are vulnerable to being overplanted 
with exotic conifers as a permitted activity with no need for a resource 
consent. 
 
There are detailed provisions controlling planting near roads to prevent 
shading and icing but no similar level of detail to protect native vegetation and 
habitats. 
 
The NPS-PF standard only provides for a 5 metre setback streams and around 
wetlands and a 10 metre setback around lakes unless councils specify 
otherwise and they can only do this for water bodies which are identified as 
outstanding. This is inadequate to protect and buffer the natural character of 
streams, wetlands and lakes from exotic forestry. Some setbacks overseas are 
the equivalent to the height of the tallest local indigenous tree species. 
 
Afforestation can affect runoff from the land and reduce flows in streams and 
rivers. The NPS-PF creates no bottom lines for water flows leaving the issue to 
local councils to determine. 
 
Changes needed 
The NPS-PF needs much stronger provisions to protect our native plants, 
wildlife, habitats and ecosystems.  These include: 

 Any new plantations in existing areas of indigenous vegetation and 

habitat should be a non-complying activity which requires a resource 

consent. 

 Prohibit the modification of SNAs in any planting or replanting. 

 Require setbacks of at least 20 metres for streams and 30 metres around 

all wetlands and lakes.  
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 Include a new provision which requires regional councils to address the 

impacts of afforestation on water yields and water flows in low-to-

moderate rainfall areas. 

 

Erosion Susceptibility Classification  
The Government has reduced the quality of erosion susceptibility mapping to 
reduce costs for the big forestry companies. The 2011 NPS-PF proposal had 
better definition of erosion risk in many areas, but a cost benefit analysis upset 
big forestry companies. So instead of ensuring the best level of erosion 
management to reduce sediment loss and protect fisheries and aquatic 
habitats, the 2015 NES-PF has reduced how much land disturbance councils 
can effectively control.  
 
MPI has “smoothed” the Erosion Susceptibility Classification (ESC) from the 
2011 version to remove 1,027,000 hectares from the Very High risk category 
and 635,000 hectares from the High risk category. It has also reduced the 
resolution for zoning of risk areas. MPI says that communities including 
councils, or land owners can, at their cost, seek to define in more detail, what 
areas should be seen as higher risk, but that it would be too costly for local 
government to do this for all New Zealand.  
 
The 2011 version used available information from decades of research and the 
2015 NES-PF should do the same. It is critical for our fisheries, marine, and 
fresh water environments, that erosion susceptibility mapping is recalibrated 
to a considerably more accurate and effective scale than this proposed NES-PF 
contains.  
 
For example the proposed new NES-PF reclassifies the majority of Nelson’s 
Maitai Valley plantation forestry area from high or very high erosion 
susceptibility to moderate. This means that forestry activities (harvesting, 
earth works etc.) become a permitted activity and no resource consent is 
required. Forestry companies must meet a set of permitted activity conditions 
but many of these are inadequate. 
 
At Matai, the last time forests in the Sharlands and Packards Creek catchments 
were logged the streams ran with silt – straight into the Maitai River and then 
into the estuary.  The performance standards for ‘moderate susceptibility to 
erosion’ are not enough to protect the Maitai River. This example can be 
extrapolated throughout New Zealand. 
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The proposed NES-PF restricts councils’ ability to direct contour based planting 
or harvesting, or control clear-cuts in the reduced high and very high risk 
erosion susceptibility areas. This does not recognise councils’ knowledge about 
local conditions. 
 
The NES-PF requires forestry companies to produce a harvest plan for councils, 
but doesn’t allow councils to reject an inadequate plan. Rural communities 
must be able to have confidence that their water supplies will be protected, 
and that slips from forestry areas will not encroach on their farms or homes.  
 
Councils should be able to require the use of less fire prone species such as 
deciduous exotics and indigenous species especially on land close to existing 
and significant native forests. 
 
Changes needed 

 No clear-cuts should be allowed on land at risk of erosion, i.e. land in the 

moderate, high, and very high risk classification.  

 The Erosion Susceptibility Classification should be upgraded to high 

resolution-definition mapping to ensure land at risk of erosion is correctly 

classified. 

 Erosion susceptibility classifications and rules should apply to all forestry 

uses from planting to harvesting. 

 Allow councils to introduce more stringent rules to control all aspects of 

forestry activity on land classified as moderate, high, and very high risk of 

erosion susceptibility. 

 Require all harvest plans to go through an approval process. 

 
Fisheries and sediment 
The NES-PF has some limited protection for freshwater fish including 
indigenous fish and trout and salmon, particularly during spawning. There is no 
consideration of marine fish species that can spawn in freshwater, like 
flounder and kawahai, or appropriate controls on planting to protect estuaries 
and sheltered coasts from sedimentation. MPI says the National Policy 
Statement for Freshwater Management should address this but it has major 
gaps in relation to estuaries.  
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MPI’s own research shows the effects on fish and the need for 
change  http://www.fish.govt.nz/en-nz/Environmental/Land-
based+Effects+on+Fisheries+and+Ecosystems/NIWA+review+of+land-
based+effects+on+coastal+fisheries+and+ecosystems.htm 
 
Change needed 

 The NES-PF should set a clear bottom-line to protect fisheries from 

sediment. 

For more information on MPI’s consultation, background information, 
meetings and Hui go to: http://www.mpi.govt.nz/news-and-
resources/consultations/proposed-national-environmental-standard-for-
plantation-forestry/ 
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