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SECTION 1: INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND 

1 



1.1. Background and Aims 

About seventy percent of New Zealand's land area is outside of the national parks and 
reserves system. These lands make a significant contribution to New Zealand 
conservation because of the incomplete representation of landscapes, ecosystems, and 
species in national parks and reserves. There are a plethora of incentives, property 
rights, laws, regulations and plans, all of which playa role in determining what occurs 
on the seventy percent of non-conservation estate lands. A spectrum of land uses 
occurs on these lands ranging from clearfelling of forests to voluntary protection of 
landscapes, forests, grasslands and wetlands. While many landowners in different 
areas have contributed voluntarily to conservation there are others who are concerned 
a lockup mentality is sweeping across New Zealand, which aims to halt all extractive 
uses of, in particular, indigenous flora. These issues are being widely debated around 
New Zealand. Observers note that sustainable harvest of flora is allowed, and occurs, 
in many European and other countries, and New Zealand might choose to follow 
similar policies. The Parliamentary Commissioner for the Environment has 
commenced investigation of these issues and plans to release a report before July 
2001. 

The Isaac Centre for Nature Conservation at Lincoln University organised the forum 
of key thinkers to address these issues and contribute to development of policy in 
New Zealand. Two questions provided focus for the forum: 

~ Where can commercial activities be accommodated with conservation 
objectives for flora, on non-conservation estate lands? 

~ What strategies and policies should be employed to achieve those objectives? 

The intention was to assemble a group of people, who during two days, could identify 
the issues, canvas the range of options open to New Zealand, debate the merits of the 
options and develop recommendations for action. No final set of recommendations 
was developed and nor do the proceedings imply agreement by all participants with 
all points. A consensus or declaration was not sought nor obtained. Participants were 
invited as individuals not as representatives of institutions. The size of the group was 
kept below 40 in order to facilitate whole group discussion. 

The Flock Hill Workshop was held under Chatham House Rules. These rules allow 
participants to quote ideas or proposals discussed at the event, but not to attribute an 
idea or proposal to anyone person. The intent of Chatham House rules is to foster 
more open discussion and debate than might occur if participants were concerned 
their ideas or proposals might subsequently be attributed to them. The participants at 
the Flock Hill Workshop were advised in the opening session that Chatham House 
Rules would apply and a copy of the Chatham House Rules was posted on the 
meeting room wall throughout the workshop. Participants all accepted the event 
would proceed under Chatham House Rules and the proceedings have respected that 
agreement. These proceedings also contain notes on four presentations with speakers 
names included. These speakers were invited to make presentations at the workshop 
and all four speakers agreed their notes could be published with their names attached. 
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1.2. Report format and editorial guidelines 

Section 1, Introduction and Background, is a statement of the facts about the reasons 
for, aims of, and operation of the workshop. It includes a synopsis of the background 
paper provided to participants before the workshop prepared by Associate Professor 
David Given on issues concerning sustainability and conservation. A complete 
version of this paper was pre-circulated to attendees. 

Sections 2 to 5 represent our best efforts to faithfully represent the 'thoughts' from the 
workshop. This task was not easy. There was much debate and the record of events 
was sometimes difficult to interpret. The notes generated during presentations, 
breakouts and discussions, and also by notes taken by the workshop organisers have 
informed our documentation of this record. At times, the workshop changed direction 
or revisited an issue addressed sometime earlier. These proceedings, therefore, reflect 
developing lines of thinking throughout the workshop rather than represent a 
chronological record. 

The final section (6) represents the organisers' thoughts on 'where to from here'. 
These thoughts are based on a reflection of the debates that occurred at the workshop 
and what might nyed to be considered to move forward with the issue of sustainable 
use of indigenous flora outside public conservation lands. 
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1.3 Background paper from David Given 

USE AND ABUSE - ISSUES IN SUSTAINABILITY AND 
CONSERVATION 

David R. Given 
Isaac Centre for Nature Conservation 

Lincoln University 

New Zealand is a notable "hot spot" of faunal and floral biodiversity. Recently 
published analyses show that, on the basis of high levels of endemism, relative lack of 
undisturbed indigenous habitat, and high species representation, especially for archaic 
biota, New Zealand is one of 25 globally important such areas. Additional attributes 
include a number of relictual "living fossils" and gigantism in some taxonomic 
groups. Its podocarp and beech forests tussock grasslands and divaricating shrublands 
although not unique are highly unusual at a global level. 

New Zealand shares with many oceanic islands the biological characteristics of 
disharmony, small guilds with little ecological redundancy, generalised life cycles and 
reproductive traits, and weak facultative mutualisms. Native species are often adapted 
better to stress than to competition. Plants are often woody and long-lived, and many 
New Zealand land birds are poor fliers. 

• To what extent is our native biota poorly adapted to cope with changed 
conditions induced by humans. 

• Do New Zealanders, as a whole, have an appreciation of the unique 
nature of the landscape and biota, which characterises their homeland? 

• What domestic and international obligations are generated by the global 
importance of New Zealand in terms of its animals and plants? 

Our biodiversity is a unique evolutionary heritage derived largely from the ancient 
southern continent of Gondwanan - although it is uncertain what proportion of the 
present flora and fauna is derived directly from Gondwanan roots. But, what is 
certain is that the biota of New Zealand is a heritage under threat. One measure of 
this is our ecological footprint - the impact of humans on the total New Zealand 
environment. This has been graphically expressed by Denise Church, Chief 
Executive, Ministry for the Environment: 

If everyone presently alive aspired to our New Zealand level of "land affluence" the 
world would need 28 billion hectares of production land. That is twice the earth's 
land area and about five times the area currently used for production. 

Another measure of the human impact is that only about 21 % of our environment can 
be regarded as in anything approaching natural condition. Over 50% of our landscape 
is agricultural - about double the global average. Our cities are low density by 
international standards, yet often, especially in their inner cores, lack the extensive 
natural environment areas and treescapes characterising many overseas cities. The 
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Species 2000 conference in February 2000 showed that we are far from completing 
the task of cataloguing our 80,000 or more indigenous species - at least 40% are 
probably undescribed. 

In terms of species numbers bird extinctions since human contact with New Zealand 
has been among the highest in the world. Approximately 10% of the flowering plant 
flora is classified as threatened. A few plant communities and habitat types are 
extinct but many more are fragmented to only a few percent of former extent; 
especially in the drier parts of New Zealand there is lack of reproduction among key 
species. The vast majority of New Zealand wetlands have been drained or irrevocably 
modified and loss may be over 90% overall. The 1: 1 ratio of introduced weeds to 
native flowering plants is equalled only by Hawaii, and there is probably no other 
comparable region on earth as besieged by introduced pests which range from marine
and fresh-water weeds and fish to introduced wasps, possums and ungulates. 

• How does the New Zealand situation measure up to that found in other 
regions and countries - is it better or worse? 

• What are the implications of continuing threats to New Zealand 
'biodiversity in terms of planning, land use policies, and trade? 

• Is it more realistic to accept the inevitability of biodiversity change and 
even loss of native species, than to expect that most if not all present 
species can be preserved? 

New Zealand compares very favourably with other nations for the proportion of land 
classified as protected for conservation purposes. This includes national parks, a 
range of types of reserves administered by government agencies, other protected sites, 
and amounts to about 30% of the total land area of New Zealand. Fourteen national 
parks and 19 forest parks are supplemented by approximately 4000 reserves 
administered by the Department of Conservation. A recent move has been the 
development of mainland islands where there is deliberate management for 
conservation purposes including intensive predator eradication. New Zealand 
probably leads the world in techniques for rat eradication on islands and re
introductions of biota, especially birds. 

New Zealand's conservation network includes a large number of ancillary 
organisations and structures apart from the Department of Conservation. The 
department services the New Zealand Conservation Authority and its 17 Regional 
Conservation Boards, which act as a bridge between the department and the public. 
The Forest Heritage Fund and Nga Whenua Rahui are also serviced by DoC, 
providing funding for protection of high quality conservation land on the private 
estate. In addition, over 2000 sites amounting to over 100,000ha of land are under 
covenant through the QEII National Trust. The trust receives funding from 
Government grants, the Forest Heritage fund and the public. The New Zealand Fish 
and Game Council and its regional councils have responsibility for management of 
game animals, and the councils and DoC are required to co-ordinate their 
management plans wherever they may intersect. 

Endangered species management is an important part of the overall strategy for 
biodiversity enhancement and preservation. DoC is currently reviewing its threatened 
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species classification system and is trailing a new system, which although based on 
IUCN's international system, is adapted to New Zealand needs. Species recovery is 
through formally approved DoC recovery plan, each of which is actioned through a 
recovery team. One of the problems with this process is that it is currently tied very 
closely to the department's own planning system and the DoC "conservation estate" 
which can create problems when a species occurs substantially on other land tenures. 

Regional and district councils play important roles. Local government planning and 
administration requires through the Resource Management Act that due attention is 
given to a wide range of stakeholder interests including the sustaining of ecosystems, 
protection of water regimes and their quality, and having regard for significant 
landscapes and the intrinsic values of indigenous biota. Councils work through a 
variety of mechanisms including establishment of rules (e.g., limiting the percentage 
of natural habitat that may be cleared), notification procedures for resource consents, 
and listing of significant sites (historic or natural) in planning documents. 

The overall standard of management of conservation lands and threatened species is 
often high by world standards. But, this does not mean that there is no room for 
improvement. Advocacy and education in conservation areas is often relatively poor 
by world standards. For certain types of biotic communities, e.g., shrublands, lowland 
grasslands, and some types of wetlands, there is a lack of research to support 
predictive management, such that the long term survival of communities such as 
dryland scrub are in jeopardy. It is one thing to acquire sites, but quite another to 
manage them so that their natural features are at least maintained and preferably 
enhanced. There is notable unevenness in the allocation of resources between animals 
and plants and between different groups of animals and plants, often with the 
perception that icon taxa still get a disproportionate share of resources. Although the 
stated policy emphasis is on ecosystem recovery, single species recovery allocations 
are frequent. A major overall lack is in evaluation of the effectiveness and 
cost/benefit of recovery and management programmes. 

A major question involves the role of industry, individuals and landowners in 
conservation of nature. Among some in the community there is an attitude generally 
that "the government ought to do it". This applies to conservation, although in the last 
decade there have been increasing numbers of initiatives involving local trusts. The 
work of Hugh Wilson and the trust associated with Hinewai Reserve on Banks 
Peninsula is an outstanding example. The voluntary work associated with local trusts 
cannot be over-estimated. The Isaac estate at Peacock Springs near Christchurch 
provides an outstanding example of an industrial - conservation partnership. Interest 
is growing among rural landowners in the development of conservation partnerships. 

• Should central government agencies playa greater facilitating role, with 
emphasis on enabling other agencies and land occupiers to do 
conservation themselves? 

• In endangered species planning should recovery planning and execution 
be through a greater range of alternative agencies. 

• Are there sufficient incentives for local government to engage in 
management and protection of biodiversity? 
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• Do we have 'biological and landscape apartheid' in the allocation of 
existing resources for study and management of indigenous species and 
natural landscapes. 

• What essential incentives should be in place for effective private land 
conservation and for developing owner-research-management 
partnerships? 

• How do we connect government, landowners and occupiers and research 
in a non-threatening way, so that more conservation action is both 
locally actioned and based on good research? 

It is perhaps not realised by many New Zealanders that we are still in many respects 
an agricultural nation. Tourists visiting New Zealand are often amazed at the extent 
of our rural lands. But this comes at an environmental cost. The human impact on 
New Zealand is magnified by the size of our livestock populations and the fact that it 
is generally cheaper to accommodate these animals on extensive grasslands than on 
intensively stocked feedlots. New Zealand's density of sheep is over ten times higher 
than the world's combined sheep and goat density and our cattle density is more than 
three times the world average. This means that over 51 % of land area has been 
converted to farmland of which less than 5% is in arable crops. 

It is significant that most New Zealanders are urban dwellers, and perhaps a tragedy 
for many people today is dislocation from a nature-based context. Just one example, 
but an important one, is that perturbation - floods, storms, and ecological succession -
is seen as a negative to be overcome, rather than being something we live with and 
even foster as necessary. This dislocation is challenged by proponents of a new 
ecological and conservation paradigm in which perturbation, change and landscape 
heterogeneity are part of the normal dynamics of nature. We either learn to live with 
and through perturbation or struggle to maintain a static world through precarious 
human intervention. 

Perceptions are important. People disagree not only in terms of whether they see the 
world as static or dynamic, but also in terms of their definition and interpretation of 
conservation, their interpretation of public and private rights, and their attitudes to 
claims by indigenous people. People have different value systems and may value 
natural resources differently - "with those at one end of the spectrum appreciating 
them for their tangible values and those at the other end placing more emphasis on 
intangible values." Common ground does exist, and must form the basis for positive 
co-operation between stakeholders, now and in the future. But this means 
acknowledging from where people are starting. 

• Can society learn to live with nature rather than against nature? 

• Are there alternatives to nature being constantly seen as a resource to be 
controlled and managed, and nature (plants, animals, landscapes, etc) 
being regarded as a context to be nurtured. 

• What common ground provides a starting point in the debate? 
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In conserving biodiversity, a major battleground of the twenty-first century will be the 
interface between wilderness and production lands. For many people this is where 
they feel most at home - in reach of nature yet not overwhelmed by it, and still in sight 
of familiar human elements. It is a hard landscape zone to manage and too often is 
neglected. Many of the problems concerning maintenance of biological diversity in 
the coming decades will be on agricultural production lands and in cities, often in the 
very areas where highest levels of biodiversity coincide with high levels of human
induced threat. Such areas amount to as much as 70% of the total land area of New 
Zealand. 

An issue here is 'sustainability', which like biodiversity is a term that many people 
reject as being too complex and too confused in peoples' minds. The issue of 
sustainability cannot be avoided simply because it is difficult to define. It also cannot 
be avoided on the basis of demarcation - that there are certain areas which must be 
preserved as wilderness and other areas which are available for economic production 
and urban settlement. 

Sustainable use of natural resources, and especially harvesting, is a major ecological 
debate of the decade. Sustainable use is essentially concerned with continued yield of 
target species without degradation of populations and genotypes, and with harvesting 
rates which allows recovery of ecosystem structure, species composition, and 
nutrients to natural levels, while not significantly diminishing essential natural 
services and processes. But sustainable resource use has to be in terms of three 
foundational attributes: social and cultural sustainability, economic sustainability and 
ecological sustainability - the classic triple line accountability. 

Several questions arise in relation to the general issue of sustainability: 

* Should you do it sustainably? 
* Can you do it sustainably? 
* Can we agree to de' it sustain ably (having decided that you should and can)? 
* How can sustainability be put into place (having answered 'yes' to the 

above)? 

• Who decides the answers to question such as the above? 

• Is sustainable use of natural resources only an issue for those countries 
where popUlation and other pressures force the matter? 

• Is the triple bottom line approach realistic or is nature as a whole too 
important for this to apply? 

• How big should the 'ecological footprint' be for New Zealand; is it 
already too big? 

Many of the problems that arise when sustainable regimes are considered concern the 
balance between the three foci - social, economic, ecological. For many years, 
sustainable land use has tended to have a primary focus on economic matters, 
occasionally considering soil issues, and rarely the biotic resources. The Convention 
on Biological Diversity, consideration of Agenda 21 principles, and moves towards 
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internationally recognised certification of forest and agricultural products is forcing a 
rethink of sustainability concepts. 

Long-term sustainability can only exist when considered over all scales and when 
taking into account ecosystems, natural heterogeneity, integration of production lands, 
and societal patterns and trends, as well as species diversity. This amounts to 
management that sustains a sense of place itself. Sustainability becomes far more 
than just questions of species-related economics on the one hand, having sample 
"islands" for protection, or imposing ones ethics on others. Further, it involves 
participation of all stakeholders who have each their own "sense of place". This 
includes nature itself, which has no obvious voice, but needs its advocates. 

The boundaries between production land and wildlands are often sharply drawn. It 
can be argued as part of the sustainable use debate that the boundaries need to be 
blurred through meaningful dialogue and a' genuine understanding of the natural 
heterogeneity and dynamism of most landscapes. A consequence view is to admit 
'nature' as a valid consideration of production land management, while admitting 
ecologically sensitive production as at least a possibility for wildlands. 

An issue here is land ownership. The patterns of ownership common in New Zealand 
are not the only possibilities, and in some recent writings it has been suggested that 
alternatives be explored. These often revolve around the concept of some land being 
held on common title or management - whether under the name of community 
ownership, a pattern of 'crofting', and contract farming where part of the contracting 
is to undertake sustainable forestry andlor maintenance of nature areas. Another 
aspect of this is the 'good neighbour' concept, in which there is recognition that 
firstly, what one user does impinges on others, and that biota and natural processes are 
not bound by cadastral boundaries. 

Another issue is the adoption of holistic and broad approaches to strategic planning, 
such as: 

... the development 0/ cross-landscape management strategies (the 'mountains 
to the sea' approach), and the need to conserve a spectrum o/protected areas, 
marrying orthodox conservation approaches with traditional ones such as 
rahui, taiapure and maitaitai ... 

as suggested at a recent workshop. Such an approach needs a matching cross-cultural 
breadth, recognising that the most important factor influencing the environmental 
performance of settled landscapes is the cultural attitudes of the occupants -
perceptions, practices and customs towards the environment reflect cultural attitudes, 
spiritual beliefs and resource values. 

Parallel syntheses are needed between social sciences and biological and physical
based ecological sciences. Land-use philosophy and practice must reflect that in each 
landscape there are appropriate patterns and scales of both utilisation and 
preservation, sometimes achieved through smaller-scale mosaics across large 
landscape units. A result of such syntheses should be blurring of the demarcation 
between urban and rural lands and greater recognition of the "footprint" effect of 
urban areas on remnants of natural habitat. But this also implies that forums exist for 
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non-adversarial discussion of issues between interest groups that may come from very 
different foundations. 

• Does science need a different approach and a new set of outcomes when 
dealing with human demands, which interact with nature? 

• Are there new models of land ownership and use, which might have long 
term benefits for both production and conservation? 

• Is science (both in training and in practice) unduly restrictive in terms of 
its outcomes, so that it lacks community relevance. 

• Do adequate fora exist for discussion and resolution of issues, and if not, 
then what needs to be developed? 

And what are the institutional, social and financial incentives? Policymakers seem to 
be pointing in the direction of an enhanced but purely voluntary approach to achieving 
biodiversity conservation on private land. If we go down that track, then we will 
acknowledge, convey respect for, and thereby reinforce, the belief that landowners 
hold the same set of exploitive property rights that the pioneering settlers of NZ held a 
century ago. The conservation debate will come down to use of rights that 
protagonists presume they have - either to destroy biodiversity or to impose its 
preservation. 

Furthermore, a purely voluntary route means that most conservation actions will 
involve a payment out of the public purse. 

Expanding this sort of thing offers scope for a lot of money to be spent to 
achieve only a modest amount in practical terms, compared to what would have 
happened anyway. Continuing with this approach certainly won't stop land 
clearance hitting the TV screens, with resulting demands that politicians do 
something about it. 

The amount of money available for biodiversity on private land under this approach is 
likely to remain small. Doing worthwhile things about nature, especially on private 
land is going to cost quite a lot of money - there is no 'free lunch'. As recently 
suggested, perhaps: 

The Govt should indeed be prepared to spend a substantial amount of money, 
but should use it to le"erage some widely agreed changes in property rights 
entitlements and obligations across the board . ... This is not a full compensation 
proposal - it is a pragmatic cost-sharing deal that would offer many landowners 
some significant financial assistance and would aim to move the whole country 
forward in terms of resolving issues, and clarifying responsibilities. Integral to 
this approach is the idea that biodiversity conservation is just part of a wider 
set of property ownership obligations related to sustainable land management. 
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• What role do incentives play in sustainable use of resources and what 
are the appropriate incentives, which will achieve a desired result at 
bearable cost? 

• Who pays for desired conservation outcomes? 

• What is the relative place of voluntary and compulsory systems for 
sustainable use and conservation of biodiversity and landscapes? 

• What sort of neighbourhood, community, region, country do we really 
want for our successors - within the constraints imposed by human 
diversity and the constraints imposed by nature? 

The interaction between humans - both individually and collectively - and nature in its various guises is 
complex. Do we value species, ecosystems, wetlands, forests, scrub, grassland, coastlines and mountains -
if so, then "why"? Do we give each part of nature equal value? Is the natural world including the array of 
New Zealand's animals and plants simply a backdrop to our human activities, whether food gathering, 
gardening, working or adventure tourism? What is the basis for our tourism and do we presume on nature 
without acknowledging its worth when we lure people to visit New Zealand? Do we have a right to "use" 
nature or for that matter to preserve every element of nature? Do I have a right to impose my "sense of 
nature" and moral values on my neighbour when he or she wants to do something that will fragment the 
fabric of the nature? I may value wilderness, but for what purpose, and is wilderness a lUXUry that we can no 
longer afford? Is biological conservation too important a matter to put in the hands of politicians, 
government agencies or even scientists? And, finally, do the demands of a new millennium mean new 
alliances between business, resource users and primary producers, local communities, government, research 
and nature itself. 
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SECTION 2: PROBLEMIISSUE DEFINITION 
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2.1. Defining the Issues and Developing A Shared Terminology 

The purpose of the first session of Day One was to discuss and create a shared 
understanding for the topic of the workshop 'Sustainable use of indigenous flora on 
private land.' This entailed both small and large group debates. In addition, two 
models aiming to frame the workshop topic was presented on Day Two as a basis for 
further discussion. Pages 16-18 depicts the ideas captured in the 'problem definition' 
session of Day One. 

One result of this discussion was to amend the boundaries of the topic to "sustainable 
use of indigenous flora on non-conservation land". It was agreed that this better 
represented the range of land tenure (including local and regional government land) 
the management of which could be designed to accommodate a number of productive 
and/or conservation values. 
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SMALL GROUP SESSION: WHAT DO WE MEAN BY 'INDIGENOUS FLORA'? WHAT DO WE MEAN BY 'PRIVATE LAND'? 

INDIGENOUS FLORA OR BIODIVERSITY ( LORA & FAUNA) 

Start with: 
Maintenance presumption 
then: use 

. • & .. d Inventory momtonng tren s 

Species or habitat approach 

Sustainable Genetic use 

Science definition? 
But also important from 
cultural perspective 

I 
Special/unique , 

But landscapes 
concentrate only on indigenous 

Climate ~ 

SPP on edge of extinction 
because of habitat ~es 

I 
~ overtime 

PRIVATE LAND 
ie. All non-conservation estate 
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Landscapes vs. individual SPP 
Which is most important? 

Is any land solely private interest? 
Question of property rights? 
Question of managerial control? 
On land not formally managed for 
conservation. 

All about context 

Individuals/Community 
Organisational Values 



SMALL GROUP SESSION: WHAT DO WE MEAN BY SUSTAINABLE USE? 

Economic, social, 
environmental 

Which use/what basis 

Conscious decision 
making 

SUSTAINABLE USE 

More than one question 

Users & uses over time 

Non Consumptive 
Existence value 

Different users 

1 
At different levels of 
decision making 

/roperty rights 

~ __ Indigenous people :..------
Multi nationals 

Common use 
STATUS 
QUO ~ 

\ Constrain by legislation 

/' 
sustainability 

Accepted use meaning 

! 
Is particular system sustainable/stable 

~ Ecological b,,~ 

Also can use of system!:. e.g. hiracin tussocks 
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Agreed baselines 
Monitoring trends 



WORKSHOP FORUM: WHAT ARE THE PROBLEMS TO SUSTAINABLE USE OF INDIGENOUS FLORA ON PRIVATE LAND? 

Are we overstating problem or do we need to think about our 
future landscapes in 100 years? 

Values f::. over time 

Not all service valued to same 
______ extent. Not measured well. 

Has multiple values & uses ~ 

Need new 
mechanisms............... __ 

~o market mechanism for ,--_________ --, 
public good ______ Reconciling values of public 

/ v"'us private interests 

Public want benefits \ 

tand manager pays costs 

Lack of recognition for what 
land managers have done 
already 

-Valuing responsibility 

Lack of long term 
investing 

* Stakeholders hold positions rather than opening debate 

Lack ofTRUSTIHONOUR 

* No debate in some cases 
-- Court arguments ____ 

rather than working 
out 

Assu~ons (e.g., public ownership = protection) 
(e.g., private ownership - no protection) 

* Little statutory protection 

* Need more communication 
(e.g., lack of understanding of covenanting) 

* Too little research on indig 

* Success measures - don't know 

Do people know what's indigenous / what's not 

Biological apartheid 
Need appropriate solutions 

Hiiy of values 
Two way street I 

'---------' -- DOC, favours others contribute 
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2.2. Defining The Issue (Organisers' Notes) 

Discussion early in the workshop focussed largely on the concept of 'sustainable use'. 
Points of clarification were requested from the organisers regarding the choice of 
topic for the workshop, specifically: the definition of 'private land' (defined by 
organisers as non-conservation estate) and the focus on 'flora' rather than 
biodiversity. It was sugges\.ed (by the organisers) that flora provided a less complex 
issue for this initial workshop. The following comments were made at this point: 

• Commercialisation versus sustainability - what is the difference? 

• Get away from legal issues and look at practical issues and application. 

• Get behind the labels - conservation, protection, sustainable use - what do 
they mean? 

• Need to get beyond definitions. Get beyond the problems to the 
opportunities. 

• Is it possible to use nature without consuming nature? 

• If see it as a useful resource, may be more likely to look after it. 

Some key themes from the discussion of these points were: 

• Get pragmatic 

• Move beyond the definition debates 

• There are ways to 'use' nature sympathetically 

17 



TWO ENVIRONMENTAL DOMAINS MODELS TO FRAME FURTHER 
DISCUSSION ON THE SUSTAINABLE USE OF INDIGENOUS FLORA ON 
PRIVATE LAND 

MODEL DRAFT 1. 
Ecotourism 

Manuka Oil 

//r/--------'-~-r//------------"-"'''y ~/----------''''\ 

i c. i \ \ f onsumptl ve use f \ \ 
f of indigenous flora I Enhanced + \ I 

............................ 

MODEL DRAFT 2. 

Land use that 
delivers 
biodiversity 

Patch 

Spagnum 

manufacture of Non consumptive 
indigenous 
biodiversity on 
private land 

Land use that delivers 
wealth from land/flora 
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MATRIX TO DETERMINE PRIORITIES FOR CONSERVATION ACTION 

Non-consumptive t 

Consumptive 

High priority sites/values 

DoC focus; does a lot of its work 
here; 
Support from state - some forests 
protected through Nature Heritage 
Fund,2tc 
Self management -less cost to the 
state; 
Turf, shrubs - need grazing 

SITES 
Hard stuff
very 
significant 

General enhancement 
of indigenous biodiversity 

ECOLOGICAL 
PROCESSES 

The models above and on the previous page generated much discussion, which 
included the following points: 

• It was suggested that the hardest area, and the area of most debate, is down 
the middle of the matrix, but others viewed that the hardest is between left 
boxes and between production and conservation. 

• Some people suggested matrices are as dangerous as pigeon holing. 

• Isn't entire agreement within the workshop about sustainable use and its 
role? 

• Not much people can do with consumptionlhigh priority conservation sites. 

• DoC focus = non-consumptivelhigh priority sites and place government 
should focus. 

• Most discussion = consumptive/general enhancement box 

• A difficult area is where flora are significant enough that community wants 
them protected but not so important that individuals do not see they should 
protect sites. 

• Don't know value of giving emphasis to 'general enhancement' column. 

• Differing view - some high priority sites can be very productive, e.g., turfy 
areas; shrublands, e.g., for manuka honey production. 

• May not be socially acceptable, even if ecologically possible. 

• May need to rethink "consumptive" and "non-consumptive" labels. 

• Does the matrix model indicate that high priority sites will achieve all our 
biodiversity needs? 

• Response: protect some new key priority sites 
manage pests and weeds 
uncertain 

• Significant social obstacles to achieving more indigenous flora in New 
Zealand. 
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• Issue may revolve around whether accept there is a limited resource to do 
this all. 

• The key question is what would an increase in biodiversity expansion bring 
for conservation rather than just continuing to focus on high priority sites. 

• Got to manage indigenous flora: pests and weeds, etc. Not enough to just 
have areas reserved. 

• Got to get smarter at central policy level- encourage people (landholders) to 
take up the job. 

• The tension line in matrix model could go around top left box. Squeeze box 
up. 

• Question is how much consumption can you do before affect biodiversity 
sustainability. 

• Some imply can only "do conservation" in top left box. Don't see 
conservation as only in this box - can cut across all types of 
environments/nature of working and living. 

• Dangerous to imply dichotomy that conservation in national parks only and 
the rest isn't conseivation. This is unhelpful and dangerous. 

• Need science to tell us what indigenous flora as private land is worth. 

Whereas an alternative suggestion was an overlapping framework 

Patch 

Protects genetic material, 
benchlines, touchstones 

Land use that delivers 
production elsewhere 

,.... 

(Actually should be a combination of the two) 

Land use that delivers both 
biodiversity and productive 
land use 

v 

Suggested is a matter of scale - in terms of conservation and sustainable use. 

"Land managers do it - everyone else creates the environment" 
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• Is really a combination of both sides of the model (i.e., biodiversity derived 
from whole landscape). 

• Enhancing biodiversity into the productive landscape is complementary to 
PNA and protection via covenants, etc. 

• Is there value in protection isolated sites of biodiversity in mainstream 
____ productive land? 

- Social, intangible reasons (e.g. sense of place) 
- International conservation conventions 
- Connection between PNA and sustainable use? 

Connection is scale = spatial element 
Achieves ~ National level ~ sustainable use 

this L- Local level ~ small PNA mode 

~ - Value is the bare minimum of genetic material 
- Benchmarks 
- Touchstone 
- Intangible altruism 

• New Zealand is in a Catch 22 situation - NZ should be recipient of GEF 
World Bank funding, instead we are a donor. New Zealand is a poor 
country. 

• What will be successful? That lost nothing since today in 50 years, or that 
increased Biodiversity/indigenous flora. The answer might depend on; what 
biodiversity has increased; where biodiversity increased; how much it cost. 

Bio-habitat says - there are many ways to achieve biodiversity of indigenous flora on 
non-consumptive land. 

21 



2.3. Speakers Notes 

Perspectives on the Sustainable Use of Indigenous Flora 

In the last part of day one, five speakers made short presentations representing a 
particular perspective on the issue of indigenous flora on private land. These 
presentations covered possible perspectives from the following interest areas: 

• Research 
• Agriculture 
• Forestry 
• Conservation 
• Tangata whenua 

Following are the notes provided by the speakers for the proceedings. 
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2.3.1. Research 

Ian Whitehouse presented the following paper. 

Scientific and Science Organisations in Contested Issues with Contested Science 

Ian Whitehouse 
Landcare Research 

Lincoln 

The following are personal comments, based on observations from involvement as a 
scientist or CRI manager in debate concerning the sustainable use of the South Island 
high country and the Timberlands West Coast beech scheme. 

In hot environmental issues, like sustainable harvest of native flora or fauna, science 
is used by parties to defend different (value-based) positions. Often, scientific results 
are contested as well. 

Environmental decision-making is based on more than science. I believe that 
environmental decision-making should be a combination of sound science with open 
and robust public processes in which a broad cross-section of society attempts to 
develop a consensus. Some scientists believe that resource management decisions 
should be primarily based on science and the knowledge of scientists. It is my 
experience that science may guide, seldom does it decide. 

The values that we hold shape what we do and our view of the world. Scientists can 
find it difficult to separate "science" from values. I do not find this surprising, just a 
reflection that science is conducted in a social context. 

My experience is that criticism of the scientific approach, or science results, being 
used in a hot environmental debate, will be taken as an attack on the position (i.e. 
values) that the science is being used to support. 

A scientist's reputation is closely linked to the perception of their science. Therefore 
a scientist will want to defend their science when they believe it is being publicly 
attacked, as in robust exchanges on contested environmental issues. 

It is my observation that debate on some environmental issues becomes very heated 
and political. Trial by media may occur. I believe that sustainable use of native flora 
and fauna is such a hot issue. My past experience indicates that some of the scientists, 
and their organisations, involved in a hot issue will be subject to attacks on their 
reputations or competency. I believe it is important for scientists to maintain their 
high ethical and professional standards at all times, even when tested under extreme 
fire. 

It is my experience that debates on environmental issues usually have an institutional 
context. Different institutions take, or are represented as having, different positions 
on the issue. Different institutions (e.g. university, CRI, government department, 
NGO) may also have different roles in an issue and different views on the role of 
"their" science and scientists. 
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The example of Kit Richards in the Timberlands West Coast debate indicates that 
there are limits to how critical staff of Crown entities can be of Government policy 
and decisions. 

Notwithstanding the previous comments, I strongly believe that scientists and science 
organisations must be involved in debate on hot environmental issues. Their roles 
may include that of an "honest broker" of information and knowledge, that of 
someone seeking to influence with integrity, or that of an advocate. They may take all 
of these roles at the same time - provide relevant knowledge, try to influence the 
scientific approach used or the way that science is used in the decision making, and 
advocate for open and robust processes. I believe that scientists, and science 
organisations, need to be careful when taking the role of advocate not to do so in a 
way that casts doubt on their role as an honest broker of information and knowledge. 

Scienc"e, I believe, can assist people in forming views about the acceptability and 
sustainability of the use (both consumptive and non-consumptive) of native flora and 
fauna. Defining what trade-offs are "acceptable", however, is a social and political 
problem. The challenge for us all is how to have the debate about what is 
"acceptable" in a non-confrontational, inclusive manner. 
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2.3.2. Agriculture 

John Aspinall presented the following paper. 

Agricultural Perspectives 

John Aspinall 
Mt Aspiring Station 

Wan aka 

SUSTAINABLE MANAGEMENT DEFINITION 

• PRIMARY OBJECTIVE 
Preserving life support capacity of soil, water and air 

• SUB OBJECTIVES 
Flora and fauna in pristine indigenous state 
High producing pasture or forest 
High landscape or aesthetic values 
High producing arable or horticuIturalland 
Many others 

In most situations, a single purpose focus is neither practical nor desirable. 

• ACHIEVING SUSTAINABLE MANAGEMENT 

Fundamental to keep in balance the social, economic and environmental aspects. 
World examples, e.g., Africa, Eastern Europe, parts of Asia. 
Vital for farmers to achieve all 3, if sustainable management is to be achieved. 

Sustainable management is about using the best known management practices' and 
monitoring to assess whether we have achieved sustainable management. 

There is no magic formula. Precise management varies from block to block or 
reserve to reserve. 

Need to modify as we go. 
Sustainable management requires a long-term focus. 

This is not always achieved by institutions where people may not be directly 
accountable and can transfer regularly . 

• BALANCE 
Approximately 35% of New Zealand is in DoC management 
Primary focus is sustainable management of indigenous flora 
Where indigenous flora exists on private land there are often conflicting 
objectives 

Need to balance these. 
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KEY ISSUES FOR LAND MANAGERS 

• Best management practises/knowledge/science 
• Economic 
• Property rights/use rights and responsibilities 
• Political considerations 

BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTISESIKNOWLEDGE SCIENCE 

Land managers want to: 
[Pre dates RM Act.] 

• improve their management and knowledge 
• work with scientists to achieve this 
• will only adapt new technology if confident it will work and is affordable 
• will only invest capital in improved management if confident in their 

property/use rights 
• leave the land in as good or better condition 

ECONOMIC 

• Income for management 
• Costs in complying with requirements 

PROPERTY RIGHTS / USE RIGHTSIRESPONSIBILITIES 

• Concern at recent legislation which has removed property / use rights: 

Forests Amendment Act 1989 
Resource Management Act 1990 
Conservation Amendment Act 1989 
Crown Pastoral Lands Act 1998 

• These rights being resumed by Crown without compensation. 
• Crown exempt from Biosecurity Act. 
• Landowners feel contempt. . 
• Current thrust to resume use rights to public, but public not accepting any 

responsibilities. 

POLITICAL 

• Major fear that political decisions override practical experience and science. 
For Example; West Coast forests; South Island tussock grasslands; aspects of 
district plans. 

• Lack of confidence 
• Wasted resources 
• Lobbying 
• Resources invested off farm 
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WHERETO? 

• We need to accept that we cannot achieve everything today. 

• Adopt a long-term focus. 

• Send genuine signr.ls that public and bureaucracy are in support rather than 
the enemy. 

• Prioritise high value sites. 

• Assist the land managers of genuine high value sites: ego QEll Trust. 

• Outright purchase etc, covenants and management agreements. 

• Amend legislation to give more security to landowners and more 
accountability for those implementing. 

• Provide a framework where indigenous values become an asset rather than a 
liability to owners. 

• All land requires management, management requires income, the state lacks 
sufficient income to manage the values it has, let alone more. 

• Commercial harvest via: grazing; timber extraction; tourism; sphagnum; eels, 
etc, provides income to manage: pests; weeds; people; soil and water values. 

• Commercial harvest also provides incentives to manage the values. into the 
future. 

• Commercial harve8t can also enhance the management of indigenous flora, 
ego grazing hieracium, wilding trees, shrublands, some semi arid land herbs, 
deer, thar, chamois and possums. 

• Commercial activities provide tracks; fire breaks etc. which assist 
management and protection of reserves. 

27 



2.3.3. Forestry 

Clayton Wallwork submitted the following to the organisers. 

What challenges do I, and the people I work with, face when 
administering Part IlIA Of The Forests Act 1949. 

Clayton Wallwork 
Forestry Advisor 

Indigenous Forestry Unit 
Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry 

Christchurch 

Our role at the Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry Indigenous Forestry Unit is to 
administer Part IlIA (1993 amendment) of the Forests Act 1949. The purpose of Part 
IlIA " ... is to promote the sustainable forest management of indigenous forest land." 

I will be basing my presentation around the challenges of administering Part IlIA. 

Staying in Business 

The Unit regularly faces questions for and against the concept of sustainable forest 
management (SFM). Being a government ministry we are the focal point for the 
sustainable forest management issue. Our challenge is to answer the questions put to 
us with the best knowledge available. We need to understand the science, the politics 
and the forest owner's perspective. With this understanding we then effectively 
communicate the information to each interested group. 

We are committed to our role in providing service to all stakeholders interested in 
sustainable forest management. 

Education 

Education is a big challenge. We are involved with educating forest owners, forest 
operators, sawmillers, processors and the general public. 

When initial contact is made from forest owners we match up their objectives with 
Part IlIA, and inform them of the general provisions of the law. If they wish to pursue 
things further the challenge then is to relay the concept of Sustainable Forest 
Management (SFM). Many forest owners still see SFM as a harvesting approval. We 
have to try to convey that SFM is an all round package for the benefit of the forest, the 
community and an ongoing source of income for the forest owner. 

Once a SFM plan or permit is approved and registered we continue to work with the 
forest owner but we also work with the forest operator. The hardest concept for the 
operator is to comprehend and accept that the allowable harvest volume cannot be 
made up from all "good" trees. Tree selection is a key component to in-forest 
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operations. The harvesting and felling techniques have improved with the promotion 
and requirement of minimal impact techniques. 

Despite Part lIlA being reasonably black and white, our challenge is to promote SFM 
in a way that forest owners and operators can relate to, and understand. 

When and where possible we promote SFM to members of the general public. 

Red Tape 

Forest owners like to call the approval process either unnecessary paperwork or red 
tape. The challenge here is to guide the forest owner through the "red tape" with 
minimal fuss. As with most government departments and prescriptive pieces of 
legislation there are certain procedure's to follow before approval can be granted. We 
facilitate this is by improving our internal processes and procedure's, and consulting 
effectively with other central and local government agencies. We also improve the 
communication to the forest owner as to what is required when applying for a 
sustainable forest management plan or permit. 

Enforcement 

To promote effective SFM we also have to highlight disincentives for poor SFM. The 
challenge for us is to promote that breaches of Part lIlA are not tolerated. 

Knowledge 

The key to acceptance and success of SFM is knowledge. This cannot be stressed 
enough. The direct challenge we face is obtaining funding to support relevant 
credible scientific research that will assist the effective sustainable forest management 
of privately owned indigenous forest. 

We currently have a good baseline of knowledge to work from, but with improved 
knowledge through well-directed science, all challenges mentioned earlier could be 
more effectively met. With improved knowledge we will be better equipped for 
educating forest owners, forest operators, and the general public. This will also 
provide support for development of sound forest policy. Through the added education 
the "red tape" and enforcement could be administered more effectively. 
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2.3.4. Conservation 

Gerry McSweeney submitted the following to the organisers. 

A Conservation Perspective 

Gerry McSweeney 
Wilderness Lodge 

Arthurs Pass 

New Zealand is a 'can do' society and a 'caring' society. In practice this means that 
partnerships and cooperation are always better than combat. In terms of our 
discussion here there are many carrots out there, e.g., many councils already give rates 
relief for protection initiatives. Moreover, covenanting provisions are working well 
under both the Department of Conservation and QEII Trust. The Nature Heritage 
Fund has made huge progress in protecting important areas on private lands. This 
'use' of land is now being reflected in higher property values for those covenanting or 
otherwise protecting indigenous values, i.e., the value of nature. In light of these 
gains most conservation advocates do not see any need for change in terms of 
liberalising the opportunities for sustainable use of indigenous resources. 
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2.3.5. Tangata whenua 

Rachel Puentener presented the following paper. 

Te Riinanga 0 Ngai Tahu 

Rachel Puentener 
Department of Conservation Liaison 

Natural Resources Unit 

There is no one iwi view on the issue. Even within Ngai Tahu there are multiple 
perspectives on the question of sustainable use of indigenous flora on private lands. 
These views range from the SILNA (South Island Natives Land Act) forests and their 
harvesting through to preservation perspectives. Naturally, in terms of land use 
management and development there will be conflicts within Ngai Tahu re: 
development and protection issues. 

One common element, however, is a sustainable use perspective. This use perspective 
comes from a cultural perspective that was based on living with the land and waters 
and their species - a hunter/gatherer society - mahinga kai was a central element to 
the Ngai Tahu claim to the Waitangi Tribunal and why Ngai Tahu fought so hard to 
get cultural redress elements into the settlement package. These mechanisms are 
intended to try and help re-establish the relationship with the lands, waters and species 
that has been lost due to lack of involvement in use and management. 

After the Kemp and other land purchases last century, the loss of land and access to 
mahinga kai was catastrophic. Ngai Tahu are now the second largest landowner in the 
South Island. In purchasing these lands, however, Ngai Tahu was wary of purchasing 
indigenous forest lands, due to the issues surrounding use, and so most of the lands 
are exotic forests. 

A key issue from a Ngai Tahu perspective is that we are working within a legislative 
environment, which maintains a preservationist worldview and not a perspective 
consistent with iwi relationships with the environment and the principles of the 
Treaty. The paradigm is for preservation, not sustainable use. It should be noted that 
Ngai Tahu supports the non-use and protection of species while they are in a state that 
could not sustain extraction. This is inherent in the concept of mahinga kai and 
traditional tools of management. There is significant common ground over 
conservation issues. 

However, there are some paradoxes: Why is it that the Fish and Game Councils are 
given powers to manage species (including some endemic native game birds), but 
Ngai Tahu cannot access these species without a licence? Use for recreation is also 
specifically provided for in the legislation, noting that this may have a greater effect 
on the resources than a low impact sustainable take. Again, this caters for a 
predominantly pakeha worldview of what is an acceptable use of indigenous flora. 

There are existing models of sustainable use, which are proving to work. For 
example, customary use of titi (shearwaters) is a good model for management and 
conservation that has existed for centuries. There are also many overseas models, for 
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example in Africa, of use of resources in national parks leading to greater protection 
of endangered species (greater vigilance over poaching due to local "ownership" of 
the resource). 

Similarly, Fish & Game are the strongest advocates for freshwater habitats under the 
Resource Management Act, purely because they have a use interest to protect those 
resources. From a Ngai Tahu perspective, use is not synonymous to exploitation. 
Active involvement and use leads to greater advocacy, protection and enhanced 
populations. 

• For Ngai Tahu, restabilising the relationship with the environment requires 
rekindling mahinga kai practices. Mahinga kai embodies the concept of 
sustainable use. For this reason, Ngai Tahu will always advocate for a move 
away from a universal preservation/lock it up form of management of 
indigenous flora and fauna. At this point in time, however, movement in this 
direction will be difficult given the dominance of one worldview, which is 
reflected in the leg~slation. 
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SECTION 3: WHAT DO WE WANT TO SEE IN 2025? 
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3.1. A vision for 2025 

Participants were asked, in small groups, to envisage how they would like to see New 
Zealand in the year 2025 (with particular regard to indigenous flora management and 
the environment). 
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SMALL GROUP SESSION: WHAT IS YOUR VISION FOR 2025? 

Vertebrate pests 
exterminated 

Native wood ots -
managed 

Hedgerows are 
indigenous not exotic 

Landscapes treated 
sensitively 

Natural regeneration 

Processes operating in 
the landscape 

Slope 
stabilisation 

Wetlands part 
of productive 
landscapes 

WEAL .FUTUllli 

Focus on next generation 
Land users/policymakers etc 

I 
I Who shapes way people think? 

I 
I How do we learn speed of !l 

Agencies "facilitato~ Community-t:ull~y __ Not necessary for 
DOC the community" involved 

I 

I 

Mechanisms 

People like each 
other 

Business investing in nature 

Indig. flora iing part 
of economic base 

Level of wealth 

Mechanisms 
Transfer rights from public to 
private use 

Land owners encouraged to 
protect indigo Values on own land 

If you have better 

I 
.. then 

Less regulation 1<I .... t-------.~ Monitoring - feedback 
'---______ ---' and learning 

Measuring 
process 

Sustainable commercial use 
acceptable, recognised practice 

People invest in 
restoration 

Every plot of l~ has biod values 

More rich diverse communities 

\ Empow~red 

Bottom-up 
approach 

extension 
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partners 

Politically 
powerful 

Local 
government other 
agencies 

Education raised 
profile of 
'environment' -
ordinary people 
knowledgeable and 
aware 
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EXAMPLE OF SMALL GROUP SESSION: VISION FOR 2025 
(ORGANISERS NOTES) 

Every property has a visual indicator of biodiversity presence, being used 

Properties are diverse 

There is biodiversity richness 

~cotourism Communities are diverse 
and rich __ Wood turning 

Guided hunting/fishing 

Property owners are wealthy and respected 

Marginal lands restored - Roadsides 

~ River berms 
"" Functional use 

Govt sets up a 
facilitating 
framework 

SNAs+ 
restoration 
everywhere 

VIA 

Taxes, incen ives 
investments, uses 

1 
Bottom up 

(appropriately 
encouraged) 

(Advisory 
groups) 

cf 
now 
investments, 
ll~P.~ 

Flexible 
arrangements & 
mechanisms 

(Landcare 
groups) 

Biodiversity .-- extension 
organisation 

Blurring of private and public 
organisations/rights, etc - facilitators 
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SECTION 4: HOW DO WE GET THERE? 
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Day two of the workshop directed discussion towards how to get to our 2025 visions 
and goals. It was noted that changes must occur in our current management regimes 
and attitudes to reach these goals. Participants 'brainstormed' a list of institutions, 
organisations and individuals that might be involved in the process of change and then 
decided upon key issues to focus the remaining workshop sessions. 

Four key issues were identified as being imperative to the sustainable use and 
management of indigenous flora on private land in New Zealand (and ultimately 
leading towards the 2025 visions). They were: extension and education; community 
empowerment (capacity building, TRUST, cooperation and networking); mechanisms 
for change (incentives, disincentives - policy, regulations, economic); providing 
research and knowledge. It was decided to concentrate on mechanisms for change 
and education/extension. Participants of the workshop broke into small groups to 
discuss and report back on these issues. The following pages capture the 
presentations back to the whole group. They include aspects of legislation, science 
and knowledge, opportunities for the use of indigenous flora, community 
empowerment and non-economic incentives. 

It was generally established that: "Land managers do it, everyone else creates the 
environment" Consequently it was decided to analyse the following four areas: 

• Extension/education 
• Community empowerment 

(capacity building, TRUST, cooperation and networking) 
• Mechanisms (Incentives, disincentives - policy, regulations, economic) 
• Providing research knowledge 

In addressing each of the above participants were asked to bear the following in mind: 

Regulation 

Tenure Economic 

Information, Education, Motivation 

1. What is needed and why? 
2. Who is involved? 
2a. Who else should be involved? 
3. What change does this imply for the these groups/agencies etc? 

barriers 
success factors 

4. Some practical starting points 
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WORKSHOP SESSION: 'WHO' IS INVOLVED IN CHANGE TO GET TO 2025 VISIONS? 

LIST OF STAKEHOLDERS FOR ~ PERIURBAN LANDSCAPE 

Landowners 

Local government - ~ requirements for subdivision 

Officials 

Politicians 

QEII 

Lifestylers 

Central Government 

Developers 
Environmental Educators 
Engineers / advise developers 
Bankers 

Resource protectors -

Environmental NGOs - put forward more coherent vision of what we are attempting to achieve 
F & B (EDS) Sam Neil 
Children - influence parents 
Tangutu whenua 
Fish and Game 
Environment Court 
Local community groups 
Federated Farmers 
Lawyers 
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List for commercialising sustainable use 
Would be different to 

+-

Foreign affairs (Tradenz) - market infonnation 
Processing co's - eg pharmaceuticals 
PRlMarket image expertise 
Investors 
R&D expertise in On-farm production and 
processing 
Patenting expertise 
Commercial tourism 

Who will put a structure on the market for 
indigenous resources? 

What direction are we~ in? 

IRD - tax regime 

Stakeholder maps look different whether 
consumptive vs passive resource 

Land owners - make the difference 
All other stakeholders create the environment 



DISCUSSION ON CHANGE (ORGANISERS' NOTES) 

Change: Who are the stakeholders, etc? 
+ve and -ve 

Problems ....... I-------------~~ Future 

Remnants or 
naturally 
regenerating areas 

Requires change 

Sustainable 

Restoration 

Which stakeholders need to change? How? Why? Not all, all of the time. 

Non-consumptive Consumptive 

Stakeholders' role is to create environment to help achieve sustainable use of indigenous flora 
on non-conservation land. 
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TRUST 

WORKSHOP SESSION: 'WHAT NEEDS TO CHANGE?' 
EXAMPLE OF SMALL GROUP OUTCOMES (ORGANISERS' NOTES) 

Triple Bottom Line 

ELironmental Bottom-Lines in terms of sustainability 

~ ~ conscious decision about use of enironment 

(farmers) ~nability - status quo / or backcasting 

\'---. 
use man enhance sustainability 
- Hieracium in grasslands 

~elationships? _ tourism West Coast 

baselines and indicators 

• Start from a Maintenance & enhancement presumption (public good approach) 

• On all non-conservationIDOC lands, i.e., local authority, etc. 
• Inventing and monitoring trends 

• Species or habitat approach 

New mechanisms 
needed e.g. TDR's ....... 1---

mitigation, banking 

(Economics) 
ISSUES 

Lack of recognition of 
......... farmers initiatives (e.g., 

60% farmers do fifariar 

~work 

Economic 
opportunities 

RM -process 

examples / 

taxes 
discount rates 

\ 

Uncertainty 

~unication 
Stifling innovation 

No incentive to Misinformation 
invest in long term \ 

\ ~ Lac~ of security 
Counts against s~st. ~ 
Use, e.g., of long- .. 
lived SPP, say over TIme penods of value 
100 years 

Short immediate 
term 100 sust. 

Short immediate 
economic 

Problems: 
disincentives to 
restoration ecology 
Trust 

Environmental interests farmers 

~-------- --------_/ 'V' 

What is it we want to look like in 100 years? 
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SMALL GROUP SESSION: LEGISLATIVE BARRIERS 

ISSUES 

• Conflicts in legislation concerning private investment in IB (RMA, Forests 
Act) (non-altruistic) 

• Need for long term certainty 

• Remove impediments to voluntary actions 

What is needed 

RMA Minor amendments (Command and Control) 
Implementation revisited 
Intent is to prevent loss, but this outcome is not always being achieved 

Forests Act 
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SMALL GROUP SESSION: SCIENCE, INFORMATION & KNOWLEDGE 

RESEARCH KNOWLEDGE 

/ ~ 
Social issues/research needs 

Survey of current 
knowledge 
and relationships between 
people and nature (have 
some knowledge of attitude 
to customary use) 

1/ 
, 

.. 
What does land manager 
need to know? 

What do land manager 
know? 

What barriers/impediments 
exist to land managers 
managing biodiversity? 

Science of utilisation methods / 
ecological research 

............................................. f 

/ Methods of education 
interpretation disseminatry 
information 
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/ 
I 
! 

Existing knowledge 
Adaptive management 
Feedback 

Scientists doing it! 
in partnership 

demonstrations 
models 
on ground 
field days 

Incentivise creativity 
by land managers -
structured 
monitoring learning 
by doing adaptive 
movements 



i 

SMALL GROUP SESSION: MECHANISMS FOR CHANGE 
(NON-ECONOMIC) 

MECHANISMS 

Incentives Disincentives Groups / agencies 
change 

For "Altruism" • High compliance costs CERTAINTY ISSUES 
- covenants - ongoing mgt - outcomes? 
- symp. land mgt - 'RMA' - IS IT A CONSTRAINT 
- sale t - surveying - RULES OF THE GAME 

- monitoring 

• information 
~ - recognition - / awards/rewards 

(education by example) 

• user friendly monitoring 
(performance) • Lack of integrated Regional Councils + 

biodiversity advice 

• help-in-kind/advice V 
• integrated biodiversit/ 

advice - shop 

• one-off grants 

t/ r' ~ • Poor communication - Everyone 

• trus persona ltles '--........ frustration, anger 

networks/response 

/ times/motivation! 
facilitators / 

L.O. 

• Top-down vs bottom-up CONSISTENCY ISSUES 

Other agencies 

• Improved certainty. • Lack of certainty TIME FRAMING ISSUES -- conditions - env. NGOs 

- obligations - land managers 
- rights - for future use - agencies 

- contracts .--
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SMALL GROUP SESSION: MECHANISMS FOR CHANGE 
(NON-ECONOMIC) 

KEY POINT: THE KEY MECHANISMS ARE TO ACHIEVE DESIRED OUTCOME 
____ Formal 

- Knowledge management - wisdom exchange / packaging education ____ 
So much already exists - identity benefits measure and manage, Informal 
including land owners adoptive mgmt processes 
Always can be transferred 

- Empowerment - need the "community will" to enable it to happen. 
Both in relation to institutions and landowners. TRUST, FACILIATION, COMMUNICATION 

- Institutional frameworks - capacity building networks, synergy, cooperation 

- Using what already exists 

SO THAT: 

Individuals are willing to act 

Society supports them 

They have the knowledge to act! 

Values 
Certainty 

Acceptance of 
sustainable use 

Benefits 
identified 

Not always 
driven 

Other mechanisms (i.e. below the red line) support this (test of good incentive, policy, 
regulation is "Do they support?") 

Good mechanisms may not be Socially acceptable until the key points above are 
implemented. 

With regard to 
sustainable llse 

e.g., Sustainable rimu harvesting regimes 

- We don't have the knowledge or monitoring information available ~ hence people don't 
trust groups, e.g. Timberlands 
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SMALL GROUP SESSION: MECHANISMS FOR CHANGE 
(NON ECONOMIC) 

What's needed? 

/ 
Prescriptive approach 

Culture/attitude change 

-- Non-adversarial approach 

Mechanisms to support voluntary effort (Fund for Wildlife (Australia)) 

Practical starting points: 

• Championing the success stories 

• What makes success (contextual) 

• Inventory if opportunities - niche use of fire woods 

• Culture change within Councils within New Zealand 

• Public issues surrounding commercialisation 

• Look again at conservation funding priorities 

• Liaison between funding agencies 
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SMALL GROUP SESSION: MECHANISMS FOR CHANGE 

For Example: Economics are not attractive propositions. How do you get into 
indigenous regimes? Could there be risks! 

Regulation ~ "externalities are internalised" 

Only accept forms of regulation if meeting key points 

Consumer pool demanding standards, that raises price ~ also risks, e.g., felling 
current stands 

• Diversification of and cr0ating high value markets 

• Economic incentives - can be powerful but! issues "level playing field" -
distortions 

- rates relief? 

CHALLENGE - as the "key points" happen and innovation will occur with 
supportive mechanisms 

- traditional mechanisms and current regulations may not be appropriate 

- understand what is happening elsewhere at the innovative end! 

e.g. "framework" to understand who owns new plantings, i.e. to distinguish from e.g. 
management of vestigial remnants etc, so that perception "won't plant because 
someone else will control future use" is addressed. 

Mechanisms that allow 
some certainty of future 
uses 
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SMALL GROUP SESSION: EDUCATION/EXTENSION 

ExtensionlEducation 

What is needed? 

• Provide information and advice, facilitation 
• "learning" with landowner 
• Cultural and institutional framework enables this to happen 
• Allow entrepreneurs to explore 
• Feedback of information - two-way 

Who? 

• Change culture of not only landowners, also Central Government, Local Government, 
communities 

• NGO's, scientists 

~ Need to build social capital 

How? 

• Refit institutions, change cultural 
• Build on success areas/stories 
• Identify benefits 
• Top down approach required but also flexibility for tangible actions at local level. 
• Communication skills / operational skills ~ change in operation of Regional Councils. 
• Resource transfer to under-resourced/poor Councils (?) 
• Objective advice required 
• Conflict for Councils education 

monitoring policy 
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WORKSHOP FORUM: DISCUSSION ON MECHANISMS & EDUCATION 
(ORGANISERS' NOTES) 

Mechanisms 

Land for wildlife scheme in Australia - very high uptake - ref Carl Binning. 
FleYbility vs certai ty - (by definition involves uncertainty) 

"Range of 
means to get 
there 

"defined outcome" 
"rules of the game" 

• Suggestion of tourist levy to increase funding but: 
- Why tourists pay on private land? 
- Transfer from rich to poor 

• Consistency - e.g., Forests Act allows sustainability. Logging but SILNA etc. 
time frames. 

• Certainty - example of 1948 Land Act -led to certainty of tenure. 

Education 

• Criticism of RMA not fair - it is not command and control but that is how it has been 
implemented. 

• Publicise success but also need to identify changes required. 
• Need to identify benefits, e.g. less adversarial and better outcomes - good outcomes and 

smooth processes. 
• Neil Erikson at Waikato University - FRST - implementation of the RMA, SA 

plans/policies, etc., evaluated against criteria - too much consultation. 
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SECTION 5: RESEARCH PROJECTS 
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The final small group workshop session produced a list of research projects intended 
to continue investigation and d~bate and ultimately lead to action in the sustainable 
use of indigenous flora on private land in New Zealand. The projects are listed below, 
along with an indication of which organisations may currently be working on them. 

Project Topic Who's working on it? Outcomes sought 

Land capability inventory (ala Southland) to CouncilsfLCR 
include (indigenous flora). Adding Microclimates/ 
knowledge re opportunity for sustainable Special crops etc 
indigenous flora. 
Hold robust public "debate/forum" about Survivors exposed 
"sustainable use of indigenous flora on non- to new ideas. 
conservation land." 'Infotainment' 
Identify examples of how indigenous flora MAF 
can be enhanced in productive landscape, 
long list, short list, and evaluation of the 
contribution of the short list. 
What are the values of indigenous flora, and 
who values it, why and how can this impact 
on 3. (social science survey) and identify 
ones acceptable, unacceptable. 
Government runs/buys sheep, dairy, pig LincolnlKowhai Farm; 
farms as examples of social, economic, contact Steve Wratten; 
environment sustainability, Te Papa Hamish Ensor 
outreach, Farm Park. 
Identification of disincentives to 
establishment and retention indigenous flora 
in ~olicy,public perception, legislation. 
Identify successful models of expansion of 
indigenous flora and replicate them. 
Cullen Award for outstanding project. 
Innovative expansion of indigenous flora. 
WWW tool, for info services re sustainable MFE; All providers; 
use of indigenous flora, knowledge about, Landcare Research 
questions matched to answers (Web-based 
facilitator). Interactive. 
Examine structure of value added chains to Entrepreneurs; Ministry 
see where $'s re~lly added. What actions of Economic 
needed to get from flora to consumer? Development 
Products & services, market research if 
needed, product development, consumer 
creation. 
Scoping of opportunities for indigenous flora 
projects for whole catchments. Waitaki 
Mount to Sea to act. Harakeke roots 
empowerment of runanga multi agency with 
Kai Tahu. Identify barriers. 
Improved understanding of Econ and Social 
benefits to landowners from taking out a 
protective stance. (Researchl~rojects) 
Monitor these projects, to see what they 
contribute. 
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Project Topic Who's working on it? Outcomes sought 

Explore and promote international tourist 
levies to fund 1-13. 
Succinct summary of agenda setting in Ian Cairns 
relation to indigenous flora in past to aid our 
understanding of how we plan for future. 
National scale (history). The value setting 
processes identified. 
Farmlet scale research of H. country multi NI hill country Ag 
value. Agro- shrubbery. Research 
Maintaining relationships, MAF etc. 
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SECTIO~ 6: WHERE TO FROM HERE? 
ORGANISERS' COMMENTS 
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6.1. Background 

Sustainable use of indigenous flora is a controversial topic in New Zealand. During 
the past twelve months the experiment in logging of West Coast indigenous forest was 
ended by the government. The government was recently embarrassed to discover that 
refurbishing of The Beehive included use of African rainforest timber, in 
contravention of the directive of the government not to use 'native timber.' 
Thoughtful debate on these topics is difficult to achieve and attempts to promote 
debate on sustainable use of indigenous flora risk accusation of being a supporter of 
logging in drag. 

Why is thoughtful debate so difficult to achieve? New Zealand is a youthful country, 
and we have not developed fully our ideas on sustainability. We accept that 
continuing harvest of marine fish can be sustainable so long as harvest rates are below 
recruitment rates and externalities do not cause unacceptable damage. But many 
people do not accept that there can be sustainable harvest of indigenous flora. Those 
people judge there are only two choices - preservation, or harvesting which 
unacceptably degrades areas of indigenous flora. Dichotomising the world in that 
way echoes a debate which older nations such as the USA conducted a century earlier 
in their debates between 'development and preservation.' In some instances there are 
possibilities of trade-off between preservation and development, in other cases there 
are not (Howe 1979). Where trade-offs are possible, resources can be conserved to 
ensure there are increased supplies available for future use. Debate at Flock Hill often 
fringed on this issue, but did not truly grasp the opportunity to resolve whether 
conservation action can maintain stocks of indigenous flora for both current and 
future uses. 

Debate is often best served if there is a sound theoretical framework around which 
analysis and thinking can be based. We have developed a simple economic approach 
to support further debate on sustainable use of indigenous flora. We argue that an 
economic approach to these issues is illuminating and allows us to formalise and 
extend the thinking, which occurred at Flock Hill. The economic approach does not 
rule out other ways of analysing the issues and we encourage people to develop them 
to complement the approach below. 

6.2. A framework for thiaking about the issues 

Areas of indigenous vegetation on private land often have value to landowners and 
they may protect some or all of those areas. Price signals and profit motives can 
influence how much indigenous vegetation landowners retain and for what reasons, 
but the area retained will depend upon perceived costs and benefits. In some 
instances the flora protected will add to, and in other cases complement that protected 
on public conservation areas. There are external benefits associated with at least 
some of the indigenous flora, such as habitat for other species, and contribution to the 
landscape. These external benefits will be overlooked in many cases and the amount 
conserved may be less than ideal for society as a whole. While the public may value 
retention of areas of indigenous flora, there can, in some cases, be a lack of 
mechanisms to pay for, and ensure, its conservation. This situation will be 
exacerbated where society takes a short-term focus. The regulatory environment 
within which landowners operate may also mean there is little incentive to make long 
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term investments in indigenous flora. All of these reasons mean that areas of 
indigenous flora are likely to be whittled away and may disappear. 

A simple diagram can illustrate the problem we face from an economic perspective. 
Figure 1 adapted from Langholz et al (2000) shows the marginal costs of retaining 
varying amounts of indigenous flora on private land. These marginal costs can 
include operational costs such as weed and pest control. They might also include 
opportunity costs of foregone grazing because an area is retained as regenerating 
forest rather than being converted to pasture. Landowners will also consider the 
benefits they obtain from retaining an area of indigenous flora, and the additional (or 
marginal) benefits they will obtain if they retain larger areas. The curve labelled MBh 
shows the marginal benefits, which can be obtained by the landowner by harvesting 
honey/timber/spaghnum moss from regenerating bush. The revenue could also come 
from tourists who pay to visit the privately owned indigenous flora. A decision on 
area to retain of indigenous flora, based solely upon marginal costs and MBh, will 
result in area Qh being retained. 

Figure 1. Relationship between marginal benefits and costs and number of hectares 
retained for conservation purposes. 

Marginal 
benefits and 
costs 

Qh Qb Qp 

Number of hectares retained 

Me 

MBb 

MBh 

MBp 

Of course not all decisions are based upon price signals and profit motives and many 
landowners maintain indigenous flora for other reasons, such as a sense of land ethic, 
conservation motives and bequest motives. We can include these motives in our 
diagram to illustrate how this will influence the area of bush retained. The line 
labelled MBb shows the marginal benefits to the landowner from both 
honey/timber/spaghnum moss/tourist visits, and from non-financial factors such as 
conservation and bequest motives. Recognition of these benefits leads to a greater 
area of bush retained at Qb. 

The general public may also obtain benefits from retention of the area of bush, and we 
can include their benefits on our diagram. The line labelled MBp shows the combined 
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marginal benefits obtained by both landowners and the public from retaining areas of 
bush. This third MB line is further to the right than are MBb and MBh indicating 
there are 'external benefits' from retaining areas of bush. From an economic 
efficiency standpoint, the efficient area of bush to be retained is found where the Me 
line intersects the MBp line at Qp. 

The area of bush retained in practice will depend upon the level of marginal costs 
associated with the area of bush, the level of marginal benefits, and which marginal 
benefits are considered by the individual landowner, occupier or manager. If the 
marginal costs are high because the bush attracts large numbers of possums or weeds, 
this can be a deterrent to retaining the bush if a more profitable use of the land exists. 
If the bush supports only a small amount of 'sustainable' production, such as 
honey/timberlspaghnum moss production, the small financial benefits may mean the 
bush is cleared to make way for more profitable agriculture or for plantation forest. If 
no alternative more profitable use of the land exists, the predator and weed effects will 
be ignored but the forest quality will degrade through neglect. Of course the greater 
the revenues which can be earned from an area of indigenous flora, the greater the 
likelihood that it will exceed the marginal costs. An important conclusion is that 
profitable uses of indigenous flora can be a powerful force for their conservation for 
the future. 

Powerful bequest motives may mean that MBb is sufficient to retain a significant area 
of bush. The benefits to the general public from the area of bush can only playa role 
in influencing the area retained if there is some means by which those marginal 
benefits are translated into an incentive or a directive to the landowner. 

A key philosophical issue is whether the aim is to retain indigenous flora on private 
land taking a preservationist approach, or is it to manage indigenous flora on private 
land in a sustainable way (taking a sustainable development approach). Either way, of 
central importance is the need to encourage land managers to change their behaviour 
or actions and place the importance of indigenous flora 'on the agenda'. If we have a 
vision for the 'AotearoalNew Zealand landscape 2025', and that vision incorporates 
greater presence of indigenous flora within production landscapes and a rich and 
diverse rural environment, then we need to ask what is needed to achieve this vision. 
The range of approaches aV'lilably to influence the area of indigenous flora conserved 
or used sustainably is lengthy, and some key approaches are briefly examined. More 
detailed examination of the range of options can be found in many articles and books. 
Some suggestions for further reading are listed in the references. 

6.3. Economic instruments 

The higher the MB or the lower the Me from retention of indigenous flora the greater 
the likelihood that area that will be retained and not allowed to degrade through 
neglect. Improvements in possum control technology for example will lower the Me 
of retaining bush and result in more and larger areas retained. There are economic 
opportunities for the use of indigenous flora, and not all of these are extractive, 
tourism is the obvious example. Other uses are extractive, e.g., grazing (which may 
be necessary in some circumstances to maintain conservation values) and forestry, but 
might be sustainable under some regimes. Research needs to aid management in 
delivering sustainable practices (see Section 6, Research Ideas). 

56 



Development of new products and new markets for outputs derived from areas of 
indigenous flora will increase the incentive to retain indigenous flora for those 
purposes. So long as the harvest rates from the flora are sustainable the result can be 
larger, non-degrading, areas retained. Enhanced property values from flora retention, 
and profits from use of indigenous flora, can lead to greater area retained and used 
sustainably. New Zealand it was noted at the workshop is not an economically rich 
nation, and anything we can do to enhance economic prosperity and simultaneously 
promote conservation should be grasped with both hands. 

Local government can playa role to encourage flora retention by rates relief for 
qualifying areas. 

One theme of the workshop was a desire by many to move on from reliance on 
prescriptive approaches and to see how incentive approaches may contribute. These 
approaches should be seen as complements but not 'substitutes for reservation actions. 
They may require taking chances. We don't know how people will respond to 
incentives, but it may be more effective than prescription. 

6.4. Information, education and facilitation 

Indigenous flora may not be retained because landowners lack information about the 
potential benefits from retention and use. They may be deterred from flora retention 
and use because of perceived institutional or transactions cost barriers to that goal. 
Information, education and facilitation campaigns to achieve increased awareness of 
benefits of conservation, or use possibilities, will be helpful to landowners. Some 
Regional Councils are initiating actions to improve information supply, tackling the 
lack of knowledge barriers through one-stop advice bureaus. QEII Trust and Landcare 
Trust are good New Zealand examples of organisations, which deal face to face with 
landowners, but are seen to be independent of government. They can convey up to 
date information from science, local regional and central government agencies, and do 
much to overcome information barriers to action. Well-informed facilitators can 
target most valuable areas for action. 

6.5. Cooperative approaches between the public and private sector 

The government (DoC) and QEII Trust have acquisition and covenanting tools that 
can retain some of this indigenous flora, tussock lands, wetlands, shrublands and 
forests, (and fauna) on private land. In addition, some funds exist to acquire and 
protect flora, such as the Nature Heritage Fund, New Zealand Native Forests 
Restoration Trust. Outright purchase is typically more costly than covenanting. 
Significant areas have been protected through these approaches and further 
achievement is limited only by funding. The QEII Trust for example has covenanted 
approximately 50,OOOha and the Nature Heritage Fund has funded protection of 
172,OOOha of land throughout many parts of New Zealand. These approaches will 
continue to make important contributions to flora retention and potentially for 
sustainable use. 
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6.6. Regulatory approaches 

Regulatory approaches are a widely observed attempt to tackle the problem of loss of 
indigenous flora, via district plans. District Councils via the plans prepared under the 
RMA can provide for Significant Natural Areas, although at times, e.g., Hurunui and 
Far North District Councils, this has created many problems for councils, landowners 
and others. Landowners/managers may perceive past efforts to protect indigenous 
flora is being rewarded by increased costs being placed upon them through increased 
regulation. Experience shows this approach can produce disappointing results as 
landowners may react to prescription by 'spending less on weed and pest control and 
the quality of the retained flora steadily deteriorate. 

The Forests Amendment Act 1993 requires most landowners to obtain an approved 
sustainable management plan or permit from MAF's Indigenous Forestry Unit (see 
section 4 above) before any harvesting can occur. This approach requires landowners 
to accept an onus to use their land sustainably. The intent of the legislation is 
laudable but the Forests Amendment Act 1993 can impose a significant change in 
landowners rights and responsibilities. The approach is flawed, as it does not prevent 
forest use for firewood, timber for personal use, or conversion of forest to pasture. 
Perverse behaviour by landowners in response to loss of rights can, and in some cases 
does occur. 

6.7. Social mechanisms 

Imitation of peers and conversations with neighbours are keyways in which 
landowners learn of, and adopt, new practices. Needed are mechanisms to stimulate 
those processes. Across the Tasman Sea, landowners join Land for Wildlife and 
commit to protection of indigenous flora and fauna. Signs on roadside fences alert 
neighbours to that commitment and lead them to ask questions and mimic the 
innovators. New Zealand could adopt the scheme. In short, to lead by example and 
start with some success stories. Waterwatch programmes and Landcare Trusts 
provide two further example of social organisations which can contribute to 
development of flora (and fauna) protection ethic, and make significant contributions 
to retention of flora in a region. 

6.8 Legislative change 

Some parts of New Zealand legislation, particularly the Resource Management Act 
and Forests Amendments Act, provide perverse incentives in some instances to 
remove, damage, or allow to degrade, areas of indigenous flora. Several Workshop 
participants noted the weaknesses in existing regulatory approaches (see section 4). 
Given those weaknesses it is sensible to seek change to those sections of the 
legislation. 

6. 9. Looking ahead 

The achievement of on-the ground change is limited by a number of barriers, many of 
which can be tracked to issues within the institutions proposing change, rather than 
issues within the community at large (e.g., Campbell 1995, Walters 1997, Yaffee 
1997, Allen 1997, Pretty 1998, Allen et al. 2001). All too often institutional project 
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proponents are trying to change the behaviour of end user groups without first 
changing their own approach in order to develop the supportive environment needed 
for collaborative learning and subsequent behaviour change. These institutional 
barriers include the following: 

• Institutional cultures within research and policy making which work against 
genuinely collaborative approaches. 

• A failure to provide appropriate processes to promote the development of 
social capital trust, shared understandings, and networking among diverse 
stakeholders. 

• Agencies are still looking to compare single policy approaches to find the 
best one, rather than to find an optimal mix of different approaches. 

• The need for supporting information is most often seen to apply only to 
voluntary approaches, whereas it may be useful across a mix of approaches. 

• There is a tendency to discount non-scientific forms of knowledge, and a 
corresponding continued reliance on linear transfer of information 
approaches, which fail to appreciate the social complexity of environmental 
Issues. 

• Information and knowledge systems are fragmented. 

• Institutional and social barriers prevent environmental monitoring being used 
to provide feedback into learning and behaviour change processes. 

• There is little awareness or capacity to evaluate and learn from policy 
initiatives. In particular there is little awareness of the techniques of benefits 
of formative and multi-stakeholder evaluations in this context. 

There is a lack of progress indicators to measure the success of process-based 
programmes, particularly in terms that mesh the longer-term timelines (e.g., 3-10 
years) of this work with the shorter-term timelines (e.g., 1-2 years) of accountability 
and funding requirements. 

While there are several opportunities for New Zealand to initiate actions which 
promote retention and use of indigenous flora, there are also impediments to 
achievement of that goal. Many of these are institutional and ideological and seem to 
relate to issues of 'trust' or lack thereof between the affected parties. For a 2025 
vision to be achieved New Zealand needs to remove these constraints and barriers and 
put the right incentive struc~ures in place including economic, education, legislative, 
social and political programmes and mechanisms. We need to celebrate the successes 
and learn from the failures. 

But to know whether we are succeeding or failing, we need to define success and have 
data available on retention and use of indigenous flora. Many workshop participants 
noted the need to establish monitoring systems, which will inform us and allow us to 
judge if New Zealand is making progress toward its indigenous flora objectives. 
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6.10. Contribution of the Flock Hill Workshop 

The aim of the Workshop was to assemble a forum of key thinkers to address some 
key issues and contribute to development of policy in New Zealand. Two questions 
provided focus for the forum: 

~ Where can commercial activities be accommodated with conservation 
objectives for flora, on non-conservation estate lands? 

~ What strategies and policies should be employed to achieve those objectives? 

To that end we assembled a group of 35 people, who during two days, identified the 
issues, canvassed a range of options open to New Zealand, debated the merits of the 
options and argued for various actions. Through the discussions at the workshop, and 
the production of this report, we hope to have brought the issues to the forefront of 
consciousness and stimulated some immediate action within agencies. 

The tenor of the workshop was guardedly optimistic. There are varying rewards from 
retention and use of indigenous flora on non-conservation land. Landowners and 
managers in many instances have a conservation ethic and are predisposed toward 
retention and possible use of indigenous flora. They respond to the incentives 
available to them, and will invest in flora conservation where they judge it is 
warranted. Regulatory approaches are widely used in New Zealand in attempt to 
retain indigenous flora on non-conservation lands. Regulatory approaches are 
superficially successful but success can also be promoted by way of positive 
incentives. Society can support landowners and managers by information and 
education campaigns, by lowering the impediments to flora conservation, and by way 
of positive mechanisms which promote retention and use of indigenous flora. 

Eco-tourism provides among the most obvious examples of price signals providing 
positive incentives to retain and sustainably use indigenous flora on non-conservation 
estate land. 
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APPENDIX 1 

Letter of advice re workshop format 

Dear Flock Hill participant 

The Flock Hill event organisers, Ross Cullen and Ken Hughey of Lincoln University, and 
Will Allen and Margaret Kilvington of Landcare Research Ltd, are working hard to ensure the 
workshop is focused and productive. 

The points below are designed to ensure we all start with a good understanding of the focus 
and purpose of the event. 

The topic of the workshop is sustainable use of indigenous resources on private land. Key 
questions, which the workshop will focus on are: 

* Can you do it sustainably (what does this mean? ecological, social, economic 
considerations) 

* Can you agree to do it (how do we reconcile competing agendas? Processes of decision 
making, forums for learning/information exchange) 

* How can you put it in place (policy frameworks, roles for local/central government, 
economic, land tenure, voluntary, regulatory policy tools). 

The outcomes of this workshop won't solve specific issues (like beech logging on the West 
Coast) but should set a wider perspective for the on-going debate that people can take back to 
their agencies/communities/constituent groups. 

At the event, Will and Margaret are facilitating. Ross, Ken and Kay Booth will be providing 
support to the facilitators, note taking, and contributing to the discussions. 

If you have questions before the event, please email Ross, Ken, Will or Margaret at the 
addresses below. 
cullenr@lincoln.ac.nz 
hugheyk@lincoln.ac.mz 
kilvingtonm@landcare.cri.nz 
allenw@landcare.cri.nz 

All meals, accommodation including linen and towels, are provided at Flock Hill. Thanks to 
those people who have advised us about special meal requests. We look forward to a busy 
and productive two days. 

Regards 
Dr Ross Cullen 
Commerce Division, PO Box 84, Lincoln University, New Zealand 
http://www.lincoln.ac.nz/comrnlprofiles/cullenr.htm 
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APPENDIX 2 

SUPPORTING INFORMATION TO WORKSHOP SESSION: 
OPPORTUNITIES FOR USE OF INDIGENOUS FLORA (COLIN 
MEURK) 

USES OF INDIGENOUS FLORA 

• Native Lawns - don't need supplementary water, fertiliser or herbicide 

• Grazing marshes ) 
• Grazing grasslands) ) 

Only way some of our low 
plants will survive 

• Agrishrubbery - matagouri 

• Firewood - kanuka 

• Shelter hedgerows 
shelterbelts 
amenity 

• Forestry - sterile hybrid research 
podocarps 
taw a 
(Trees for NZ futures) 
important for wildlife - nectar, fruit, foliage 

• Fibre 

• Cultural- treaty claim 

• Medicinal 

• Honey - oil 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

• Ecosystem services/environmental control. Nitrogen fixing 

• Dyes 
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N -flu 
Shelter 
Sun break 
Grass grub 
Parabelt 
Bees 
Landscape 
Beautiful our only native 
thing scrub 



APPENDIX 3 

List of Participants 

Wf.4l{~ii~~~3:Nall1e7~~~f.~~. 
Doug Clover 
Morgan Williams 
Rochelle Selby-Neal 
Tim Cossar 
Kevin Prime 
Keith Chapple 
Rachel Puentener 
Mark Christensen 
Ian Spellerberg 
Sally Millar 
Alison Undorf-Lay 
Don Ross 
Linda Cameron 
Colin Meurk 
George Griffiths 
Peter Ross 
Matthew Everett 
Ian Cairns 
Grant McFadden 
Kay Booth 
David Given 
Ross Cullen 
Ken Hughey 
Ian Tumey 
Harry Broad 
Gerry McSweeney 
Terry Parminter 
Keith Johnston 
Clayton Wallwork 
John Aspinall 
Tony Newton 
Margaret Kilvington 
Will Allen 
Wayne McCallum 
Kirsten Crawford 
Ian Whitehouse 
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