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Submission on Proposed changes to National Direction:  

• Infrastructure, development and primary sector national direction  

• Freshwater national direction  

1.1 This submission is lodged by City Forests Limited (CFL) and Wenita Forest Products Limited 

(Wenita).   

Outcomes sought 

1.2 CFL and Wenita seek that the national direction be amended in the way sought in this 

submission. Specific changes are noted at Appendix 1. 

1.3 We do wish to be heard in support of our submission if there is an opportunity to do so.  

CFL and Wenita  

1.1 City Forests Limited is owned by Dunedin City Holdings Limited and, ultimately, the Dunedin 

City Council. The Company is a Council Controlled Trading Organisation. City Forests pays 

regular dividends to its shareholders and the forests assets form an important part of the 

DCHL group of companies. The organisation has a 119 year history of commercial forestry 

investment.  
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1.2 Wenita is the largest producer of forest products in Otago, New Zealand. The company is 

proud to be part of the local community and its more than three-decade track record of 

supplying high-quality forest products to local and international markets. 

1.3 In recent years CFL and Wenita have increasingly been involved in regional and national 

processes associated with resource management regulation. Most recently this included 

participation in Environment Court appeals on the Otago Regional Policy Statement 2021 as 

part of the wider Otago Forestry Group.  Participating in those processes has demonstrated 

the need for national direction to be clear and specific to avoid inefficient or misinformed local 

idiosyncratic approaches to commercial forestry.  

1.4 This submission focusses on the government’s proposed changes to the National 

Environmental Standards for Commercial Forestry (NES-CF) but also addresses changes to 

the national direction generally.  

NES-CF 

1.5 The NES-CF provides nationally consistent regulation for managing the effects of 

commercial forestry. It was developed following consultation and engagement between the 

forestry sector and several governmental, community and environmental organisations.  

1.6 It includes mechanisms for managing the environmental effects of eight core forestry 

activities (including afforestation, harvesting, earthworks and river crossings). Generally, the 

forestry sector (including CFL and Wenita) is supportive of these regulations as a consistent 

and comprehensive rulebook for commercial forestry nationally. The regulations go well 

beyond what forestry companies had previously been required to do to manage 

environmental effects, and were refined through several years of effort, engagement and 

expense.  The industry has upped its game.  However, due to the long cycle of forest crops, 

there is an inevitable delay before the benefits of NES-CF compliant management will be 

seen.   

1.7 Where adverse effects are adequately addressed by those regulations already, as a general 

rule we submit that further or ‘double’ regulation is inefficient, confusing, complicates 

enforcement effort, and is expensive.  The costs and benefits of making provision for regional 

“stringency” in forestry regulation needs clear justification. 
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Proposed changes to NES-CF  

1.8 The Government’s key proposed changes to the NES-CF relate to councils’ abilities to 

impose stringency on afforestation generally and to achieve freshwater objectives. These 

powers sit within regulation 6 of the NES-CF. 

Proposed changes to reg 6 

2.1 The proposed changes to reg 6(4A) of the NES-CF would remove councils’ ability to impose 

stringency in relation to afforestation generally. This would not prohibit councils from 

imposing stringency on afforestation for the other environmental reasons specified in 

regulation 6.  

2.2 We are supportive of this change because afforestation itself does not inherently represent 

an adverse effect on the environment. Unfortunately, this tool has allowed councils to impose 

stringency on forestry activities in a ‘catch all’ way, without adequate focus or justification. Its 

removal would require councils to limit their focus and regulatory efforts to the few high risk 

areas where the regional effects of forestry do require more stringent regulation.  

2.3 The proposed changes in relation to 6(1)(a) are less certain but we understand the intention 

is that stringency is limited to identified areas of severe erosion risk. These are unlikely to be 

a significant issue in Otago, though may be sensible in other areas. Although these proposed 

changes are an improvement, they may still result in councils imposing stringency 

inconsistently or without adequate assessment of erosion susceptibility. We request that 

these proposals should be refined to known areas of erosion susceptibility (to avoid the 

power being used as a Trojan Horse for additional regulation), or preferably delete 6(1)(a) 

entirely. 

2.4 There are also proposed changes to slash management. The government is proposing that 

a slash management risk assessment is provided as part of all harvest management plans. 

In the alternative they are proposing that all slash above a certain size is to be removed from 

the cutover. It would be helpful to understand the potential administrative burden of these 

proposals and whether they are justified in Otago.  To our knowledge, slash management 

under the existing regime has adequately controlled the risk of entry into rivers during rainfall 

events. 
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Proposed removal of regulation 13 of the NES-CF 

3.1 Recent experience in the Otago Regional Policy Statement mediations has taught us that 

despite the NES-CF being generally appropriate for purpose, there are some provisions that 

are not properly situated in the document.  

3.2 One example is regulation 13 of the NES-CF, which restricts afforestation in areas of visual 

amenity:  

13 Permitted activity condition: visual amenity landscapes 

Afforestation must not occur within a visual amenity landscape if rules in the relevant plan 

restrict commercial forestry activities within that landscape. 

3.3 The provision is arguably inconsistent with section 7(c) of the RMA, which only provides for 

the maintenance and enhancement of amenity values and does not require a prohibition on 

afforestation.  Nevertheless, that is how some Councils are treating the issue because of the 

ability to regulate afforestation. This is an example of where the NES-CF results in more 

stringent outcomes than the RMA.  

3.4 The Report from the Expert Advisory Group on Resource Management Reform noted in 

relation to amenity values that:1 

Landscape and amenity 

128. Beyond the regulation required to appropriately protect identified outstanding landscapes 

and natural features, and areas of high natural character value, we do not see a role for 

regulation of landscape or visual amenity effects. 

3.5 We support that advice.  Regulating forestry in amenity landscapes is a free for all for those 

who like to pursue their own aesthetic preferences at the expense of landowners.  It lacks 

objectivity or clarity of purpose.  Given this conclusion, we think that regulation 13 is no longer 

 

1 Report from the Expert Advisory Group on Resource Management Reform. Blueprint for resource 

management reform. A better planning and resource management system 2025.  
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fit for purpose and should be deleted. If an appropriate alternative is required, it would likely 

be implemented through the Government’s resource management reform programme. 

Quarrying  

3.6 In our experience there can be interpretive questions regarding NES-CF terminology like 

‘forestry infrastructure’ and ‘forestry quarrying’ and how these interact with other 

infrastructure and quarrying specific regulations. Those questions are only going to intensify 

with the new National Policy Statement for Infrastructure and proposed changes to quarrying. 

It is worth understanding how these changes will interact with forestry further.  

3.7 We seek that the Government pay close attention to where NES-CF infrastructure and 

quarrying regulations interact with the more general quarrying national direction. Our 

understanding is that the NES-CF provisions would apply to forestry because they are more 

specific.  The interplay and priority between national direction instruments needs to be 

explicit. 

Other national policy – NPS-HPL and NZCPS  

3.8 We understand the Government is encouraging submissions on national direction generally. 

Accordingly, we have chosen to submit on other national policy issues which may affect 

forestry. 

National Policy Statement on Highly Productive Land (NPS-HPL) 

4.1 Proposed changes to the NPS-HPL may also impact forestry. For example, the government 

is proposing special agricultural areas (SAAs) to protect agricultural activities. 

4.2 Given that forestry is captured by the definition of agriculture, it would be helpful to 

understand if forestry would also be captured by these SAAs. It would also be helpful to 

understand whether these SAAs are intended to also capture forestry activities and if there 

is opportunity to make consenting easier for certain forestry activities.  

New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement (NZCPS) 
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4.3 Recent experience in the Otago Regional Policy Statement has taught us that policy 22(3) 

of the NZCPS is used to justify imposing regulation on forestry. That occurs because the 

“coastal environment” is not defined and is frequently applied over large areas of coastal 

hills. The coastal hills of Otago are particularly suitable for commercial forestry. 

4.4 The provision purports to control discharges of forestry sediment during harvesting, which 

duplicates provisions in the NES-CF. The NZCPS predates the NES-CF by several years 

and in our submission, policy 22(3) of the NZCPS has been superseded by the NES-CF and 

has now become redundant. We accept that there was once a time and place for the 

provision, but it now singles out forestry in an odd way that is still being felt in regional policy 

and regulation.  

4.5 Following the promulgation of the NES-CF we submit that Policy 22 now only creates 

confusion and double regulation. We propose an amendment to policy 22 in the following 

way:  

1. Assess and monitor sedimentation levels and impacts on the coastal environment. 

2. Require that subdivision, use, or development will not result in a significant increase in 

sedimentation in the coastal marine area, or other coastal water. 

3. Control the impacts of vegetation removal on sedimentation including the impacts of harvesting 

plantation forestry. 

4. Reduce sediment loadings in runoff and in stormwater systems through controls on land use 

activities. 

4.6 An alternative means to deal with policy 22 of the NZCPS may be to seek deletion of clause 

6(1)(b) of the NES-CF, which allows stringency for NZCPS reasons. 

Summary 

5.1 CFL and Wenita respectfully submit that the above changes would provide for better 

outcomes which are more consistent with the RMA generally and the proposed direction of 

national reforms in the new RMA.  
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5.2 Changes to the NES-CF, NZCPS and NPS-HPL as described above would better enable 

forestry in New Zealand in the appropriate places, in a way that would not lead to adverse 

effects on the environment. This would lead to a more efficient and effective approach to 

forestry in New Zealand.  

5.3 I wish to be heard in support of my submission if there is opportunity. If others make a similar 

submission, I will consider presenting a joint submission alongside them.  

5.4 Further detail on the proposed changes to national direction are supplied below in Appendix 

1.  

Dated 23 June 2025 
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