
Interest Rate Effects 
on Choice of Regimes 
Sir, 
judging by points raised in recent issues of 
your Journal, the confusion o\er the effects 
of higher interest rates, [and the assumption 
that it is these that cause short as against 
longer rotationsl, continues. 
I have published comments on this issue to 
both your and to the Australian Forestry 
Journals in the last decade. These letters cite 
an earlier paper: NZ ] For. Sc. Vol. 2 nhere 
on p. 382 the ranking of the se\'en models 
evaluated (at that time) are gi\'en bv interest 
rates against LEl:  [land expectation mlue, 
nhich is the net discounted present value 
per unit  o f  areal. For the four least 
profitable regimes, \\hich all incol~ed longer 
rotations, their ranking \\:as \ i r tua Iv  
unaffected from interest rates from 3 to 10%. 
There were minor changes in ranking 
amongst the three more profitable regimes 
from 3 to 5%, but the order of the differences 
in LEV \\ere not ver\/ great. These three 
"publications" continue to be ignored, [with 
much else that I produce]. 
With today's ease of calculation [\vork that 
took me man) months can now be done in 
a fe \ '~  hours and there is also more basic data 
on, for example, growth rates], these 
findings can be tested. This should be done 
on a series on models all based on "normal" 
rotations, to a\oid the complications of the 
previous "accelerated" models. if these 
confirm that, roughly speaking, the shorter 
the rotation the more profitable the result 
by both IRR (internal rate of return) and L E l  
this has consequences nh ich  I did not 
appreciate at the time of first publication. 
Economic theory remains cov on  the 
difficulty of choosing an interest rate on an 
objecti~e basis. As far as I kno\v it IS little 
discussed. It is more than coy on the 
subject of what basis is there for anv time 
e~aluation ~chen, as in real life, the current 
rates Lary through t ime. LVith current 
machines, it would be easy to test this 
too. it is qulte possible that the earlier 
results \ j ~ i / /  be repeated. [there would 
be complications ~ ~ i t h  longer rotations \vith 
varying interest rates as they v ~ o u l d  
extend ober different time horizons, but 
then all uncertainties - both good and 
bad - increase over time]. The eialuations 
suggested above ~ ~ o u l d  clarify and may 
even dispose o f  these very real and, 1 
contend, unacknowledged economic 
difficulties. 

I could clump them out mvself, but I hace 
to produce work on plantation siliiculture 
( ~ ~ o r l d  plantations, that is, not just temper- 
ate soft\voods) and I hace been asked to 
ivrite papers on Japanese plantations; and 
to evaluate i f  Ne\z Zealand should 
emphasise clear-ivood production. Perhaps 
wrongly, I feel I should clear up my n o w  
wide experience on these si \  icultural points 
first. 
In the meantime, there is a good 
opportunitv that such work \voud attract 
attention, and if it is not done here, more 
energetic \sorkers may exist ocerseas. 

R. Fenton 

Beech Forest Logging 
and Management 
Sir, 
Your editorial in the Nocember 1998 issue 
of Forestry deserves comment. 
In your article, l/l/henScienceisnotRelevan2 
you endea\/our to differentiate three groups 
within our societk on the basis of their clews 
on the Beech Management Plans ofT~mber- 
lands \'best Coast Ltd. Subsequentlv, you 
claim that there is a conflict betibeen the 
paradigms underlying the i iews held bv 
each of these "-groups". 
This \could seem to  be a reasonable 
reflection of the situation, h o ~ v e ~ e r  there is 
an inherent conceptual fla\v which needs 
to be corrected. Of the three groups identi- 
fied, it is only the eniironmental groups 
opposed to Timberlands \I ho see "indig- 
enous forest management" as "native log- 
ging". 
Unfortunately, your distillation of the essen- 
tial differences also fails to make a clear and 
explicit distinction between "logging" and 
"forest management".  In fact, vour 
persistent substitution of the \$ord "logging" 
in instances \$#here the ~vords  "forest 
management" should be used only ser\'es 
to exacerbate and perpetuate the miscon- 
ception that these nords  are directlv 
interchangeable. 
Despite \~hate\ler short-comings theTimber- 
lands Plans may ha\le in documenting a 
comprehensive and detailed approach to 
beech management, thev must be seen 
and described as forest management plans, 
not logging plans. This should be readily 
apparent to any member of the public, let 
alone trained forestry professionals, ~ v h o  
have applied themselves honestly to  
reviewing the documents. 

It would behoce the Institute to reflect the 
concepts, if not the ethics, now underpin- 
ning indigenous forest management in 
Uew Zeaand and to use IanQilage which 
accuratelv describes these concepts. With- 
out this, the misconceptions \!\ill endure and 
these disparate "groups" will ne\'er find 
the common ground necessary for the 
furtherance of ecologically, economically 
and socially sustainable forest management 
in this countrb. 

Roger May 
Secretary 
Indigenous Forest Section 
NZ Farm Forestry Association 

Timberlands Beech 
Project 
Sir, 
Reading the contributions to vour special 
section ( L o ~ e m b e r  19981, it would 
appear that the prime justification for the 
Timberlands' plan is being based on the 
opportunity this mgb pro\ ide to prove that 
these forests could be managed sustainablv 
at the same time as their biodiversity is 
protected, eben thought there is no ob~ious 
commercial demand for the product and the 
economics are ikelv to be unattracti\/e. 
Thus, Guy Salmon \'\'rites about "the only 
really impressice plans for sustainable forest 
management" that he has eLer seen, and 
Chris Perley identifies "an opportunitv to put 
in place such a model for future ecosvstem 
management." 
I h a ~ e  no difficultv izith the concept of 
management for both forest protection and 
use, and am no fan of the peculiar h e n  

Zealand system o f  segregated land use 
categories 
But if, "\\'hen science is not relecant", may 
be thought an appropriate catch-phrase for 
the preserLation argument, then surely, 
" ~ v h e n  market demand and production 
economics are not ree\!ant", might reason- 
able be applied to the Timberlands seed 

project. 

Eric Bennett 

New Zealand Forest 
Histories 
Sir, 
4.1. Grayson's kindly review in the Common- 
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