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Modernising our Export Assurance systems: Legislative options 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the above document. 
 
The Wood Processors & Manufacturers Association of New Zealand (WPMA) would like 
to provide the following comments to MPI’s Discussion Paper on Modernising our Export 
Assurance systems: Legislative options (the Discussion Paper). 
 
WPMA represents the perspectives and interests of its members, including sawmill 
operators, timber manufacturers, pulp and paper producers, and suppliers to the 
industry. Our members are companies that have made major investments in adding 
value to New Zealand’s annual forest harvest. WPMA members’ investment contributes 
towards the country’s bio-circular and low-emission economy, providing the catalyst for 
future economic growth and employment in many regional and metropolitan areas 
throughout New Zealand. Many of WPMA’s members contribute to the production and 
supply of timber and wood products used in residential buildings, and therefore play a 
critical role in providing materials for additional and affordable housing in New Zealand.   
 
Domestically processed and manufactured wood products are a significant direct 
contributor to the New Zealand economy, with exports expected to increase by 12% to 
$2.85 billion in the year to 30 June 2022.1 Furthermore, processed wood products also 
make a significant indirect contribution across the primary export sector. This includes 
packaging materials used for the safe export of food products, wooden pallets for the 
shipment of goods, to name some. In total, the wider processed wood product sector is a 
large employer of higher-paid workers across New Zealand, with 30,645 workers 
employed, mostly in the regions close to log supply.2 

 
Comments on the Discussion Paper 
 
Better problem definition required  
 
WPMA understands the theoretical reasons for MPI seeking extended legislative powers 
to meet increasingly complex and shifting market access requirements, including those 
imposed ‘at the border’ by the governments of our trading partners. We are concerned 
that the lack of specificity, and consequently the broad scope of the proposed powers 
reserved to MPI and/or the Minister, constitutes a risk to WPMA members because of 
further bureaucracy and additional compliance costs where they are exporters.   

 
1 MPI’s Situation and Outlook for Primary Industries June 2022 (link). 
2 Forestry and Wood Processing Workforce Action Plan 2020–2024 (link). 
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The lack of a compelling problem definition is a concern, which is predicated on future 
scenarios that may or may not occur. This view is reinforced by the independent 
cost/benefit analysis prepared by Sapere in which they note that while the benefits of 
proposed regulation are likely to be beneficial for New Zealand, the analysis has a wide 
range of uncertainty, particularly for the benefits that are reportedly more difficult to 
estimate than the costs.  
 
The estimated net present value of the benefits as identified by Sapere fall between $3.2 
million to $193.1 million, with a central estimate determined to be $30.3 million. This 
benefit is small when considered in the context of the primary sector’s export revenue as 
a whole ($52.2 billion for the year ended June 2022). In context, the value of estimated 
benefits identified by Sapere would barely reflect daily exchange rate fluctuations.  
 
The problem is characterised in general terms, including ‘emerging risks’ such as ‘food 
defence’ and ‘food fraud’. Broad regulatory powers are further justified by reference to 
‘sustainability considerations’, including ‘environmental and ethical factors’ such as the 
impact of climate change on natural resources (p.7). 
 
WPMA suggests that: 
 

• Greater analysis and quantification of ‘the problem’ is required; and/or  

• An overt commitment is made to restrict ‘cost recovery’ to maintain and expand 
the value of New Zealand’s primary sector exports in response to importing a 
country’s interventions where it is in the public interest.  

 
Powers that influence trade exist already  
 
WPMA accepts that global trading conditions are currently in a state of flux. An 
increasing number of New Zealand’s traditional export markets are considering imposing 
conditions on imports for reasons including a desire for more resilience (onshore), as 
they look to protect their food supply chains from future pandemics or some other 
geopolitical event. We therefore accept that MPI has a critical role in providing 
government-to-government assurances that primary products are fit for their intended 
purpose where such requirements are necessary for market access.  
 
It should be noted that there are already government and market powers that can be 
implemented: 
 

i. MPI and/or the Minister already have the ability to withhold government-to-
government endorsement of a product or sectors, which represents a sufficient 
level of control if such endorsement or assurance is needed to secure the entry of 
product to an export market. 

ii. Customer ‘contract to supply’ obligations apply now, with individual exporters able 
to provide assurances that are required to meet contractual conditions – where it 
is cost effective to do so. We would note in this regard that such ‘market-driven’ 
assurances have been in place and are regularly adapted to meet changing 
needs. In the case of forestry this can take the form of forest certification schemes 
(e.g. the Forest Stewardship Council and the Programme for the Endorsement of 
Forest Certification).  

 
WPMA does not find the ‘business case’ for granting MPI and/or the Minister’s broader 
powers as strong as it should be within the Discussion Paper. A better and more 
quantified explanation and analysis is required to justify why existing government and 
market powers, such as those noted under i and ii above, are no longer fit for purpose. 
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Greater clarity required on proposed MPI and/or Ministerial powers 
 
WPMA questions the appropriateness of MPI and/or the Minister being able to apply 
regulations that are not strictly a market access requirement, but are framed in a manner 
to enable their application of powers to achieve other internal domestic policy settings or 
political aspirations. The justification for the additional regulatory mechanisms outlined in 
the Discussion Paper needs to be well-substantiated with specific and preferably real 
examples (domestic or appropriate international examples), and/or present a more 
compelling case for the breadth of regulatory powers signalled in the Discussion Paper. 
 
WPMA acknowledge that countries are increasingly implementing new market access 
requirements, as identified within the Discussion Paper and the rising incidence of non-
tariff barriers. The extent to which new market access requirements evolve will continue 
to remain uncertain. MPI’s proposal to reserve itself and the Minister the unilateral right 
to impose ‘appropriate tools’ it deems desirable needs to be more carefully considered 
on the basis of public transparency, legitimacy and agreement by exporters and/or the 
sector.  
 
Within WPMA’s submission on the Forests (Legal Harvest Assurance) Amendment Bill 
(the Bill), we noted that export requirements need to be intentional, well-defined and 
specific to avoid confusion for individuals and businesses trading between nations. As an 
example, we noted under subsections 113(2)(b)(i) and 113(4) of the Bill that the Director 
General of MPI would have the power to specify requirements that they deem as 
‘desirable’ or popular at any one point in time over, and above a minimum export 
requirement could impact unnecessarily on WPMA members’ ability to manufacture, 
including for export.   
 
WPMA supports the purpose of the Bill to strengthen the international reputation of the 
New Zealand forestry and wood processing sector and in safeguarding and enhancing 
market access for our forestry exports. However, we have expressed some 
apprehension within our written and oral submissions to the Primary Production Select 
Committee about the Ministry’s wide-ranging powers within the Bill, which need to be 
weighed up against members’ ability to implement practical and cost-effective 
mechanisms to provide MPI assurance that the logs they process are from legally 
harvested sources.  

 
Recommendation 
 
WPMA’s initial view is that the Discussion Paper requires greater clarity in defining the 
problem the proposal is seeking to address, and there is a need to undertake further 
analysis in quantifying the benefits to industry of setting into law broader regulatory 
powers. This is because it will be exporters, including WPMA members, who will 
ultimately be required to pay a cost recovery charge under either Legislative Options 1, 2 
or 3.  
 
The lack of specificity and clarity on the potential powers reserved to MPI and the 
Minister presents a risk to exporters through the potential inclusion of non-related market 
access requirements in the pursuit of government domestic policy drivers and 
aspirations, rather than a minimum market access requirement. Businesses seek 
certainty, particularly if they are putting their capital at risk in making investment 
decisions in continuing to export to existing markets, or in deciding to export to new 
markets. We do not believe it is acceptable for exporters to be in or out of the market 
based on some form of non-related market access requirements. 
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In view of the above we support the Status Quo Option until more analysis is 
undertaken on the Legislative Options (preferably Legislative Option 1), including 
specified guiding principles for MPI and/or the Minister to follow in deciding to 
regulate a specific product and/or sector, while making best endeavours to keep 
compliance costs at minimal levels. 

 
For more information  
 
Should you wish to discuss any aspect of this submission, please call me on 027 226 3331. 
 
 
 
Yours sincerely, 

 
Stephen Macaulay  
CEO – Wood Processors & Manufacturers Association 
 


