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Conference Timaru 2016 

Registration for conference is now open. The venue this year is 
the Caroline Bay Hall on the seafront.  

Once again this year we welcome the Agronomy Society and 
there will be some interesting papers in their sessions. There 
will be an Agronomy field tour available on the Thursday - you 
will need to select which tour you want to attend on the 
online registration form (choose one of the 2 available). 

The online registration can be found here.   Register here 

The conference programme is also available to be 
downloaded.   Conference Programme 

Get in early as the Earlybird rates close off on Sept 30th.  To 
qualify for the early bird rate the invoice should be paid by the 
30ty Sept. 

The Student travel awards are once again available to 
students registered at a university. This includes a free 
registration and some support for accommodation and travel.  

Applications need to be submitted to the Executive Officer 
eo@grassland.org.nz by the 6th October. 

The application form can be downloaded here  Student Travel 
Award 

 

Its that time of year once again - membership subs are due. 
Many thanks to all the members who have paid their member-
ship promptly. If you can’t remember seeing an invoice search 
your inbox and spam folder using the email address below. 
Remember that those who register for conference without 
paying their membership will get a polite reminder to do so 
before conference. Glenis has changed her email address so it 
is easier to find - finance.nzga@gmail.com.  

Reminder - NZGA members get a discount on the books we 
have available on the website and the most popular purchase 

is our new R&P 8: Pasture & Forage Plants For New Zealand - 
(http://grassland.org.nz/books.php). Members can purchase 
extra copies for $40 incl P&P. Please let anyone who may be 
interested know they are available. 

This year we have added the R & P 16: Hill Country Symposium 
as well. 

  

 

 

CONFERENCE UPDATE     

EXECUTIVE OFFICE UPDATE  

A well-functioning organisation should always be in a process 
of self review and improvement. To that end, the executive is 
working on a review of our processes and procedures.  

We have identified a set of specific roles and responsibilities to 
be allocated to members of the executive to make the running 
of the organisation more efficient. In addition to our Local Or-
ganising Committee Liaison (David Chapman) we have added 
Sponsorship (Warren King), Communications (Aaron Meikle), 
Editorial (Derrick Moot) and Occasional Symposium (as re-
quired) Liaison positions. We are currently in the process of 
refining our procedures for each of these roles, as well as the 
general operating of the association. 

We have identified several areas that need tidying up, and in 
doing so have revealed a few places that may need rules 
changes. We will be communicating those to the wider associ-

ation in the near future, and will put these to the annual gen-
eral meeting in Timaru. 

Through this process we have also reviewed the role and re-
muneration of the Executive Office. We defined the scope of 
the services required and engaged Hayes Recruitment to size 
the role. Through this process we have identified a significant 
shortfall in our remuneration for the Executive office and are 
finalising a new contract to address this inequity.  

This whole exercise has been extremely useful in re-focusing 
our efforts for the association, and to ensure that we have a 
robust, professional organisation with which to face the fu-
ture. 

David Stevens 

FROM THE PRESIDENT   

http://grassland.org.nz/eventdetails.php?eventnum=28
http://grassland.org.nz/eventdetails.php?eventnum=28
mailto:eo@grassland.org.nz?subject=Student%20Travel%20Award
http://grassland.org.nz/information.php
http://grassland.org.nz/information.php
http://grassland.org.nz/books.php
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Predator-free New Zealand was the dream of the late Sir Paul 
Callaghan, probably stimulated by Les Kelly who founded 
lobby-group Predator-Free New Zealand. In February 2012 
Forest and Bird convened a meeting of 18 scientists at 
Ruapehu Lodge to focus on establishing whether or not a pest-
free New Zealand was feasible. The scientists concluded that it 
was technically possible to eradicate possums, stoats, weasels, 
ferrets and three species of rats. Although there was a 
difference of opinion on ‘how’, they agreed it was achievable. 
In 2013, Predator-Free New Zealand became a trust.  

Three years on and ‘Predator Free New Zealand’ has been 
declared a goal for the National Government with the 
injection of $28 million into a joint venture company to ‘kick-
start the campaign’. The 1080 drop to protect kaka in the 
Abbey Rocks area of the Fox Glacier is part of the ongoing 
attempt to control the mice, rats and stoats that are estimated 
to kill 25 million native birds every year. They also kill lizards 
and other native species… at which point $28 million seems a 
very small investment to make for conservation. For primary 
production there is also value. Prime Minister John Key has 
said that the introduced pests threaten the economy and 
primary sector (which includes pastoral and livestock farming) 
at an estimated cost of around $3.3 billion a year. 

The question in many minds is whether or not the $28 million 
investment proposed will be sufficient; conservation is neither 
easy nor cheap, and Sir Paul (building on Les Kelly’s initiative) 
was not the first to wish for predators to be gone.  

The efforts made to conserve New Zealand’s natural heritage 
have been captured for the Pureora forest in ‘The Drama of 
Conservation’, published at the end of last year. Editors 
Carolyn King, D. John Gaukrodger, and Neville Ritchie, 
composed the book over three years, but one suspects that 
much of their lives have been spent in amassing the 
information. Working with experts on different aspects, the 
authors have created the living history of the living forest. 
From the genesis of the soil through eruption to the 
vegetation and then Maori occupation, The Drama of 
Conservation explains ‘why’ and ‘how’.  

The impact of European settlement followed by the 
development of the forestry industry, are aspects that are 
particularly important for conservation. Certainly economics 
were the driver initially - but from the 1970s the conservation 
activists in ‘Save Our Forests’ had an effect on forestry 
management. At heart was the ‘natural’ forest and 
preservation in ‘natural’ state. What is ‘natural’, however, is a 
matter of experience and perception. Past President of the 
New Zealand Grassland Association Pat Garden has pointed 
this out on various occasions, particularly connected with the 
debate on the development of the ‘brown and beautiful’ (as 
described by then co-leader of the Greens, Russel Norman) 
Mackenzie Basin - which 5000 years ago was mixed podocarp 
forest. 

The discovery of pre-Taupo eruption buried forests in Pureora 
in 1983 changed the theory of ‘natural’ and linear succession 
in forest development. The differences in the physical 
environment which exist within the Pureora Forest, and the 
corresponding diverse pattern of disturbance and recovery, 
plus the long-term changes in development of soil (such as 

podzolisation under wet environments) aren’t accounted for in 
the concept of manuka scrub followed by podocarp poles and 
development into dense stands suppressing the original 
colonisers. This regeneration model had been used by forest 
managers to advocate for harvesting the larger trees before 
they became ‘over-mature’ and fell over naturally, thereby 
wasting a valuable resource. Forest ecologists argued against 
the concept, and were able to show that forests can sustain 
themselves, supported by evidence from the buried forest. 

Pests, however, have caused ongoing problems with the 
forest. In 1882, the Government supported wide-scale 
introduction of stoats, weasels and ferrets to control 
burgeoning rabbit populations in surrounding pastures. Stoats 
moved into forests with disastrous consequences for kiwis. 
Professional rabbiters armed with poisons, guns, dogs, ferrets 
and traps ‘produced a perpetual and profitable harvest of 
carcases and skins, a powerful disincentive to trappers to work 
hard enough to put themselves out of business. The rabbits 
also provide food for stoats and feral ferrets…’ 

The mustelid introduction was as well-meaning as that of 
rabbits in the first place, and a demonstration of unintended 
consequences. In the same way, King et al. have described the 
fact that rats recover from a 1080 operation more quickly than 
do possums, and for the couple of years following an 
operation, rats have access to a lot of food that had previously 
been eaten by possums. This means that possum removal can 
allow increased abundance of rats, thereby reducing the 
overall net benefit. 

The challenge has always been to consider as many aspects of 
any decisions as possible, often without complete knowledge. 
King et al. report that some of the decisions in forest 
management were taken while information was withheld from 
some interested parties. This was the case in the New Zealand 
Forest Service continuing to log native forests despite the 
detrimental effect on the last few populations of the North 
Island kokako. Other aspects were incomplete protection of 
‘reserves’, lack of representation of important habitats for the 
kokako, and fragmentation of environmental groups who were 
subjective in their assessments. In short, the Kokako suffered 
from what Ernst Mayr identified in the 1990s as an ability to 
count the numbers remaining of an endangered species, and a 
willingness to set policy, but no idea of what was actually 
required to save a species because of a lack of science. 

Research must provide the answers to resource management 
for the future - recognising that ‘resource’ encompasses the 
traditional Maori view of ‘sacred food basket’ and that of the 
traditional forestry managers’ view of ‘production of timber 
and the protection of soil and water.’ DSIR Ecologist Graeme 
Caughley’s way forward (articulated in 1989) is to state 
management options in ‘concrete form and anchored in 
ecological and geographical fact if they are to be anything 
more than wishful fancy’. More recently, Dr Jamie Steer 
(Auckland University) has raised concerns about the 
diminishing role of science in wildlife management. In an 
article in Science Review last year, he reinforced the 
importance of understanding scientific assessments of 
ecological effects and the need to be both cautious and 
explicit in communicating the assumptions of that research. 

PREDATOR FREE NZ          JACQUELINE ROWARTH 
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 He also red-flagged ‘the predisposition of its funding sources’.  

More money for research is not the complete answer. New 
Zealand is in the same position as in the 1940s, when King et 
al. report that ‘adverse climate conditions and insufficient 
skilled workmen, accommodation and equipment delayed the 
early stages of the project…’. New Zealand’s investment in 
science and ability to recruit good people into research has 
been identified frequently over the past few decades as being 
significantly below that in the OECD. 

In the case of the ‘Pest-Free New Zealand’ initiative, the 
investment of $28 million must generate more funds to be 
successful - or involve research to give more effective tools 
than currently available. In 1989, Graeme Caughley calculated 
that to remove thar from the mountains of New Zealand 
would cost $24 million over two years. In a paper in the New 
Zealand Journal of Ecology on plant-herbivore ecosystems, he 
equated this investment to the cost of 8km of motorway or a 
modest block of offices. He described the $18 million over 5 
years proposed as ‘money down the drain’ as it would not 
remove all the thar. 

This is the problem facing the ‘Pest-Free New Zealand’ goal: 
will the money provided be sufficient? If not, what will New 
Zealanders be prepared to sacrifice in terms of other 
expenditure in government budgets in order to achieve it? In 
the 1970s when the decision was made to raise the level of 
Lake Manapouri, ‘the Government…. imagined that New 
Zealanders would accept the loss of the lake as the necessary 
price of progress… they were wrong’. Will crowd-sourcing be 
invoked to fund pest-free New Zealand? Or will some 

benefactor appear? Do we even have the technologies that 
will do what is required? Dream big, New Zealand, but think 
about putting your money into your dreams. And read the 
Drama of Conservation to understand some of the issues. 

Jacqueline Rowarth is Professor of Agribusiness, The University 
of Waikato. She joins the Environmental Protection Authority 
in the new role of Chief Scientist at the end of October. 

The Drama of Conservation (2015) is published by Springer 
and the Department of Conservation. It is available from 
http://www.springer.com/us/book/9783319184098 in various 
forms for various prices. Some libraries have free access to 
individual chapters. 

REFLECTIONS FROM POST-BREXIT CONVERSATIONS IN THE UK    DAVID STEVENS 

With Brexit fresh from the vote, Marie and I touched down at 
London Heathrow. Just like during the Bush years in the USA, 
we couldn’t find anyone willing to admit to voting to leave. We 
also found a population that had little concept that their agri-
culture wouldn’t continue to get payments from the EU for 
support. 

Those in the know, in science, were worried. What was going 
to become of joint research projects funded from the EU? It 
was presumed that current projects would continue, but both 
the Brits and the Continentals were not so sure of how collab-
oration would proceed in new funding rounds. A refreshing 
view from a Frenchman after we got back was that we have 
such an integrated science system throughout Europe that the 
politicians would have a significant fight on their hands if they 
try to disrupt it. 

On the farming side of the ledger some of the rhetoric was 
less reassuring. Several conversations were steered towards 
what was it like when New Zealand withdrew subsidies. If you 
could do it then why can’t we? I would suggest that the land-
scape is so different, from the consumer and the markets 
through to the expectations of the general public, that trying 
the ’New Zealand’ experiment would be completely disas-
trous.  

A significant part of the problem would be the farm ownership 
and farming business structures that are in place. Tenant farm-
ers do not have capital gain to fall back on. Imagine a system 
where up to 50% of the farming businesses were similar to our 

share milkers, and imagine the gross return halving. Many 
dairy share milkers may already  know this feeling. Without a 
capital base to fall back on then carnage would ensue. 

Another problem that is already present, especially in the 
Scottish Highlands, the Welsh uplands and Cornwall, is that 
farmers are paid to maintain the view, and have so many regu-
lations that the ability to change and increase productivity 
(the thing that saved us) are non-existent. Farmers are not 
allowed to till the land or improve the pasture, let alone add 
fences. Then add the tenant farmer system and the outcome is 
hopeless. The whole farm payment has been used to keep 
people in remote places to be able to service the tourist indus-
try. Removing subsidies will cause a rapid depopulation from 
these places. 

And its not like the farmers are underperforming. The agricul-
tural production from the UK is outstanding. There may be a 
few areas where they could brush up, but on the whole their 
productivity is exceptional. 

So will Brexit be a good thing? The jury will be out for some 
time. Theresa May, the second UK woman Prime Minister, was 
confirmed into the role while we were there. The political as-
tuteness of the woman came to the fore in short order when 
she appointed the Brexit promoters to the important negoti-
ating and diplomacy roles. If they wanted out, then they are 
going to figure out how to do it. Hopefully those tasked with 
reorganising the system won’t just be shifting chairs on the 
deck of the Titanic. 

Beech Forest, Glenorchy 

http://www.springer.com/us/book/9783319184098
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Lydie Guibert1, Samuel Rousseliere2 and Jacqueline Rowarth3 

1Lydie is a French Law student who visited New Zealand in the 
winter of 2016 
2Samuel is a French Engineering student who visited New 
Zealand for three months as part of his degree; his research 
was on effluent disposal systems 
3Jacqueline had the pleasure of working with the students at 
the University of Waikato 

Background 

In New Zealand it has been reported that over 80% of dairy 
farms are struggling in the current economy, with debt 
increasing and cash flow drying up. In other countries, 
subsidies from the government have been the norm to assist 
with survival, but are these really the panacea believed? In 
France, where farmers receive subsidies from the state and 
the European Union, the situation for dairy farmers is not 
really better than in New Zealand.  

An examination of information from the equivalent of the 
Ministry for Primary Industries in France indicates that in 
2014, the milk price to producers was higher in France 
(€365/1000 litres) than in New Zealand (€240/1000 litres). 
However, the cost of milk production in France was double 
that of New Zealand (€400/1000 litres cf €200/1000 litres). 
Consequently French farmers are less competitive than New 
Zealand farmers. 
 

Table 1: Milk production in 2014 (€/1000 L) 

 
Source : FranceAgriMer, Situation des marchés, 21 juin 2016 ; C. Perrot, le 
secteur laitier français est-il compétitif? 2016; European Milk Board, le coût de 
la production laitière en France, 2014 ; André Pflimlin, le marché mondial est 
un piège pour les éleveurs et un pari fatal pour l’Union européenne, 13 juillet 
2015 
 

Different European subsidies  

Farmers in New Zealand have not received subsidies from the 
state since 1984. In contrast, the European Union has worked 
on stabilizing market prices, and protecting food supply and 
the domestic economy, as well as the rural environment, with 
the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP). In 2015 the CAP 
corresponded to 38% of EU’s budget – i.e. €58 billion and the 
largest single component of the EU’s budget.  

European subsidies allow French farmers to continue their 
activity. They are of three types: decoupled payments, coupled 
payments and subsidies which are granted due to voluntary 
environmental action.  

Decoupled payments are subsidies which depend on the size 
of the farm. French farmers are, for instance, entitled to 
receive a basic payment which corresponded to an average 
amount of €132 per hectare in 2015. The decoupled payment 
amounted to €4,000 million in 2015 to French farms. Note 
that there are 450,000 farms in France with an average size of 

63 ha. 

Another decoupled payment is the ‘green payment’ that 
farmers can get in addition to the basic payment. The ‘green 
payment’ is associated with criteria such as having a ratio of 
permanent pastures to crops. In 2015 the payments in this 
category amounted to €2,190 million.  

Coupled payments are associated with the type of farm 
business. Sheep farmers can receive a basic aid of 
approximately €16 per ewe, provided that the farm has a 
productivity of 0.4 lambs sold per ewe. Another €2 per ewe 
for the first 500 ewes can be added; the average size of the 
flock in France is between 250 and 500 ewes per farm. Other 
complementary support of €6 per ewe depends on factors 
such as a higher productivity of 0.8 lambs sold per ewe. As 
average productivity in France is 1.2 lambs sold per ewe, most 
farms are able to claim €8 per ewe. 

Beef farming must have a productivity of 0.8 calf per cow to 
access the subsidy. €180 per cow are given for the first 50 
cows; €135 per cow from the 51th to the 99th cow and €72 
per cow from the 100th to the 139th cow. 

Dairy farmers receive €71 per animal in mountain regions and 
€34 per animal on the plains.  

The third type of European subsidies to farmers are termed 
‘second pillar’. They correspond to environmental and 
voluntary actions of farmers. French farmers received €905 
million in 2015 associated with areas of their farms facing 
natural constraints - e.g. mountains areas. The subsidies also 
relate to agri-environment-climate measures and support for 
conversion to and maintaining organic farming. The agri-
environment-climate measures are, for example, measures 
encouraging farmers to use crop rotation to reduce the use of 
phytosanitary products and improve water quality. The goal of 
these measures is to offset the costs and loss of earnings due 
to the introduction of environmental practices. Farmers must 
comply with their own voluntary practices for 5 years to be 
entitled to this support. The amount of all the agri-
environment-climate measures granted to French farmers was 
€250 million in 2015. 

Focus on the European supports for effluent management 

Since 2005, the European Union grants subsidises the 
purchase or the renovation of effluent management systems 
through the modernization scheme for livestock buildings. A 
farmer can be granted between 40% and 60% of amount of 
the investment from the European Union and the State. 

Investments in bio digesters are also supported by the 
European Union through the European Agricultural Fund for 
Rural Development (EAFRD) (See Milet et al. 2015 on the 
NZGA website). In 2007 the fund has for instance granted 
€120,000 to a French farm for a project with a total cost of 
€819,950. This farm would gain €172,000 thanks to the 
purchase of the electricity produced by EDF (the most 
important electricity supplier in France). 

The average amount of subsidies for a French dairy farm was 
€32,971 in 2014 (Table 2). This amount was higher for beef 
farming (€42,793) and for sheep farming (€40,802). Despite 
the support, some farmers were still in income deficit. 
 

  New Zealand 
(€/100 litres) 

France 
(€/100 litres) 

Milk price paid to producers 240 365 

Cost of production 200 400 (2013) 

Subsidies 0 67 (2012) 

AGRICULTURAL SUBSIDIES: FRANCE IN COMPARISON WITH NEW ZEALAND 



 

 

LANDCARE - HOREHOUND BIOCONTROL   

A high country sheep farmer is leading the fight against a pu-
trid-smelling weed that reduces lucerne yields, wool quality 
and taints meat. Gavin Loxton, a keen NZGA member,  has 
formed the Horehound Biocontrol Group, which is working 
with Landcare Research, in a bid to introduce to New Zealand 
two moths that are proving successful biocontrol agents 
against the weed in Australia. 

As part of this they are wanting farmers to take part in a sur-
vey to have their say about the weed. For more information 
read the article below and/or take the survey. 
 

For further information contact:  

Ronny Groenteman 

Researcher 

Location: Landcare Lincoln 

Tel: +64 3 321 9904      Contact Ronny 

 

http://www.landcareresearch.co.nz/about/news/media-

releases/farmers-seek-biocontrol-for-smelly-weed 

 

Take the survey 
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Table 2: European subsidies in French sheep, beef and 
dairy farming in 2014 

Source : Agreste Ministère de l'agriculture, résultats des exploitations 2014 
subventions d'exploitation, 2016 
 

Initiatives incentives for young farmers 
The European Union has the goal of encouraging young 
people in to the agri-industry, and so has established support 
measures targeting youth. Young farmers benefit from extra 
support which is a complementary decoupled payment, 
corresponding on average to €70 per hectare. They benefit 
also from a grant for young farmers, averaging €15,000. 

Another advantage for young farmers is subsidized loans. 
Young farmers in the mountain regions can get a loan with an 
interest rate of 1% and young farmers on the plains can 
borrow money at an interest rate of 2.5%. This is in contrast to 
the interest rate of 3.8% for the other French farmers in 2011. 
These rates are still lower than the interest rate for New 
Zealand farmers, which is generally between 4.5% and 5.5%. 

European young farmers also benefit from an exemption of 
65% of the social contribution in the first year of their activity. 
This exemption is gradually reduced to 55%, 35%, 25% and 
15% respectively for the second, third, fourth and fifth year. 

Farm expenditures and taxes 
Some expenditures can be compared between New Zealand 
and French farms. The expense of fuel is almost the same in 
both countries – €7,839 on average for a farm in New Zealand 
in 2015 against €7,790 for a farm in France in 2014.  

Another expenditure for dairy farming is of course the cows, 
the price of which were lower in New Zealand (€1,200 per 
head) than in France (€1,500 per head) in 2015. 

However taxes represent a more important expenditure item 
in France than in New Zealand. A French self-employed farmer 

must pay 45% of his net income each year 
for the social security contribution (tax), 
which corresponded on average to 
€12,260 in 2014. The tax contribution of a 
New Zealand farmer was €2,925 in 2015. 
The other taxes a French farmer has to 
pay are the income tax and the VAT. 
Concerning the income tax, income tax is 

a fixed amount of €90 and a varied amount corresponding to 
0.19% of turnover (until €370,000 turnover) and 0.05% 
beyond €370,000 of turnover. However, if the farm is in deficit, 
the deficit amount will be deducted from the taxable income 
amount if this income is less than €107,610 per year. This 
income corresponds to the total household income, including 
the farming income. When income is more than €107,610, the 
deficit will not be deducted and will be postponed over the 
next 6 years. 

Food products sold also attract VAT. A French farmer owes the 
state 5.5% for unprocessed food products and 10% for 
products that are processed or for direct consumption. 

Consequently, French farmers paid on average €1,790 for 
taxes (excluding the social security contribution) in 2014. 

Average income of farmers in New Zealand and France 
In conclusion, despite European support granted to French 
farmers, they still earn less than the average household 
weekly income in France (€1,750 versus €2,223) as they do in 
New Zealand. The demonstrations involving milk poured on 
roads, and pigs let loose in supermarkets are an indication of 
dissatisfaction.  

Whether the European subsidies are a solution is still a moot 
point. The sustainable solution for farmers would be to... 

solution would be to increase the prices of food products…. 
The general concept is that of Fair Trade and the mystery 
remains why consumers will accept Fair Trade for coffee, 
bananas and chocolate but not for all food. 

       

  Farms with 
subsidies (%) 

Average amount 
of subsidies (€) 

Farms with a negative 
income (without tax-

es) excluding subsidies 
(%) 

Farms with a 
negative income 
(without taxes) 

(%) 

Dairy farming 100 32,971 39 6 

Beef farming 100 42,793 86 11 

Sheep farming 100 40,802 77 9 

Photo: Landcare Research 

http://www.landcareresearch.co.nz/contact?id=Z3JvZW50ZW1hbnI=&name=Um9ubnkgR3JvZW50ZW1hbg==
http://www.landcareresearch.co.nz/about/news/media-releases/farmers-seek-biocontrol-for-smelly-weed
http://www.landcareresearch.co.nz/about/news/media-releases/farmers-seek-biocontrol-for-smelly-weed
https://www.surveymonkey.com/r/horehound

