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Executive Summary
1. NZFAP Plus is a voluntary quality assurance programme for red meat farmers providing a
framework for planning, practicing, demonstrating, verifying, and celebrating sustainable farming;
and providing a clear consistent leadership pathway for farmers. The Standard covers natural
resource management, people management and biosecurity management.
2. The pilot project involved 33 farmers from across New Zealand reflecting a range of business
stages and regional variation. Twenty-three of those farmers participated in the formal evaluation,
but all participating farmers’ views have been captured through the pilot and are incorporated in
this report.
3. The purpose of the pilot was to (a) determine the achievability and costs and benefits of the draft
standard; and (b) provide insight into successful implementation and roll-out of NZFAP Plus with
farmers.
4. Although most farmers initially found the Standard to be quite daunting, farmers in the pilot study
sought no material changes on any particular requirement with the exception being one business
questioning the need to record any community involvement on farm. The structure and contents
of the Draft Standard did not need substantive change as a result of the pilot, although some
revision was required to reflect recent legislative changes. The view was that although some
requirements will be difficult to achieve, or require a lot of effort, they are all achievable and all
of them make good business. The overarching view was the Standard is fit for purpose and does
not need to change in scope or intent.
5. The areas in which farmers have the most progress to make are biosecurity management,
biodiversity management, GHG management, nutrient management and having the detailed and
precise base understanding of their natural resources through comprehensive farm mapping and
analysis. The pilot did highlight for some farmers areas in people management they needed to
address. Similarly, the pilot highlighted and assisted a number of farmers to identify additional
biosecurity risks, especially around plant pests, and new ways of managing those. Biosecurity
procedures were rarely documented beyond an animal health plan.
6. Documentation was the main area requiring attention, and this does require one or more digital
solutions that farmers can use to simplify planning, record keeping and monitoring.
7. Farmers made particular progress on soil health assessments (using the visual soil assessment
technique) and winter management recording, reflecting the value farmers saw in these activities
and that implementation was relatively straightforward and these topics have a strong connection
to their farming business. Many farmers made progress across virtually all aspects of the Standard
during what was a relatively short timeframe of the pilot. The self-assessed score across the entire
Standard for pilot farmers moved from 2.47 to 2.90 (out of 4), illustrating that farmers involved
have landed at on average approximately 70% of the way to fulfilling the programme’s
requirements.
8. The cost for a farmer to implement this programme from scratch, while assuming they were
already fulfilling their legislated obligations around people management, is expected to range
between $5,625 - $16,000 up front together with 9-17 days for the farmer’s time. Ongoing annual
costs to cover annual reviews of plans and monitoring are expected to be $1,500-$5,700 per
annum and 7-12 days of farmer time. These costs only reflect the managerial costs (being largely
planning and monitoring), and not the costs of actually doing the work such as fencing, planting
and tending, pest control, which will substantively outweigh the managerial cost, but also provide
significant returns.

NZFAP Plus Pilot and Evaluation Report

Page 5

9. Through the pilot process, the vast majority of farmers identified at least some benefits. Most of
these have yet to provide any financial returns because of the short timeframe of the pilot to
observe changes or benefits. The benefits were:
a. improved understanding of their resources and hence learning what to do (and why), and
confidence to act, including reinforcing and validating they were on the right track
b. clear direction and framework to follow for making decisions about resource
management
c. bringing a higher degree of professionalism to their farming business and the sector, that
better reflects the scale and worth of their businesses
d. providing a foundation for clear, precise and consistent communication with their farm
team, including their bankers, advisors, and employees, and their communities
e. supporting proactive and planned decision making
f.

driving enthusiasm in the farm team about their natural resources around the creation of
a legacy for the farming family and providing the opportunity to involve and engage their
families and communities

g. making farm system changes to protect and enhance their natural resources and which
will allow sustainable production in the future
h. feeling much more prepared for the coming regulatory environment
10. Most farmers were now looking at their land and business differently as a result of the pilot, even
with relatively mundane things such as siting water troughs to avoid negative impacts, and are
connecting all the various aspects of natural resource management of land, water, GHG and
biodiversity and seeing how addressing those in an integrated manner makes good business and
environmental sense.
11. The majority of farmers involved in the pilot have been very supportive of the programme,
suggesting the time is right for this programme. There were some farmers who feel they have
done enough already unless there is a material reward from their processor. There were a small
number who after being involved have realised they are not interested in or motivated to
undertake this kind of programme in their business, though that motivation may emerge if they
were to be financially rewarded. Pilot farmers recognised that this programme will not be suitable
for everyone, though many did express the view that this is all largely going to be required in the
near future anyway.
12. Many farmers also saw the programme as a means to access premium customers and to stay
ahead of the pack. Most pilot farmers could see ways in which other farmers could be engaged,
and that constraints such as time and cost could be overcome through clear value propositions
from processors.
13. The roll out of the programme is going to require significant support for farmers, and the first step
was seen as the initial assessment of individual farmers involving explaining what the standard is
asking for and its relevance to the farm, asking good questions of the farmer to determine what
they have already achieved, setting some priorities and a plan to work through the programme in
a logical manner, making the programme more achievable.
14. Farmers have recommended two approaches for overcoming barriers and providing support:
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a. Small Action Group style groups (sub-catchment groups) with regular workshops to
provide ongoing technical input, peer support to work collectively through the
programme’s requirements and drive progress and accountability; and
b. Engaging directly with professionals to build the base knowledge of the underlying natural
resources and to translate that into farmer understanding and then action plans for
farmers to own and implement; and the possibility of this initial investment being funded
by banks and amortized over 10 years to soften the cost.
These approaches are not mutually exclusive, and most farmers will likely use a combination of
them both.
15. Farmers saw the key success factors for implementation as being:
a. Ensuring that farmers own their plans through this process and can set their own priorities
based on the robust and objective analysis of their underlying natural resources and
business context
b. Whoever is supporting the farmers must have both empathy for farmers and an
understanding of farming systems, and have the ability to motivate and maintain
accountability
c. Solid, technically correct resources that are readily accessible must be available, and there
was strong support for this to be a stand-alone independent online service, and should
also include examples of what good documented plans and records looks like in various
contexts
d. Access to well qualified technical experts to engage and learn from one-on-one and in
facilitated workshops
e. Systems for rapid and easy on-farm data capture, plan documentation and monitoring are
essential to underpin widespread uptake. This needs to include easy to use templates
f.

Peer-to-peer learning and support through small group forums will facilitate a greater
shift in mindset and more rapid progress than having farmers working in their own silos

g. Farmers are going to need time to develop the plans and then to implement their action
plans; many farmers noted that this programme will never actually be completed on farms
– it will be a life-long journey of continuous improvement. Whoever is responsible for
implementation of the programme must recognise that not everything can or has to be
done immediately. The work for farmers should be chunked down.
h. Having very clear timelines will motivate farmers to get things done together with a strong
and compelling value proposition
i.

Farmers should be asked to visualise how their farm and business would look if they
undertook the programme and to describe their confidence in its sustainability if they
completed the programme, and how good would realizing that vision feel? They should
be asked what would it change for them and their business?

j.

Progress along the way towards fulfilling NZFAP Plus must be recognised and celebrated,
even if just by the farm team and/or their small group they are working within

16. Significant constraints to implementation are:
a. The lack of professionals available to complete natural resource mapping and to compose
farm plans appropriately
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b. Time available to farmers for administration and office work, particularly in businesses
that are not corporates that have this built into their system already, and/or when a
farming partner is not heavily involved in the day to day business – many farmers are
already time poor
c. The computer skills of farmers with respect to setting up and/or operating data capture,
record keeping, mapping, planning, and monitoring systems
d. The availability of auditors with the relevant skill set to verify this programme
17. These constraints are reflected in the likely timeframe in which many farmers will be ready for
certification being up to a year from registration, dependent on their starting point. It is likely to
take this long for them to engage required professionals (e.g., to map natural resources) and to
complete their documentation unless they have the ability to work intensively on this programme.
18. NZFAP Plus is about farmers knowing their natural capital and its connection to land use and land
management. Farmers need to see that it is a clear strategic and tactical approach to retaining the
ability to determine their own destiny and to being a certifiable, credible assurance programme.
That is what NZFAP Plus provides, as opposed to someone external defining and prescribing how
farmers should farm.
19. The value and necessity of having the solid and precise knowledge, including mapping, of the
underlying natural resources on farm is a crucial starting point for this programme. For those pilot
farmers who had a comprehensive farm plan, they had a solid foundation to reference during their
initial assessment and questioning about the standard. Such knowledge is about giving farmers
clear direction and confidence to act towards managing their natural resources. At the same time,
it must be acknowledged that obtaining a farm plan which covers off such a broad set of
information to help set up a farm for the future is a challenge. It is, however, the best pathway
through which farmers can own their future.
20. The overarching sentiment from pilot farmers was that NZFAP Plus is necessary, timely, and
provides the direction and framework they have been seeking. The Standards are relevant and
valuable to all farm businesses and will lead to continuous improvement in farm practices,
performance, the natural environment and in farmers’ livelihoods. NZFAP Plus has provided
farmers a strong sense of relief that there is a way forward through the regulatory and market
pressures they face and in their creation of a legacy; a way in which they can own.
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NZFAP Plus – What is it?
New Zealand Farm Assurance Programme (NZFAP) has been developed by Red Meat Profit Partnership
(RMPP) in conjunction with its partners. NZFAP is the industry farm quality assurance for the red meat
sector covering animal welfare, food safety and traceability. It has now been adopted by all major
meat processors and exporters. RMPP is a Primary Growth Partnership focused on improving the
productivity and profitability of red meat farmers. Its members are B+LNZ, Alliance Group, ANZCO
Foods, Greenlea Premier Meats, Blue Sky Meats, Silver Fern Farms, Progressive Meats, ANZ Bank,
Rabobank and MPI.
RMPP has begun the development of a new voluntary standard and programme for sustainability
called NZFAP Plus. NZFAP Plus integrates the farm planning process and verification. The purpose of
NZFAP Plus programme is to:
•

Create better and more sustainable farming businesses through understanding natural
resources and appropriate practices

•

Facilitate continuous improvement on farms with regards to business performance

•

Demonstrate and validate with credible detail to the wider New Zealand community, and
government, that the red meat sector is farming sustainably, responsibly, and ethically

•

Provide confidence to red meat customers and consumers that our products are produced in
the manner they expect [Note: a price premium is probably unlikely but having such
verification of meaningful standards and good practices in place will at least maintain the
value of farm products).

NZFAP Plus is not primarily about compliance. Rather it is about planning, practicing, demonstrating,
verifying, and celebrating sustainable farming; and providing a clear consistent leadership pathway
for farmers and the sector.
The NZFAP Plus programme structure/process is shown below:

NZFAP Plus Standard has three sections (animal welfare, food safety and traceability are already
addressed through NZFAP):
•

Natural Resource Management;

•

People Management; and
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•

Biosecurity.

The Standard has been drafted with input from RMPP partners, farmers, and technical experts to
ensure they are robust and accurate, practicable, and meaningful. The Standard as drafted ensures
strong alignment to proposed legislation and regulations and offers farmers a one-stop-shop to
demonstrate good practice across all the key aspects of their business. There may be refinement
required across the various sections as various legislation and regulations are enacted. Like all
standards, it is expected NZFAP Plus will continually evolve to reflect new knowledge and revised
legislation and regulations.
NZFAP Plus could become recognised as an accredited industry assurance programme and a means of
fulfilling regulatory requirements around freshwater, soils, biodiversity, and greenhouse gas
management.

Photo: A pilot farmer, as so many do, stopping and appreciating the beauty around him
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Pilot Project Purpose and Overview
Purpose
The pilot’s purpose was two-fold:
1. Determine the achievability and costs and benefits of the draft standard; and
2. Provide insight into successful implementation and roll-out of NZFAP Plus with farmers.
The pilot was designed to build on a recent McDonald’s/NZ Roundtable for Sustainable Beef proof of
concept project and involved 33 farmers from across New Zealand reflecting diversity with varying
scales, operating/ownership structures and stages of implementation of farm environment plans.
The pilot was conducted between late March and mid-October 2020.

Deliverables
The project deliverables were:
1. A pre-pilot assessment of each farmer’s knowledge, confidence and performance (state) relative
to the NZFAP Plus Standard
2. Pilot farmers being well progressed towards fulfilling the programme requirements. This will
involve them working towards an active farm environment plan and all other sections of the
programme through workshops and/or one-on-one support.
3. An assessment of how the three sections of the NZFAP Plus programme could be enhanced to
deliver greater value and/efficiency to farmers.
4. An end-of pilot evaluation of:
a. The costs of fulfilling the programme requirements;
b. The benefits to the farm of fulfilling the programme requirements; and
c. The farmers’ motivation, knowledge, confidence and performance (state) relative to the
requirements covered within NZFAP Plus.
5. Clear insights on how best to work with farmers to support them in fulfilling the NZFAP Plus
requirements and achieve the desired programme outcomes:
a. Sustainable profitable farmers;
b. Continued and enhanced access to discerning customers; and
c. Demonstration to the NZ public and government that farmers are farming responsibly.

Approach
The following four steps were followed in delivering the pilot project.
1. Initial assessment
• Each farmer participated in an individual 2-2.5-hour assessment working through the draft
NZFAP Plus Standard (Appendix 1). This was completed via Zoom due to COVID-19, and
this approach continued through the life of the project.
• Documented gap analysis for each farm with an action plan for the farmer to progress
towards fulfilling NZFAP Plus requirements.
2. Individual farmers fulfilling the programme requirements
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•
•

•

•

The project team were individually allocated to pilot farmers to be their coach for working
through the programme and to connect them to resources and people to support their
progress.
The project team used an action research approach, whereby the team responded to
improvement suggestions identified through working with pilot farmers, so not everybody
got the same experiences – the team adapted the process as they learnt from pilot
farmers.
Numerous on-line training sessions and videos were developed and provided through the
pilot together with a quite comprehensive on-line learning resource provided via Slack
where many technical resources, templates and videos were posted together with the
ability for project participants to post questions and chat with each other. Where
requested and/or relevant, some one-on-one support on the ground was provided by the
project team.
Farmers were encouraged to work with any required professional expertise, especially for
topics such as land use capability (LUC) mapping as a way of understanding the

farms natural resources (natural capital). The extent to which farmers engaged
with that available support varied. Advice was provided on how to identify, select
and engage professionals to ensure farmers received what they needed.
•
•

An end of pilot self-audit assessment was conducted with those farmers interviewed for
the evaluation.
Initially it was intended to complete an independent on-farm verification audit of farmers
where they felt confident; however, the change in scope partway through the project
meant this auditing framework was not developed.

3. Review and revision of NZFAP Plus Standard
• Feedback on the NZFAP Plus Standard was provided individually by farmers throughout
the pilot project. The Standard was revised to the conclusion of the pilot project to reflect
both feedback from pilot farmers and recent updates to legislation and regulations
(Appendix 2).
4. Report: End of pilot evaluation
• Two thirds of the pilot farmers (23/33) completed the 1-2-hour evaluation interviews with
their allocated project team member, working through a semi-structured interview
(Appendix 3). This interview covered the following:
i. Evaluation of the implementation process
ii. Estimates of the costs for individual farmers in fulfilling the programme
requirements, including the funded support provided as part of the pilot
iii. Described and where possible quantified the benefits to the farm of fulfilling the
programme requirements.
• The qualitative data was analysed into themes for this report. Direct quotes are provided
from farmers in italics and with quotation marks to provide richness of the data.
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Achievability of the Standard
Most farmers were initially overwhelmed when they first received and read the draft Standard. Many
provided colourful initial reactions. The view of most of the pilot farmers at the end of the pilot is that
the Standard is readily achievable, albeit with effort and time, and in many cases investment. Most
farmers observed that fulfilling the requirements will take most farmers 2-3 years and in some cases
much longer where they are starting from a low base to complete the planning and commence the
work plans and monitoring activities, but that these would be reviewed each year and become part of
the ongoing annual farming calendar. Farmers also observed that the process for an individual farmer
could be sped up by engaging a professional or several professionals to break its back with respect to
mapping, planning, and documentation, but that this one-off upfront approach would come at a cost
of at least $8,000 if starting from scratch.
Several farmers felt that the overall programme was still too imposing and complicated.
“You can’t do this on your own, so you have to pay someone to do this. The knowledge is out
there but is hard to find and it is new stuff, so the learning is hard”.
The requirements of the draft Standard have been summarised in the following tables. A narrative is
provided alongside each of these summarised requirements providing a description of where pilot
farmers were and are now at with respect to fulfilling the requirement, their understanding and
barriers/opportunities to act together with a description of achievability. Most pilot farmers felt that
leading or more progressive farmers would find this Standard relatively readily achievable.
Irrigation and effluent are included in the Standard but were excluded from the evaluation analysis
and report because they are not widely used.
The achievability of each of the requirements in the draft Standard has been considered by the pilot
farmers through the evaluation process using the following scoring system:
4 = Easily achievable
3 = Achievable with some effort/support
2 = Achievable with a lot of effort/support
1= Impossible
The typical range is shown for each requirement. The mean score across all pilot farmers participating
in the evaluation interviews (n=23) is shown in the brackets.

Natural Resource Management
Farm infrastructure map

The starting point for farm maps was highly variable across the pilot
farmers, ranging from the map being very basic with little more than
boundaries and fence lines (being insufficient for NZFAP or hazard
identification) through to very comprehensive and fully digitised in
a package like Farm IQ or Hawkeye.
Most farmers recognised that having such a map is essential for
managing a farm business and that its completion would not be
difficult, but that digitising the map can take considerable time and
effort. There were farmers who were quite frustrated with existing
digital options, both the difficulty with which they can be used and
the cost of the software.
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Achievability: 3-4 (3.70)
Comprehensive natural
resource map

The range in starting points for this requirement was highly variable,
from some farmers having almost nothing mapped through to quite
comprehensive and up to date maps. Farmers in the Horizon’s
Region were at a distinct advantage here (the council has invested
in provision of Sustainable Land Use Initiative reports for many
farmers across the region) and Environment Waikato and Southland
have similarly invested, but not yet to the same extent. Some
farmers had themselves invested in completing such a natural
resource map either through their own efforts with some
professional support or by engaging a professional to complete the
mapping.
The understanding by farmers of the connection of their
infrastructure map to their management practice standards was
more developed than their awareness of the need to understand
their natural resources and how that connected to their business,
infrastructure and management practices.
Understanding of the Land Use Capability (LUC) approach is
variable. Its usefulness to farmers in being able to contain
significant information in a simple land evaluation presentation is
not well understood by many farmers. Confusion is added with
(historical) reference to Land Management Units (LMU). These
were developed to congregate LUC units and to make a grouping
familiar to a farmer such as Back Block or River Terrace Crop block.
The problem with this is that it adds another dimension to the
farmers understanding of requirements and unless it truly connects
the LUC information, if it exists, to the LMU then the LMU is
pointless and creates more work for the farmer with no benefit.
Need to clearly outline where both systems fit in farm planning so
that it makes sense in a standards format. Note that it does not help
that the facilitated B+LNZ workshops are LMU focused.
The Standard requires soils, rock type, waterways/bodies, erosion
risk, vegetation, and slope. These elements are most readily
provided using a Land Resource Inventory (LRI) and Land Use
Capability (LUC) approach. Most farmers will not be able to
complete this mapping on their own and will require professional
support. The publicly available maps are typically at a scale of
1:50,000, which does not provide much benefit at farm scale
(1:5,000 – 1:15,000, depending upon farm scale and land use).
Accessing these professionals is difficult because there are not
many who can competently undertake this mapping. There are
some other consultants claiming to do this for farmers, but they are
just overlaying the LUC at that smaller scale with no ground
truthing. Scale is important because it indicates the accuracy and
precision of the mapped detail and therefore its usefulness in
helping farmers manage land use and in making practice decisions.
It is important because farmers should have credible mapped
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information as opposed to cut and paste mapping (from regional
scale maps) which would give farmers inaccurate and imprecise
detail.
The reason to know rock type seemed innocuous to many farmers
and that is understandable. It is important because it influences
slope, soil stability/erosion susceptibility and natural fertility. Once
mapped, it does not need to be revisited, and is a key component
in developing a robust SWOT.
Helping farmers source farm planners is and will continue to be
problematic. The skills and experience of the farm mapper/planner,
the version of plan and the presentation of information will all be
variable because of the commercial reality of getting a huge number
of farm plans completed nationwide, unless the approach is entirely
prescribed through a regulatory process or a nationally agreed
framework for presenting land evaluation information.
It is estimated that 3-4,000 sheep and beef farmers nationally will
have this kind of map completed with sufficient detail to meet the
requirement.
Updating the map in a digital format is very difficult for farmers
because most of the farm-scale LUC maps are completed using ARCGIS or similar. This does not need to be an issue – the LUC map can
be a base resource and the infrastructure map can be the revised
map, with layers pertaining to risks such as erosion, compaction,
drainage, cropping maps. Similarly, changes to vegetation (such as
retirement, planting) can be mapped on the infrastructure map.
Achievability: 2-3 (3.02)
SWOT analysis of natural
resources

Farmers who had a comprehensive natural resource map tended to
have a thorough SWOT analysis done for their farm as part of that
process outlining risks, use limitations and opportunities.
Initially, the SWOT requirement did not seem to appeal to many
farmers, thinking it is extra work. Those farmers who went through
the exercise found that this a very useful translation of the LUC map
into more defined and refined decisions with regards to actual
management action. It is a critical part of the ownership and
responsibility process. The SWOT process is a critical one of
engagement activity in the farm planning process. Further, it helps
outline how to meet the subsequent requirements.
Most farmers felt that once they had the mapping completed, they
would be able to complete the SWOT analysis.
A number of farmers felt they could progress a SWOT analysis based
on their existing knowledge of their farm, but professional and
external validation would be beneficial.
Achievability: 2-4 (3.23)
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Land and water
management plan with
actions and timeframes to
manage identified risks
including erosion and
discharge to waterways

Farmers who had a comprehensive natural resource map tended to
have a thorough action plan documented for their farm as part of
that process outlining how they could manage risks and
opportunities. These plans were in many cases not being kept up to
date. Many farmers without such analyses being done for their
farms were however quite active in protecting waterway and soils
from erosion, although there were a number doing relatively little
to manage these risks.
The plan was often seen as owned by the authors and/or agency
who required/provided it - to achieve a result which the farmer did
– but some farmers did not personally own ‘their’ plans.
The greatest challenge to meeting this requirement was the
documentation of the plan. Although the B+LNZ templates for LEPs
have existed for a long time, farmers are often still unsure how to
start or what to include.
Achievability: 3 (2.91)

Land and water
management records

The current level of recording of activities to manage land and water
outcomes was highly variable from no recording to taking a few ad
hoc photos to having the records documented with before and after
photos.
The key constraints for this were remembering to collect the
records/take the photos and having a simple means/system of
storing the records.
Achievability: 2-4 (2.96)

Soil quality and health
assessment (VSA)

Several farmers in the pilot study were already doing VSA and
several more had heard of the method or seen it done. The vast
majority had no previous exposure to the method although it has
been around for several decades.
Soil health as a topic was popular and the VSA standard seemed
accepted as an option for a soil health measure. But some farmers
initially struggled with the validity of the process, for example in
relation to two or three holes equating to a soil health picture of a
soil type for 100 hectares. However, it is no less valid than the soil
or herbage testing they do to assess soil chemical fertility or feed
quality. Those farmers who engaged with this exercise, and most
did, found it very insightful.
This was one requirement that farmers in general found incredibly
beneficial and relatively easy to complete with just a bit of time
required for doing it. There were several farmers in the pilot who
felt is unnecessary to assess their soils in such a formal way or to do
so on a regular (annual or biennial) basis.
Achievability: 3-4 (3.28)

Waterway health and water
quality assessment

Some of the pilot farmers had commenced water quality
monitoring, but none were structured in their approach or
monitoring frequently enough. Overall, very few were doing water
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quality or freshwater health assessments, but this was largely due
to not really knowing where to test/monitor and some degree of
nervousness about what results would come from the monitoring.
The connection of the water quality testing and freshwater health
assessment to their farm catchments and waterways was generally
understood but could be more definitive which would help with
clarity of why it is a requirement and where on the farm to test. This
is difficult when the NPSFW legislation and catchment/limit setting
process is hardly in existence anywhere. Some farmers wanted to
connect to catchment monitoring programmes but that would only
be suitable for their business where that approach was well
structured and connected to their farm. There needs to be a clear
statement that it is required for a business. There was little debate
about the range of indicators. Some farmers worried about the
workload having to do waterway ecosystem health indicators. It is
seen as tricky because there are two requirements – the
professional testing (water quality) and the on-farm testing (stream
health). How often to monitor also needs some clarification but
again there is no simple answer and should relate to what the
business needs and wants to do.
Many pilot farmers saw this an opportunity to involve communities,
schools, family, and shareholders.
Achievability: 2-3 (2.78)
Crop management plan

Farmers in the pilot typically had a very good understanding of good
practice for crop management and were able to describe what they
do and why. Most had made substantive changes to their practices
in recent years as they have learnt more. Very few farmers were
doing formal or documented paddock assessments or considering
the full suite of factors that should be incorporated in that
assessment. Some farmers have now mapped those paddocks
suitable for cropping and documented their crop rotations.
The availability of a useful paddock assessment template was a
constraint. One was provided through the pilot.
Achievability: 3-4 (3.5)

Winter management plan

Farmers in the pilot typically had a very good understanding of good
practice for winter management and were able to describe what
they do and why. Most had made substantive changes to their
practices in recent years as they have learnt more. Very few had
documented winter plans, though some had feed budgets
and/grazing plans.
Critical Source Areas (CSAs) as a term is known mostly. Some
farmers know what they are and where they exist. But some
farmers are unclear on whether a site is one or not and the
definition of a CSA in the field is not helpful when in reality a range
of locations can be accepted as CSAs whether they were created
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specially or not. The question for many farmers is when is a CSA a
CSA, and how do you determine that?
Achievability: 3-4 (3.39)
Winter management
records

Record keeping around winter and/or crop management was
typically weak. It was not considered to have been important, but
through the pilot the recognition that having evidence to show what
had been done would be useful in the future.
Those farmers using systems such as Farm IQ or Cloud Farmer have
found this relatively easy to start capturing.
Achievability: 3-4 (3.50)

Nutrient budget with N and
P losses

A surprisingly small number of the pilot farmers had completed a
nutrient budget. Some had recent budgets, others had budgets
from 8-9 years ago, but very few of them were using them to guide
fertiliser input decisions. Instead they relied upon fertiliser reps.
This requirement highlighted an alarming insight into what is going
on within the fertiliser sector and its support of farmers and
nutrient budgeting visibility. Farmers’ general perception of
Overseer™ as a model for their nutrient budgeting and being a
powerful tool for decision making was often absent and Overseer™
seemed to have become only a means to generate an N and P loss
number. Many farmers did not initially see the merit in specifically
knowing their N or P numbers, assuming they would be low.
Getting a nutrient budget completed is expected by most farmers
to require professional input, and many farmers have commenced
the process of gathering the data required to complete the budget
and have engaged their fertiliser rep or other professional to
complete the budget. The inclusion of a GHG budget for the
livestock aspects of the business was noted as an advantage here.
Because of the relatively complex nature of most sheep and beef
farms, there will be some time involved in collating the data
required, although those using tools such as Farmax or with good
livestock records have found it pretty straightforward.
Achievability: 2-4 (3.17)

Soil testing, including Cd

Farmers in the pilot were almost universally carrying out regular soil
testing in a formal manner with transects or indicator paddocks and
those paddocks that are part of a crop rotation/renovation plan.
Some farmers are doing regular whole of farm soil testing. Only two
farmers had completed a cadmium test, but most saw the inclusion
of a cadmium test in some of their samples every 10 years or so to
be fairly straightforward. The existing level of awareness of
cadmium, its risks and management was low.
Achievability: 4 (3.77)

Nutrient application records

Nutrient application records were being maintained already using
systems such as those provided by fertiliser companies or TracMap.
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Farm IQ was also used together with Cloud Farmer. No one in the
pilot did not have these records.
Achievability: 4 (3.86)
Indigenous biodiversity is
mapped

Biodiversity is new area of knowledge and work in general for the
farmers. The standards highlighted how much work there is to do in
relation to evaluating a farm and upskilling the farmer on what
exists, why it is important, how to manage it and what to do. If the
natural resource map is professional and credible it will have
mapped indigenous vegetation and habitat and provided a strong
pathway forward to help achieve the requirement.
Those farmers with comprehensive natural resource maps had their
biodiversity mapped. Many farmers in the pilot had QEII blocks on
their farms, so again these were mapped. Many had included them
on their farm infrastructure maps. Most farmers had mapped
forested or wetland areas on their maps, especially if they had been
fenced off. Unfenced areas were less likely to be mapped.
Achievability: 2-4 (2.86)

Indigenous Biodiversity plan

Farmers knowledge of what was in those areas was not often high
beyond some of the key dominant species. Very few farmers had
any pest animal or plant management in place within their
indigenous habitat sites, although most were fenced. Knowing what
to manage and how to set up trap/bait lines and what to monitor is
a big learning curve. Some relied on ‘others’ to monitor and manage
their sites but had little connection to the results or data and
information. More needs to be made of this as that data (although
for some farmers it will be being collected by agencies such as QEII)
and information is important and valuable to the farm and for
meeting the requirements. Nobody had any outcome monitoring
data and very few realised its importance. Overall, the farmers who
were managing some biodiversity probably felt they were “doing it”
already and they are, it is just not often well documented.
Sometimes though they did not recognise other parts of the farm
that were also indigenous and required potentially some evaluation
as to what to do next. Most are completely unaware of the
workload, cost, and effort to come.
Those farmers with QEII blocks knew they had significant natural
areas, but often were not reading or understanding what planning,
activities or monitoring was taking place within those areas – it was
typically being managed by QEII with little input from the
landowners, except where fences needed to be repaired. Farmers
typically knew that some trapping or baiting was being carried out
and that QEII was doing some monitoring had had not typically
engaged to learn more about how it was changing other than “it
was going well/looking good”.
Farmers wanting to develop their own plan, whether with
covenanted land or not, did not have any awareness of where to
start. This was seen as one of the most challenging requirements in
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the Standard by almost all farmers. The template provided was
viewed as still being too complex and time consuming for farmers
(probably supported by the fact the template developer
subsequently expressed that there are only 3-4 people in NZ
capable of doing the task properly).
Achievability: 2-4 (2.80)
Biodiversity outcome
monitoring & records

Virtually none of the pilot farmers were doing outcome monitoring
for biodiversity, although it was being done on their farms by others
such as QEII or local pest management programmes, which makes
it relatively easy to complete – it is a matter of obtaining those
reports from QEII/councils.
A number of the pilot farmers expressed keen interest in getting
started with this monitoring that they had developed a clear plan
and felt that photo points and bird counts/observations were
relatively straightforward to complete. Some farmers have already
commenced with photos of rare and other indigenous birds sited on
their farms and several have established photo points.
Achievability: 2-4 (2.73)

GHG budget

Farmers understand the carbon budget language and they often
discussed soil carbon as something positive. Not many picked up on
the value of their indigenous vegetation and its contribution to
carbon sequestration because those areas were often not included
in the ETS, so many focused on fast growing exotic species and their
impact on their landscape.
Very few of the farmers in the pilot had a GHG budget, or knew they
had the foundation of their budget through Overseer™ or Farmax
(both models provide calculated emissions from livestock and
fertiliser).
There are no readily available tools for farmers to use to calculate
their total emissions and offsets on farm. Toitu now provides a
subscription model and the work programme for He Waka Eke Noa
will also eventually provide such a tool for farmers. This standard
needs to remain as simple as possible until further development in
practices to support GHG management are quantified and or
become regulatory requirements.
Achievability: 1-3 (2.36)
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Photo: Pilot farmer clearly excited by this female koura

People Management
Employment relations
procedures and records

All the pilot farmers nearly or fully fulfilled the requirements of the
programme regarding employment.
Farmers have found a range of systems to support then in keeping
track of wages/payroll and leave. Many are paying a third-party
provider to manage that for them.
Achievability: 4 (3.53)

Health & safety procedures
and records

All pilot farmers had something in place regarding health and safety
in the workplace. Most of them had embedded health and safety
thinking into their teams whether that be the family or employees,
and such conversations are now second nature in most businesses.
Many farmers had employed a professional to help them get their
systems set up. Documentation and recording sometimes needs a
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bit of work. Having MSDS readily available was sometimes a
stumbling block for pilot farmers, saying “I can get them on-line” or
“they are in my email” – this does not meet the readily available
requirement. The recent launch of a new MSDS mobile phone app
with offline function has been well received by those in the pilot.
Most farmers noted there is a bit of work involved in keeping health
and safety documentation up to date, but that it was not difficult,
and it is a legal requirement.
Achievability: 3-4 (3.45)
Competency assessments

Most farmers with employees are doing this quite well, but often
not documenting the discussions or assessments. A number of pilot
farmers did do formal regular reviews with staff where
competencies were assessed, and training and development
opportunities were discussed.
Achievability: 3 (3.34)

Training/development
records

Most pilot farmers are investing in the training and development of
their employees and most were similarly investing in their own
development. Some farmers had truly impressive personal
development planning approaches. Documentation of what had
been done was often lacking.
Achievability: 3-4 (3.41)

List of key contacts

Most farmers had something in place around providing the farm
team with key contacts in the case of emergencies. Some farmers
had developed a ‘farm bible’ for the case where they are inducting
new employees or where they themselves are incapacitated
temporarily or permanently.
Achievability: 4 (3.82)

Records of community
involvement on farm

Most farmers have significant and ongoing involvement with their
communities, though noted that the nature of that changes with
their life stage. It is important to note that this is about what the
community does on the farm, not about what farmers do in the
community (though both are valuable). This was one question that
was seriously objected to by one farming family as being intrusive.
Most farmers would have these records as part of their health and
safety induction records.
Achievability: 4 (3.73)

Biosecurity
Biosecurity risks identified

Most farmers could readily identify the key risks and threats around
animal health and existing pests/weeds but were less capable in
identifying potential vectors for new invasive species/diseases. Very
few farmers gave it enough respect as a risk or issue and do not
provide enough administration time either. Very few farmers had a
well-documented biosecurity plan and risk assessment. The
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template provided, although very comprehensive, has been used by
a number of the pilot farmers. Existing animal health plans, where
sufficiently comprehensive, have also proven a useful starting point.
Documentation was largely absent.
Achievability: 2-4 (3.18)
Biosecurity procedures to
avoid introducing
pests/weeds/diseases

Some farmers had very clear procedures they followed, especially
around animals entering the business, some of which were
documented, but the vast majority were not written down. The
project team was often able to help pilot farmers identify previously
unconsidered risks and risk vectors, and consequently significant
learning occurred in this area.
Achievability: 2-4 (2.95)

Biosecurity procedures to
manage existing
pests/weeds/diseases

Most farmers had very clear procedures or pest management
programmes in place for existing issues, but most of these were not
documented.
Achievability: 2-4 (3.00)

Photo: Capturing biodiversity evidence can be this straightforward
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The table below shows the mean and range in achievability scores provided across all the standards
by the pilot farmers. The lowest score is for the GHG budget, mainly because there is a lack of suitable
whole of farm calculator, while the next lowest scoring standards were around biodiversity and water
quality, mainly because they are new topics for farmers to address in a formal manner.
Overall, the people management was viewed as the most achievable and had the narrowest range in
responses, probably because most farmers are already doing it; followed by the natural resource
management topics – something farmers feel well connected with, while biosecurity was seen as the
least achievable group of standards – probably because very few farmers had really given it a great
deal of consideration.
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Requirement
Farm infrastructure map
Comprehensive natural resource map
SWOT analysis of natural resources
Land and water management plan with actions and
timeframes to manage identified risks including
erosion and discharge to waterways
Land and water management records
Soil quality and health assessment (VSA)
Waterway health and water quality assessment
Crop management plan
Winter management plan
Winter management records
Nutrient budget with N and P losses
Soil testing, including Cd
Nutrient application records
Indigenous biodiversity is mapped
Indigenous Biodiversity plan
Biodiversity outcome monitoring & records
GHG budget
Employment relations procedures and records
Health & safety procedures and records
Competency assessments
Training/development records
List of key contacts
Records of community involvement on farm
Biosecurity risks identified
Biosecurity procedures to avoid introducing
pests/weeds/diseases
Biosecurity procedures to manage existing
pests/weeds/diseases
Overall
Natural Resource Management
People
Biosecurity
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Mean
3.70
3.02
3.23

Achievability
Min
Max
3
4
2
4
2
4

SD
0.46
0.83
0.73

2.91
2.96
3.28
2.78
3.50
3.39
3.50
3.17
3.77
3.86
2.86
2.80
2.73
2.36
3.53
3.45
3.34
3.41
3.82
3.73
3.18

2
1.5
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
1
2
2
1
3
2.5
2.5
3
3
1
2

4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4

0.73
0.76
0.64
0.66
0.59
0.64
0.68
0.82
0.60
0.47
0.93
0.72
0.75
0.92
0.49
0.52
0.51
0.49
0.39
0.69
0.49

2.95

2

4

0.71

3.00
3.24
3.17
3.55
3.05

2

4

0.67
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Progress Made by Pilot Farmers Through the Pilot Project
Based on the initial assessments and the work done by farmers through the pilot period, farmers gave
themselves a self-assessment and this was sense-checked by the team through discussion as to what
evidence was available and what activities had been carried out to progress fulfilment against the
requirements.
The table below shows the self-assessed status scores of the 23 pilot farmers who completed the
evaluation interviews. The raw mean score of all the requirements from the point at which they
commenced the pilot was 2.47. This raw mean score increased to 2.90 by the end of the pilot project,
a raw mean change of 0.43. These scores are not weighted for amount of work, effort, cost, or
complexity.
When considering the natural resource management requirements separately, the section considered
the most contentious, the initial raw mean score was 2.34 while the final raw mean score was 2.84
indicating a mean change of 0.50. This shows the pilot farmers made more change here than the other
sections. This would have been for two main reasons – firstly this was an area in which farmers choose
to focus their efforts and secondly this was an area where considerable improvement was possible.
Requirement
Farm infrastructure map
Comprehensive natural resource map
SWOT analysis of natural resources
Land and water management plan with actions and
timeframes to manage identified risks including
erosion and discharge to waterways
Land and water management records
Soil quality and health assessment (VSA)
Waterway health and water quality assessment
Crop management plan
Winter management plan
Winter management records
Nutrient budget with N and P losses
Soil testing, including Cd
Nutrient application records
Indigenous biodiversity is mapped
Indigenous Biodiversity plan
Biodiversity outcome monitoring & records
GHG budget
Employment relations procedures and records
Health & safety procedures and records
Competency assessments
Training/development records
List of key contacts
Records of community involvement on farm
Biosecurity risks identified
Biosecurity procedures to avoid introducing
pests/weeds/diseases
Biosecurity procedures to manage existing
pests/weeds/diseases
Overall
Natural Resource Management
People
Biosecurity

Mean
2.96
2.57
2.33

Start
Min
1
1
1

Max
4
4
4

SD
0.81
0.93
1.19

Mean
3.59
3.11
2.80

Now
Min
2
2
1

Max
4
4
4

Change
SD in Mean
0.64
0.63
0.74
0.55
1.09
0.48

2.41
1.91
1.43
1.78
2.21
2.65
1.90
2.32
3.35
3.70
2.74
2.04
1.54
1.87
3.32
3.43
3.27
2.74
3.22
2.64
2.26

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

4
3
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4

0.96
0.72
0.77
0.93
0.75
0.85
0.77
1.29
0.76
0.75
0.94
0.95
0.79
0.99
1.08
0.77
1.05
1.07
0.98
1.15
0.79

2.87
2.50
2.52
2.37
2.74
3.13
2.85
2.86
3.57
3.73
3.24
2.30
1.87
2.22
3.63
3.61
3.27
3.05
3.43
3.05
2.65

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
2
2
2
1
1
1
2
2
1
1
2
1
1

4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4

1.04
0.87
1.25
1.00
0.91
0.89
0.91
1.22
0.58
0.62
0.78
1.00
0.95
1.06
0.74
0.64
1.05
1.07
0.77
1.19
0.91

0.46
0.59
1.09
0.59
0.53
0.48
0.95
0.55
0.22
0.03
0.50
0.26
0.33
0.35
0.32
0.17
0.00
0.31
0.22
0.41
0.39

1.87

1

3

0.54

2.26

1

4

0.90

0.39

1.78
2.47
2.34
3.10
1.97

1

3

0.59

2.22
2.90
2.84
3.34
2.38

1

4

0.93

0.43
0.43
0.50
0.24
0.41

The people section was largely well achieved with an initial raw mean score of 3.10, and an increase
of 0.24 to 3.34 at the end of the pilot project. Biosecurity was the least well achieved section at both
the beginning and the end of the pilot, with an initial raw mean score of 1.97 and an end score of 2.38,
an improvement of 0.41.
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Of particular note are the large changes in visual soil assessments for soil health from a mean of 1.43
(start) to 2.52 (now) and winter management records increasing from 1.90 (start) to 2.85 (now). This
indicates farmers in the pilot saw value in these activities and could implement them relatively readily,
and it also correlates with what they know well or have a strong connection to their farming business.
Further the pilot ran during the time when winter record keeping was relevant and VSA is best carried
out (spring). Further, many farmers commented on how interesting they found the VSA topic and
actually enjoyed doing it.
Other substantive changes occurred in the farm infrastructure mapping, natural resource mapping,
land and water management record keeping and waterway and stream health assessments.

Photo: Example of fenced and planted waterway, not uncommon on pilot farmers’ properties, and
indeed on many farms across New Zealand
Correlating the achievability and the actual level of conformance with the standards (both at the start
and the end of the pilot), shows a strong association between those standards considered most
achievable and those standards with the highest level of conformance. People management standards
were seen as both the most achievable and were most well conformed with. Biosecurity was viewed
as being more difficult to achieve on average, and this was reflected in the overall lower conformance
scores.

NZFAP Plus Pilot and Evaluation Report

Page 27

Costs of Fulfilling the Standard’s Requirements
The incremental costs for farmers to fulfill the NZFAP Plus Standard requirements are highly variable,
depending upon:
•
•
•
•
•

What they have already done;
The level of funding support available from their council and/or other parties;
The complexity of their farm’s natural resources and farming system;
Their own skill set and motivation together with the extent to which they use external or
professional support; and
The systems they choose to use to support achieving the standard.

In addition to these managerial costs (being largely planning and monitoring), are the costs of actually
doing the work such as fencing, planting and tending, pest control. This will be far and away the
greatest cost for farmers.
The focus in this report is solely on the management costs because the other costs are even more
contextually driven. These management costs can be split into:
•
•
•
•

One-off upfront cash costs
One-off up-front time
Ongoing or annual cash costs
Ongoing or annual time

The table below provides the best estimates of the project team using feedback from farmers in the
pilot. It also assumes a farmer is starting with no existing farm environment plan using a professional
to map the farm’s natural resources, and only incremental activity over and above legal requirements
are included for people management. Similarly, the natural resource management aspects will soon
be able to be compared against regulated bottom lines, but these largely do not yet exist, to be
enforced or are not consistent across New Zealand.
“We’re in a privileged position from an affordable position so farmers with no time and funds
then that would be a difficult journey. It is the best money we can spend because it has lifted
the level of our approaches and understanding to realise our own ownership. We were losing
our ownership.”
“It will cost farmers over $5000 to do a comprehensive Land & Water plan by a consultant plus
the additional time spent documenting, monitoring. That needs to be recognised as it would
be hard to put that in the budget for the average sheep and beef farm.”
“The main cost is in the professional farm environment plan by a consultant. If you spread the
cost over 10 years, then it is reasonable but for a one-off cost it is quite high for the size of our
business.”
“The time commitment is also a challenge in our business scale as we are very hands on with
the farming and don’t have a lot of office time unless it is early mornings or at night. You have
to be quite committed to do the requirements and disciplined to schedule time out to get them
done. Having the accountability of the project has helped otherwise it is too easy to not do it.”
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One-off upfront
cash costs
Farm mapping &
SWOT*
Land & water
planning (actions
to do)
Practice & action
recording

Soil monitoring
(VSA)
Water
monitoring
Biodiversity
planning

$5-8,000
(professional
service)
Included above

One-off up-front
time
1-5 days

Included in above

3-5 days

$625
for
a
SHMAK kit (could
share)
Range from being
included above to
$5,000 (for a
professional
service), depends
upon prevalence
on the farm
$0-1,500

Ongoing or
annual cash
costs
May have a
software license
fee#

Ongoing or
annual time
0.5 days annual
update
1-2 days annual
review

0.5 days learning

$0-3,000
1-3 days
depending upon
the system and
farm size#
0.5-1 days

0.5 days learning

$1,500 testing

Range from being $0-1,000
included above to
1-3 days

1.5-2 days stream
assessments and
sample collection
0.5-1 days annual
review

Biodiversity
1 day
$0-1,500
1-2 days
monitoring
Nutrient
$0-1,500
1 day
$200 license
<0.5 days annual
budgeting
review
People
<0.5 days
management
Biosecurity
0.5-1 days
<0.5 days annual
planning &
review
management
TOTAL
$5,625 - $16,000 9 – 17 days
$1,500 - $5,700
7 – 12 days
* If a farmer chose to complete the farm natural resource map themselves, the time required will be
5-10 days in most cases.
# Many farmers may already have such a farm mapping/recording system, like Farm IQ or Cloud
Farmer.
“Development on our farm has cost $400,000 over the last 20 years with fencing and that is
something that we have been happy to invest in.”
“I expect this to cost about $12k to set up then $10k annually. My tourism business which is of
similar turnover has around $10k costs for management systems annually too, so quite similar.
So probably reasonable.”
“You’ll spend money on the things that need doing as they come up. The license to operate will
come at a cost. It costs what it costs.”
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Benefits of the Programme
The pilot in a farm systems and business context and an environmental and ecosystem context was
very short so material benefits were never going to be shown through the pilot period. However,
through talking to many farmers during this project period, the project team has had farmers indicate
the transformation that has occurred on farms through having a robust and more precise knowledge
and understanding of their underlying natural resources subsequently being translated into different
management practices. These changes have often materialised in earlier and more consistent spring
pasture supply; reduced stock losses; improved ability to manage pasture quality; increased
productivity; substantive cost savings; increased profitability; and increased confidence they are doing
the right things on their farm and the pleasure, satisfaction, and pride that comes with that.
Further, the environmental benefits are materialising through enhanced biodiversity and improved
water quality. For example, one of the pilot farmers who has been embarking on a programme of
stock exclusion over many years and recently on becoming less reliant on winter crops, rather focusing
on pasture in winter has seen a dramatic improvement in sediment loss relative to neighbouring
properties; so much so that their recently commenced water quality monitoring has shown that the
sediment load of the water leaving the farm is much less than when it enters the farm.

Understanding and confidence
Many farmers have grown their knowledge and understanding of their natural resources, and in
particular their soils and what makes a healthy soil, through the pilot project. The project has given
them new insights into the different units on their farm and for others it has confirmed or put more
rigour and precision into what they already thought or knew. It has raised awareness of the various
issues and the amount of effort that is going to be required to fulfill both the Standard and the coming
regulations, and it has given them greater confidence as to where they can source information about
those topics and how they can make progress in addressing those issues. Most farmers are
significantly more confident they can achieve what is required both by the Standard and regulations.
This confidence comes through knowing what to do, and the recognition that they have already done
a great deal on their farms with the key gaps being documentation and monitoring. By working
through their management practices around cropping and winter management with the project team,
most farmers came away confident they were already doing the right things while some had only
minor adjustments to make because of new knowledge.
“Right now, I think I know what I am doing is right I but do not really know, and NZFAP Plus
helps me to know”
A number of farmers in the pilot commented they now look at their farm through different and/or
more critical eyes, identifying opportunities for improvement, and also reflecting on their
understanding before setting up new infrastructure or planning particular management practices. It
has assisted people to become more comfortable and confident with regenerative principles and to
focus on soil health.
“The programme has been challenging me to learn – it has exposed me to a lot of new
knowledge which is really beneficial.”
“We’re now using the farm plan information more critically than ever before – utilisation of
the information is more important”
“Validated why some paddocks behaved differently. We’re investigating tree lucerne for a
solution on farm.”
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“I was largely there already. Main areas for growth were biosecurity and biodiversity.”
“Costs are reasonable, there are benefits, may not monetise immediately, but have learnt a
lot and have a plan on how to become carbon neutral/positive, expect there to be a benefit
through the stress test (though if you learn nothing, then you know you're doing things right
and that is valuable in itself). For a number of farmers who join this will be only needing to
tweak things rather than major change.”
“Quite a few things already had completed. 80% felt that it was fair and should be doing and
were understandable. Focusing on where issues are such as soil health in the heifer calving
paddock.”
“Will benefit our business hugely, but not sure about financially. Will be socially and
environmentally and make us better caretakers of the land, and we already look after it pretty
well. We feel very comfortable sitting amongst the biodiversity now, a welcomed awareness.”
“There are benefits of knowing these things, but already have a good handle on these factors,
but may not be completely confident - are there unknowns that I'm missing? This could be
around cropping including compaction for example”
“Digging a hole is insightful!”
“It is the small things - put in some troughs over the winter - thought about where they were
located and made some changes because of the awareness - not always the easiest location,
but in the best location.”
“Has given me confidence to do more on FIQ, whereas I would not have gone too near it
previously.”
“Still in the process. Finding it particularly interesting and informative. The more we learn and
record and map will give us the knowledge to change our way of farming, to implement new
ways of managing our natural resources. Takes time to build your knowledge. We often tend
to rush things and get them ticked off and this takes a lot more time and actually helps grow
our knowledge.”
“I was quite aware before but didn't know what to do with any of the information on these
topics. Definitely improved my confidence and knowledge is constantly growing and this is
allowing us to think differently about managing our natural resources.”
“A large proportion of the standards were about documenting what we already do and know.
Although this is an advantage and it has given us confidence we are on the right track, it is
also frustrating that there are still a lot of gaps around how we can cost effectively and
practically manage and improve some of our natural capital. Doing the mapping etc is the easy
part, it is how you put it into practise within the financial, climatic and system limits of a
business that is the challenge. In particular achieving protection of biodiversity and
management of erosion on steep dryland hill country, improving soil health on dry land hill
country.”
“VSA is fascinating for many farmers. It all starts with the soil.”

Direction and framework
Farmers frequently observed the programme provided a very clear and logical framework and process
to work through to achieve the Standard and for planning on farm. This was not a universally held
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view, with some farmers still feeling confused as to what was actually required, noting that more
templates for farmers to follow would be beneficial to achieving that clarity.
“Putting a decent framework around what we were doing - direction to achieve excellence.
Saw as opportunity to focus on what we needed to.”
“It’s kind of like a performance review. It has prompted doing the things we knew needed doing
and we understood them but didn’t quite have the focus. It has allowed us to get on with it
and then we can figure out where we’re at to then get on with it more precisely.”
“I think I've got things pretty right, but do want someone to check and stress-test what I am
doing.”
“It would be good for us to have the evidence of things like cropping, plantings etc. so in 5-6
years’ time can remember where we started and changes and progress. If you were starting
out from scratch with these standards then would see huge benefits to your business. Benefits
with VSA are understanding our soils and plants a lot better, a fair proportion of your expenses
are in fertiliser so beneficial to know what is happening below the ground. SLUI is
documentation of everything you need to help manage your biodiversity, soils, waterways just helps put all the plan together for you and it is reviewed regularly which is good. It gets
you in that thought process of what you need to achieve to get better and how you can go
about it.”
“The initial assessment process is critical because you need some explanation of what it is all
about. Strategically instead of being overwhelmed by compliance – this breaks it down into
bite size chunks – each category is a wee mission in itself and you can see yourself working
towards a goal. It also provides a realistic time frame for getting things done which means you
are not beating yourself up. When you allocate time to it, it is going towards something
constructive.”
“Regulators need to have confidence that this is going to tick their boxes – so going into a
consenting process it meets their concerns. Your farming champions have been through this
and are operating where they need to be – so those farmers teach other farmers. The accuracy
of what you have done and what you know allows for greater influence.”
“Enabled me to get the big picture. Allowed me to focus on priorities which is good. Allows for
a stronger business decision making process. Supported us to be up with the play.”

Professionalisation of farming
A number of pilot farmers have commented that working through the programme helps them to
professionalise their business and processes. This was something that some of the pilot farmers
thought was powerful in their own business and also well overdue across the sector. Having this level
of professionalism and precision in their business was seen as important in telling the story of New
Zealand food producers and explaining what and why farmers do, supported by clear rationale and
evidence. Many pilot farmers felt that a “great many other farmers needed to seriously pull their socks
up”.
“Everything in NZFAP Plus will help us perform better in our business and it will ensure we can
provide clear communication to our staff”
“This is more professional and puts the information into workable frameworks- it’s more of a
doing process as opposed to tick box.”
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“This is for people who are motivated to take their business forward to five-ten years ahead.
Keep NZFAP separate to NZFAP Plus so that there is a tick of approval for markets and so that
NZFAP Plus doesn’t get downplayed with regards to the amount of work to do. NZFAP Plus
needs respect that it deserves as into the future it could be downplayed.”
“The standards are attainable and a snapshot in time so that is really helpful. We won’t get to
where we need to be in 5 years’ time if we don’t know the standards now. In the future it will
be the default start point. This programme helps put accuracy into the farm business and raises
the game in conversations.”

Communication with farm team and the community
Many pilot farmers, especially those with employees, noted that having a clear set of plans like those
developed through the programme made communication with the farm team much more
straightforward. Everybody ends up on the same page from the outset and the purpose, rationale and
actions are clear and obvious. Some pilot farmers noted that their team really brought into the process
because they enjoyed that their manager was focusing on their [the employee’s] wellbeing and the
wellbeing of their farm, and this made employees feel more valued themselves. Further, many farmers
saw an opportunity to grow their team or family’s knowledge by looking to involve them in different
parts of the programme - perhaps recognising different strengths in various team members who were
more keen or knowledgeable on biosecurity or biodiversity monitoring as an example.
Those farmers operating in a corporate structure or even as family companies with some shareholders
not actively involved in the farming business felt this provided their shareholders/governance with
confidence and clarity, together with accountability. It also provided a clear rationale for investment
decisions with criteria beyond just immediate profitability.
“Hugely important in helping move away from an absolute economic mindset towards the
environment. The benefits are compounding and actually feed into a wider conversation with
urban folk explaining what we do. If you understand it, you can explain it and if you don’t
understand it you become emotional. “
“Things other than profit need to be enjoyed and celebrated”
“[husband] is starting to tell people he is part of it and enjoying it - starts the conversation for
next time we catch up with them. Farmers have a responsibility to help other farmers now.”
“Everybody has a role in making the QA successful – which shares the load. There is an
opportunity for the farming team to get even more involved in their business because of the
standards.”
“It gave us confidence that we were on the right track. The process I have used has made it
more visual for staff which is fantastic and easier for them to engage in all of the chat. It has
simplified water regulations e.g. soils and winter grazing and slope etc. This helps get them
more engaged on farm with where we are heading and has also given us more confidence and
understanding to have discussions in the wider community.”
“Don't think it has changed it too much for me. VSA process has been helpful. Worms session
was good. Hasn't really changed how I farm. But it has changed how I explain it to staff better.”

Planned and proactive approach
Many farmers found that the programme brought a structure to their thinking which enabled them to
plan ahead more readily. It also meant they were not reacting to situations – they had already thought
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things through. Farmers also felt having their own data and evidence enabled them to focus on those
issues most pertinent to their farms.
“I’m now thinking ahead more than previously – this needs documentation”
“We have secured funding to fence off some of the bush that a laneway goes through. Others
value our bush too! It has inherent value. Lots of farmers love their native plants, but it does
create a lot of extra work - pest control and weed management. We will create sediment/soil
loss risk maps especially for sidelings in the bull unit”
“We’re kicking off a native planting programme along one side of our waterways, plus some
larger areas over the next 5-10 years. It all makes sense once you get into it. It does involve a
bit of work, looking after soil and waterways is fundamental to our business. Biodiversity is a
good indicator of the overall health of the system. You might get away with it for 10 years but
eventually once it is degraded it catches up with you.”

Unleashed enthusiasm and creating a legacy for the farm and family
Some of the pilot farmers were simply excited to be part of a project where they got to look at the big
picture and to reflect on their business and how they could shape it for the future.
“You’re never going to ‘complete’ NZFAP Plus. It’s a more philosophical long-term approach”
“Hugely beneficial. It has unleashed our enthusiasm!”
“This got us moving faster where we've been generally going”
“Thank you for letting us be involved. We have enjoyed it and having the people to have
these conversations with. I hope your team is recognised for how you have presented the
programme. Meat companies all know that the world is waiting for this, but don't seem to
value it. A lot more people are starting to think about a values-based approach.”
“You cannot stand still - either you're going backwards or forwards.”
“We are creating something we can be proud of”
“I want to know for my own business purpose - if we are having a degrading impact, then I
want to know - the canary in the mine that tells me early whether the environment is enjoying
my management or not”
“This is what we need to do from a regulation point of view, what we would like to do for future
to look after it for future generations, and what we should do from a market point of view”
“A premium is unlikely. Discover what you don't know. Use this as a communication tool. Start
to future proof your business. The link to a consumer and produce is made closer - building the
connection – this is something to market. Building proof of continuous improvement - actually
leaving the land in a better condition than when you started – it is a great way to track progress
being evidence based.”
“Have an open mind. Once you get involved in the programme, the excitement builds.”
“It covers everything we do need to do. Should be all you need to do. A bit like the Ford
Fairmont Ghia.”
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Changes in farm system
Some farmers have already identified direct and immediate benefits on farm through changing their
farm system or cost savings. For example, reduced and more targeted fertiliser applications. Other
farmers noted the benefits for fenced waterways being reduced stock losses and stock having better
quality drinking water. One farmer as a result of the pilot had changed their cattle policy, moving
completely away from R2 cattle because they built an even greater appreciation of the susceptibility
of their soils to compaction. Farmers who already had LUC maps and embedded them in their business
thinking had made similar livestock policy decisions to match the livestock enterprise to the landscape.
Sometimes this might have resulted in less profitable short-term outcomes, but they were
comfortable that the long-run sustainability of their farming businesses was stronger – they had
realized that continuing with those systems (often 2 year bulls) was actually compromising their farm.
There were numerous examples of farmers who had made such decisions. The observation was made
several times that farm consultants often just look at slope, and not below the surface, when making
recommendations and often say “it’ll be alright, the soils will recover”. Farmers often had found the
evidence was to the contrary.
Through understanding of soils and water in recent years, many farmers have made many positive
changes to their farming system including reduced reliance on winter cropping and protecting the
surface of the soil.
“Game changing - a light bulb went off when I got the farm map, highlighting the fragile areas.
I used the whiteboard marker and mapped out where 2-year bulls could be run because of the
quality of the soils and then worked through the more fragile areas with different stock classes.
I use this map to develop the winter plan based on how last year went. It has probably taken
away from the bottom line - $20-30,000 but I feel better about it and not making a mess
through the winter – it fits with my values, doing what's right. I now have better spring pasture
growth rate and can now run a 90-day round, but have built for a 110-day round, so can move
on faster when conditions are wet and cold.
“Land Use Capability Map – this one is freaking awesome – going to take it a step further and
produce grazing rules for the different LUC units we have on the farm. We can look at fixed
costs and what we are making and work out for each unit why the hell we are spending money
on some areas that aren’t making enough etc.”
“In some blocks where run cattle know what we are doing isn’t sustainable and can tell we are
ruining the pasture production because have pugged it too much.”
“In the past we didn’t think about too much about vegetative cover and soil health and didn’t
realise what damage we might be doing. Now we’re very careful around what we graze, where
we graze and when we graze.”
“I had to spray flats for thistles because they were opened up by previous pugging”
“Conversation is starting around things like fencing off areas, bird corridors. Conversation is
changing and will start implementing going forward. Neat to be having these conversations.”
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Photo: Paddock in Southland from which a ewe flock had just been removed under an all-grass
wintering system – a very wet and cold August day. The paddock in the distance had been grazed the
previous day.

Prepared for regulations
Farmers involved in the pilot largely are feeling more confident they will be able to comply with any
incoming regulations, but some are still anxious about the shape those regulations may take. Most
farmers made the point to ensure that there is alignment between legislation and regulations and
where NZFAP Plus lands, and in particular that NZFAP Plus needs to include everything at this time in
regulations. They also want the ‘project team’ to maintain engagement with government to push for
farmer-centric and hence useful regulations, especially around farm plans.
By progressing through the programme and completing the documentation, and having their own
monitoring data, farmers felt “they’d be ahead of the regulations”.
“Following the programme will ensure we have evidence to demonstrate outcomes /inform
our decisions”
“We have got ourselves future ready and on the front foot for any potential funding
opportunities. We like to play by the rules and to be compliant.”
“Great opportunity to front foot the legislation. Good way to get on board to show townies
and politicians that we are doing the right thing. This is our opportunity to demonstrate that
we can do this ourselves without prescriptive regulations.”

NZFAP Plus Pilot and Evaluation Report

Page 36

“This is setting farmers up to meet new regulations - biodiversity, GHG, freshwater, so pulling
us in the right direction. Want to be careful to not get too far ahead.”
“Building understanding of the impacts of management practice, so will improve outcomes
and can reduce the level of consenting/compliance required, will be valuable when
buying/selling a farm. Provides a rationale for why things are being done. If it's not written
down, you haven't done it!”
“We will be ahead of the game with the documentation of Land and Water. More aware of
soil management and soil health.”
“Empowering farmers with knowledge allows them to get on the front foot.”
“Getting into it now will be easier than trying to do in 5 year’s time, much easier not going
into it blind.”
“Embrace it and position yourself and your business ahead of the curve and do whatever it
takes. Don’t be a victim.”

No benefits
Several farmers felt the benefits were very unclear or negligible at this time, and that the pilot was
too short to achieve anything. This was primarily because there was no financial reward or clear
pathway to such a reward at this stage, or because they had not engaged with support to get some of
the foundational resource knowledge. Some farmers who felt they gained little noted that was
because they already had implemented much of what was expected, but they still managed to learn
new things, although that may not turn into any financial benefit. Several farmers noted that if
someone is new to a property, this process will help shorten the time for them to learn about the
property, probably by up to five years.
“People stuff, it is the law, so why is it included in a standard? So, this didn't make sense to
include.”
“I haven't made as much progress as would have like to have made. Still haven't got a plan for
this farm. The programme hasn't really landed in a plan.”
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Implementation Insights
Motivation
The farmers in the pilot were likely in general more motivated than most to be interested in the
management, preservation, and enhancement of their farm’s natural resources, hence why they
volunteered to be part of the project. However, there was still a broad spectrum of farmers in the
pilot with some who were quite clear that they had little interest in knowing more about these aspects
of their farm, in particular about the biodiversity, the soils or the waterways unless there was a clear
financial or regulated imperative to do so. Others saw their enhanced understanding of their natural
resources as the right thing to do and to allow them to create a strong and enduring legacy for the
next generation and as a means to engage their own families – the farm is the place where they live
and work so want it to be the best possible environment for themselves. These farmers tended to see
the process as one of continuous improvement through learning, understanding, action, and
monitoring rather than one of compliance. They frequently found themselves looking at their farms
through quite different eyes because of their participation in the programme.

Photo: An example of what made one farmer decided “there has to be a better way”
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Photo: “There goes my topsoil … we can’t keep losing it like this”
Many farmers involved recognised they had been unable to prioritise sufficient time to making
progress in fulfilling the Standard due to existing project/development commitments or seasonal
workload. Those who had made substantive progress noted that they must make time and put time
and dates in the diary to ensure that actions get done, rather than just being an intention.
Many farmers also expressed that they like to work to deadlines. If there is no deadline, there is no
urgency, so therefore activities and actions get delayed, remaining on the to-do list, not getting done.
To encourage more rapid progress those farmers would have liked to have a date at which an audit
was to have taken place, and they then felt they would have got a lot more done. Farmers still see
audits as being a pass or fail, even though this programme is more about continuous improvement
than passing or failing.
The current lack of a clear value proposition (financial) was a demotivator for a number of those
farmers who appear to be extrinsically motivated. These farmers tended to view the programme
purpose as being compliance in meeting regulatory obligations and/or primarily about generating
premiums if they exist. Those who were more intrinsically motivated did not see this as an issue or a
reason not to act.
“You’ve really got to be motivated to want to it and see that the end big picture is worth it.
We do – for the future of our farm; future of farming in NZ; and doing the right thing by the
planet.”
“Those that don't see value – you’re wasting your time with them. People need to be selfmotivated. Even when coming from a low position, will need some support and will soon get
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their head around it. Need to believe there is a better outcome than just compliance. This
programme and our approach was always about creating a competitive advantage on the
farm and to grow the business, with high levels of production. There is not a massive cost. The
environment is important and animal welfare is huge – we cannot accept low levels of
compliance - it hurts all of us - there is no good way to tell that story!”
“Good environmental practices are the things you do when people aren't watching!”
“Similarly, having check in points with someone to keep us moving - It would have been helpful
to have check ins monthly as to how we were going. Would help with accountability to get it
done.”
“Trying to be honest about the time it will take – haven’t been able to engage as I would like
to be and put the time in where it needs to be. It’s a discipline. Encourage those driving this to
keep going because it is right for right now – well done on it and have the confidence to push
it hard.”
“Streams that have been fenced are the clearest during heavy rainfall compared with those
unfenced streams - have photographic evidence of that now.”

Photo: A pilot farmer proud of what they had done on their farm
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Value proposition
Many farmers have stressed that there does need to be a commercial imperative for them to (or more
specifically many of their peers) to get fully engaged in all the aspects of NZFAP Plus. Some processing
companies have indicated that this programme will likely become a requirement to participate in their
premium supply programmes. Having such a commercial driver will minimise concerns over the
amount of time that might be involved to fulfil the requirements of the draft Standard.
A number of farmers also expressed that having this programme as a ticket to access customers will
need to translate into higher prices even though considerable parts of the programme are designed
to meet minimum standards and legislation (especially in the people management section, and much
of the natural resource management section will similarly fall into this category).
Until processors/customers operationalise their intentions and make this programme a requirement,
uptake will remain low. Processors have indicated that their customers (e.g., McDonald’s) who want
this standard are unlikely to pay for it themselves. This then leaves the question of how processors
translate that into an incentive for those farmers they want to implement the programme to support
their processing businesses. Farmers have noted that processors do have the ability to translate
(adjust) pricing at the farm gate to influence and incentivise what they want.
“The effort required is very considerable – farmers will need to see a market premium or
regulatory stick.”
“There are some farmers who will do this because it is what excites them, but most of my
neighbours won’t do this unless there is a premium for meeting the standard”
“The programme has fundamental value to tick off premium market access. If you want
premiums, will need to jump through. 80% of this is fundamental to positioning NZ ag in the
right space, and if we don't do it, others will do it and we'll miss out. This is not a nice to have,
it is becoming a requirement. If customers thought we were degrading waterways and killing
biodiversity, it’s not a story to tell.”
“A processor could make this a requirement for some premium offers - opens up opportunities.
We need the narrative to move away from compliance to being about the right thing to do.
Otherwise the message could get caught up in all the negativity coming through from
government, this is here to help. A lot of farmers do have their heads down and are not looking
at this topic with great enthusiasm”
“We need to work out how to get buy in without having a stick approach. A monetary thing
will help people consider it more rather than just a requirement to supply to that meat
company. I certainly realise that customers/consumers are expecting that this should be part
of your business, but it worries me that we are setting high expectations in markets that they
may not have even considered yet.”
“It is a wasted opportunity if this is not linked to processors or marketing opportunities. It really
needs to be supported by the processing companies and linked to future market or premium
markets. It should be aimed at farmers that want to future proof their business and be able to
communicate to customers they are leading the way in managing natural capital. There is a
lot of work involved and that should not be overlooked.”
“Either a premium for doing it or a penalty for not doing it! Unless it is monetary, I don't think
people are going to jump at it.”
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“Farmers will be motivated by extra money or a price premium. Start at 5cpk and see what
happens. Certainly, many would move at 10 cpk.”

Delivery approaches
The initial assessment process – a 2-2.5-hour exercise with individual farmers – was seen as an
absolutely critical first step in engaging farmers. This not only helped farmers recover from the initial
shock of the comprehensiveness of the standard, but enabled farmers to very quickly identify what
they had already achieved and where their key areas of focus and priority should be. The resultant
action plan provided through that assessment helped to crystalize that for many farmers. Farmers felt
regardless of how they approached the programme from then on, this initial assessment needs to be
individual, and having the small team involved was very beneficial to provide good direction and
guidance. Most farmers were completely comfortable with the on-line medium for this, though
several noted that doing that first session face-to-face would be better.
“Excellent. Need to ask the big questions first so can make the initial assessment appropriate
for where the farmers are at. And then take them through the process and on the journey.”
“Initial assessment is quite important to help break it all down and work out that it is
achievable and that I can do it.”
“We came away thinking this is going to be good and people can talk you through things.
Made the mountain a little smaller.”
Without doubt farmers are going to need a lot of support. Farmers will tend to take one of two
approaches (described below), or a combination of the two. Whatever way they choose should led to
positive outcomes through understanding, setting own priorities and goals, getting underway with
action, and recording and monitoring outcomes.
The first approach is one in which the farmer does much of the work themselves. For this approach to
be successful, farmers have indicated this would be best done through an RMPP Action Group type
approach. Catchment groups are considered too large but do provide a useful forum for awareness
raising. Action Groups would allow farmers to build their own plans together, making monthly
progress, maintain momentum and accountability, working on things together. Such a group can ring
each other and share ideas, resources, making progress efficient and supported. Farmers’ advice has
been to chunk it down - like eating an elephant - and provide lots of workshops so farmers get together
to work together on their plans and understanding.
“Farmers cannot be left to their own devices; else they will run out of energy or just get
someone else to do it (paid) but that will create barriers and resistance.“
The second approach is to bring in the professional early to knock off the big items such as the natural
resource mapping and getting the water monitoring and biodiversity planning and monitoring
underway. This means the more practical aspects of programme implementation are the farmer’s
domain, however most farmers noted it would be important for them to engage with those
professionals to truly understand the knowledge of their natural resources and how to best manage
those resources and to translate that into land and water management or biodiversity management
plans. Farmers who have done the mapping on their own have found the learning process hard work
and time consuming, but rewarding, but are probably unsure whether their time might have been
better spent elsewhere while a professional provided that early critical input and guidance. Farmers
in the DYI mode sometimes felt they should have in hindsight sought out support earlier to reduce the
learning burden.
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These approaches are by no means mutually exclusive. The reality is that for many farmers a
combination of approaches will be most suitable and time efficient. Regardless of the approach taken,
most of the pilot farmers felt that regular catch ups with a ‘project manager’ or ‘coach’ would be
hugely beneficial to keep them on track, provide connections to people and resources including other
farmers facing similar challenges or opportunities. This coach would need to have empathy and farm
system understanding and be well organized but would not be the subject matter expert.
“I’m quite a structured person – I need to have the exact requirements documented - with
examples of templates. Having the templates to complete provides clear direction. And then I
can get things completed.”
“We analysed our own skill sets and decided we need to get professional help for this
Several farmers noted the banks now have a keen interest in the sustainability of the farmers they
bank. Most of the major rural banks are now profiling their customers with respect to sustainability
and regulatory compliance risk. Some banks are now offering targeted lending for environmental
work. This has led to the suggestion that perhaps banks could fund farmers to get involved in the
NZFAP Plus programme, front loading the investment with professional input to complete the
resource mapping and planning where a farmer may not have the time or capability to complete these
tasks. The cost could be amortized over 10 years, making it a relatively small repayment. A number of
farmers had already suggested the best way to look at the upfront costs for the programme as being
just that, upfront costs that should be spread over 10-20 years within the business, and at that point
becomes quite reasonable. Having a clear and funded alternative to having to either work through
everything yourself or paying the upfront costs directly, removes distraction around how can this
actually get done. A key objection can be overcome this way.
“Having the banks involved will lower overall resistance and have a less polarised conversation
about why this is important and how this could support my business.”
“I have always paid to get people to help me and will continue to do so. I have a good
understanding of consultant’s costs, but others may not be OK with this cost.”
Many farmers also saw that processing companies or the owners of the NZFAP Plus programme had
a role to play in facilitating or enabling these group developments to occur. The pilot farmers felt that
whatever B+LNZ does in this area, it should be well aligned with this programme to ensure no
duplication or confusion of messages.
“Processors could provide the workshops and the process and framework. B+LNZ need to align
to avoid duplication.”
“Other councils need to look at Horizons and follow some similar plans to help farmers e.g.
incorporate into their rates and help them so not a huge cost to farmers.”
“VSAs should be incorporated into B+L field days for an hour or so.”
“Every B+LNZ project farm should do this programme.”
“Industry does not know where their lane is in the environmental equation. B+LNZ gets it such
as with scaling up on policy. Meat processors have been missing in action and that is obvious.
Don’t know their lane. Farmer shareholders need to point them in the right direction. Meat
processors will be starting on the back foot due to their history with the public and farmers so
a lot to do. Plenty of work to do.”
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In a recent group forum discussing how to best develop a new farm and complete the necessary
subdivision and the host farmers were intending to do the work themselves over the next 10 years,
one experienced farmer gave some very sage advice which for many farmers will apply for this
programme too – “Get the fencer in, because that way you get the benefits flowing from that
investment much more quickly. Get the fencer in.”
Regardless of the approach taken, farmers should view this as a long-term investment of time and
capital and be prepared to allocate time every week or month to working on this programme. Most
farmers felt that should be possible, with some seasons easier to spend more time than others. Group
activities should be targeted during those lighter workload periods. It is important to recognise that
smaller family businesses often don’t see the same fluctuations of flexibility in workload that larger
businesses might.
“Look at it as a 20-year investment. Be prepared to allocate 1-2 hours a week for the first 6
months to make it all happen.”
“The bank-funded approach will probably encourage most farmers to revert to option A [the
do it yourself approach].”
“Where are the professional people who are going to support us to achieve this standard? Are
processors going to support this?”
“The banking industry has a huge role to play in funding this – they have an absolute role.”

Key success factors
Farmer ownership
One of the aspects of the programme most appreciated by the more motivated pilot farmers was that
it provided them a clear framework and direction to develop their own plans based on their own
context, priorities, constraints, and goals/aspirations. Farmers felt they then owned the process and
were more likely to get things done, and were personally accountable for progress and achieving
positive outcomes for the business, the environment and people (both in the business and the
community). To have full ownership it is essential that farmers actively engage with any professional
and they develop a solid understanding of the analysis and the underlying knowledge prepared and
presented. Farmers should make their expectations of their professional known and be prepared to
be respectfully demanding.

Support team must have farmer empathy and understand farm systems
Pilot farmers have overall been very complimentary of the project team and the approach. Working
with an empathetic and farm systems savvy team that could ask good questions to help farmers grasp
the relevance to the requirements of many of their existing practices; answer questions knowledgably;
and connect to other people and/or resources is essential regardless of who or how this programme
is rolled out. The initial assessment process, similar to a triage process in hospital, was seen by almost
all pilot farmers as being an essential first step in a farmer embarking on this programme – it was seen
as identifying some initial wins, developing a clear plan and priorities and building farmer confidence
that this is something they can achieve. Any professional entering a property to do this sort of work
should respect the farmer and understand the potential impact of what they are engaging in may be
very awkward or difficult for the farmer to hear after years of toil. The farm is their home, and it is
being entered with their support, and that opportunity must be treated with respect.
The availability of qualified and competent professionals to support farmer is a key constraint. There
will be many variants of how these professionals operate and deliver in this commercial space, and
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this to be expected and accepted. The programme standard defines what is required so there is a
consistency in the direction of travel.
It was also noted that the current auditing resource would not be suitable to carry out the auditing for
NZFAP Plus without substantive upskilling around farm systems and environmental management.

Technical resources
Most pilot farmers are seeking a one-stop-shop where all the technical resources and templates are
readily available in a logical manner that is aligned to the Standard. A system like the Slack site
provided during the pilot project, though with even more structure and search capabilities, is
essential. It was largely preferred by pilot farmers for this to be a stand-alone service bringing in bestin-class content with videos, written resources, examples of what good looks like across a range of
contexts, and templates.
“I liked SLACK, gave an opportunity to share ideas and concerns, amazing workshops on
Zoom.”

A place to simply store plans, data and records
Almost every pilot farmer had challenges with finding a really good way of storing their plans, data
and other records. Every system currently available had some limitations that frustrated farmers, be
is cost, lack of responsiveness of the system/provider in terms of providing a simple approach for
different data, degree of difficulty in using or learning to use the system, or the lack of integration and
interoperability of different systems. Many farmers are clinging to the hope of a single, fully integrated
system, but most do recognise that reality will mean multiple systems especially where models are
involved. The lack of simple and efficient systems for farmers is a significant barrier and must be
addressed.
Although some people want a one-stop-shop for this, such a solution is likely to be expensive to
develop and then to service. The development of simple spreadsheet and document-based solutions
will be a useful first step, essentially as working prototypes, making this aspect of the next steps very
important. Having easy to follow templates together with worked examples of what good looks like in
a range of contexts will be essential to achieving high uptake.
Administration skills and doing the work needs to be a farmer led focus or look to the farm team to
see who can do it - all the systems in the world will not help if it isn't seen as a part of how you run a
farm business.
“If you can record your stock weights then you can record your VSA scores or stock movement
or ensure training is provided to staff.”

Peer support
The power of peer support was a consistent theme amongst pilot farmers. Such peer support brings
three elements to bear: sharing of experiences; encouragement; and accountability. The ability to
work in small groups while developing individual plans will facilitate greater and more rapid progress
by farmers towards fulfilling the requirements of the programme, and will result in more positive
experiences for those farmers as they learn, build understanding, share, grow, and celebrate together.

Time to change and implement and chunking it down
All the pilot farmers recognised that this Standard is a significant undertaking and will not be
completed overnight. Pilot farmers stressed the need for whichever entities implement this
programme, that they must give farmers sufficient time to gather the resources and knowledge, to
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develop their plans, and to put their plans into action. Depending upon the current stage of
development, a farm business could take 3-5 years to get to the point of fulfilling all the requirements.
Farmers should however be recognised well before then for their progress.
“Don't seek perfection immediately, take little steps, annual review and build on this each year.
Discover what you don't know! Use this as a communication tool.”
“When you first look at it, it can be quite daunting. Make a plan and don't try and do it all in
the first 6-12 months. Get a process and break it down and work your way through it so you
can see the achievements as you go. If try to do it all at once, then might end up doing nothing.
Need to look at the glass half full. Look at as it is going to benefit your business, it’s not just a
requirement.”
“We're going to have to get there eventually but need to be careful about how we do it. Chunk
it down to bite sized pieces.”
Further, natural resource management must be undertaken within a catchment context, focusing on
the most relevant issues within the catchment first. Catchment groups provide a high-level sense of
what is the highest priority, but the groups must be cognizant of more than just water.

Photo: A 30-year journey providing quality water, shade, shelter, fodder and biodiversity and a
pleasant working and living environment

Clear timeframes and discipline
Although pilot farmers all generally highlighted that this programme is a journey, many of them did
express the desire to have a clear timeline or deadline for getting things done and verified through an
independent audit. Without that pressure or urgency, activities such as documentation and record
keeping will tend to languish on the to-do pile. Many farmers noted that it takes real discipline to
implement this programme well. Having clear templates is part of bringing discipline to the process.
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Communication and messaging
When implementing this programme, farmers should be asked to visualise how their farm and
business would look if they undertook the programme and to describe their confidence in its
sustainability if they completed the programme. Farmers should also be asked if you do this
programme, how anxious or not would they feel about the coming environmental regulations. How
badly to they want to create this vision, and how good would that feel? They should be asked what
would it change for them and their business? And what would it change in terms of their confidence
around the legacy for their family and the connection between the farm and family. The answers to
these questions will create the demand.

Recognising and celebrating success and progress
Many pilot farmers observed that it will be worthwhile to chunk the completion of the programme
into achievable modules or sections that can be completed over a relatively short timeframe, say 2-3
months of focused effort. They do not expect that all the plans will be implemented in that timeframe,
but the learning, understanding, planning and prioritisation, and monitoring processes will be able to
be developed. Implementation for many aspects will take considerably longer; but being able to
achieve these kinds of milestones will maintain motivation and provide a clear sense of achievement.
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Next Steps to Complete the Development of the NZFAP Plus
Assurance Programme
The next phase of this development needs to encompass the user handbook, processes/templates,
checklists, and audit guidelines for the scheme. Much of this will build on materials developed in the
earlier part of the project (e.g. tools and templates developed for farmer adoption will be the basis of
the handbook).
The NZFAP Plus programme and associated standard, supporting materials and scheme rules must:
1. Encompass the ten ISEAL Credibility Principles:
a. Sustainability
b. Improvement
c. Relevance
d. Rigour
e. Engagement
f. Impartiality
g. Transparency
h. Accessibility
i. Truthfulness
j. Efficiency
2. Align with:
a. ISO 14000 and 17000 guidelines (management systems, data management,
governance);
b. ISO 14001 “Plan, Do, Check Act” cycle of environmental management systems; and
c. Regulations set at both central and regional government levels.
3. Include clearly documented processes (the scheme rules) around:
a. Standard-setting – covering areas such as balanced multi-stakeholder processes,
transparency and accountability, and timely revision processes (ISEAL Code of Good
Practice for Setting Environmental Standards);
b. Supporting Farmers/Growers – support systems for farmers and growers to learn,
assess risks and implement practices/mitigations;
c. Assurance – assuring conformity with environmental standards through regular (3
yearly minimum) audits carried out by an independent third-party auditor (ISEAL Code
of Good Practice Assuring Compliance with Environmental Standards);
d. Sanctioning – clear and transparent consequences as part of the NZFAP Plus for nonconformance;
e. Escalation – referral of farmers/growers who have been unable to demonstrate
compliance with regulations to regulated compliance and enforcement agents
following robust industry and regional council adoption support and a transparent
corrective action process; and
f. Impacts – specifying general requirements for monitoring and evaluation systems to
ensure the programme is ensuring continuous improvement on farm and contributing
to the environmental outcomes sought (ISEAL Code of Good Practice for Assessing the
Impacts of Environmental Standards).
4. Include clearly documented:
a. Standard;
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b. Supporting material (Handbook) which summarises pertinent information for
fulfilling the Standard and illustrates examples of what good looks like;
c. Templates to demonstrate fulfilment of the Standard;
d. References and other sources for further information or professional advice; and
e. Advice on engaging professionals to support fulfilling the Standard.
5. Include clearly documented:
a. Audit process;
b. Audit guidelines; and
c. Audit checklist.
6. Include performance metrics for:
a. Programme management;
b. Indicating individual participant’s sustainability; and
c. Indicating participants’ sustainability as a collective.
Deliverables from this phase must include:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Publishable Standard
Handbook
Templates
Audit process, checklist and guidelines
Auditor training programme developed
NZFAP Plus scheme rules
Joint Accreditation System of Australia and New Zealand (JAS-ANZ) accreditation for NZFAP Plus
achieved

It would also be beneficial to progress another deliverable:
8. Key individual and industry level sustainability indicators (lead and lag) for reporting upon at an
industry level and to assess the overall impact of the programme
Those parties seeking to implement the NZFAP Plus Assurance Programme with farmers will need to
develop several approaches as outlined in above to support farmer uptake and fulfilment of the
programme’s requirements and the successful completion of an independent verification audit.
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Appendix 1: Draft NZFAP Plus Standard as used in the Pilot Project

NEW ZEALAND FARM ASSURANCE
PROGRAMME “PLUS”
NZFAP Plus

16 March 2020
Version 4.4
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Introduction
Purpose
The purpose of NZFAP Plus is to:
•
•
•
•

Create more sustainable and prosperous farming businesses through understanding
resources and continuous improvement through more appropriate practices.
Demonstrate to the New Zealand community that the red meat sector is farming sustainably
and ethically.
Provide confidence to red meat customers and consumers that our products are produced in
the manner they expect.
Verify meaningful standards and good practice, thereby increase the value of farm products.

A key function of NZFAP Plus is to develop a culture of continuous improvement within the red meat
sector, which is driven by farmer knowledge and understanding, rather than compliance and
regulation. The outcomes will be farm businesses that:
• Match the farm system and management with the underlying resources to deliver
sustainable outcomes for the air, the water, the soil, the indigenous biodiversity, the
animals, the people and communities; and
• Are attractive and preferred workplaces;
• Meet the needs of the present without compromising the ability of future generations to
meet their own needs through practices that protect and enhance natural capital (farm and
eco-system resources) and communities.

Scope
NZFAP Plus is a voluntary assurance programme for sheep, beef and deer farms. It aims to protect
and enhance all resources, while limiting the effect of practices on receiving environment and
communities. The on-farm practices include the management of:
•
•
•

Farm resources and receiving environments;
People; and
Biosecurity.

NZFAP Plus builds on NZFAP which covers the foundation assurance, audit and certification of sheep,
beef and deer production with respect to:
•
•
•

Food safety;
Animal health, welfare and production; and
Traceability.

To be eligible to apply for NZFAP Plus certification, a farmer must already have completed NZFAP
certification.
The NZFAP Plus Standard must be read in conjunction with the NZFAP Standard: (available at
https://www.rmpp.co.nz/page/nz-farm-assurance/ ).
NZFAP Plus is part of the broader New Zealand Farm Assurance System.
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New Zealand Farm Assurance System
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Auditing
The assurance programme will be audited independently by a Conformity Assessment Body (CAB).
The initial accreditation audit will occur within 12 months of registration. Intermediate audits may
be carried out in person or via remote verification.
During an audit, evidence must be provided that all requirements of the assurance programme are
being met including:
•

The documentation of plans.

•

That the actions identified within documented plans have been put in practice and in
accordance with the timeframes documented. If there are deviations from the plan,
document the reasons for the deviation(s), and update the plan.

•

Actions must be documented and available at audit. For example, time stamped
photographs of the native bush, wintering system before, during and after, are useful
measures to document requirements.

Audits will occur on a three-yearly cycle.

Terms
Requirement – Farm assurance is contingent upon achieving the prescribed standard or outcome.
Recommendation – Achievement of the standard is not compulsory though considered important.
Some recommended standards are likely to become required in the future.
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1. Farm Plan and Records
Requirements
1.1. Plans must be developed, and records collected for the management of the following
resources within the manager’s control or influence:
• Farm resources and receiving environments
• People
• Biosecurity
1.2. Plans may be documented in either hard copy or electronic form and must include specific,
measurable, achievable and timebound actions based on a SWOT assessment and
prioritisation.
1.3. Plans must be reviewed at least annually, records updated, and any revisions made that are
relevant to managing the business in a sustainable manner and to demonstrate a
commitment to continuous improvement.
1.4. All plans and records must be retained for a minimum of five years and have a five-year
planning horizon
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2. Farm resources and receiving environment
2.1. Planning and documentation
Requirements
2.1.1. The farm Plan will hold the following elements:
a. Farm Infrastructure Map
b. Natural Resource Map
c. Land and Water Management Plan
d. Nutrient Budget
e. Indigenous Biodiversity Management Plan
f.

Carbon Budget

Recommendation
•

That a farmer work with a recognised land and nutrient management advisor/s to develop
the maps and plans and to undertake the risk assessment and prioritisation.

2.2. Farm Infrastructure Map
Requirements
2.2.1.The Farm Map must identify and show the following land features and resources:
a. Property boundaries
b. Fencing infrastructure (e.g., paddocks, raceways, riparian)
c. Water takes and irrigation zones
d. Tracks and races
e. Yards, animal holding areas
f.

Stock crossing structures (e.g., bridges and consented culverts)

g. Effluent storage
h. Effluent application areas
i.

Silage pits

j.

Feed pads and feed lots

k. Contaminated sites (e.g. old sheep dips, farm dumps)
l.

Sediment traps and bunds, debris dams, soil conservation flumes and other built
structures for resource protection

2.3. Natural Resource Map

NZFAP Plus Pilot and Evaluation Report

Page 56

Requirements
2.3.1.

The farm must have a map (or maps) of the underlying Natural Resources on the farm at
farm scale (at 1:10000 or higher e.g. 1:5000) and include the following:
a. Soil type
b. Slope
c. Aspect (optional)
d. Elevation (optional)
e. Rock type
f.

Waterways

g. Waterbodies (wetlands, lakes, etc.)
h. Pastures and forages
i.

Sites of indigenous vegetation habitat

j.

Exotic forestry plantations and woodlots, shelterbelts

k. Soil conservation plantings on slopes and in gullies
l.

Critical source areas (CSA)

m. Erosion prone areas
n. Actively eroding areas, including river and stream banks

Recommendation
•

There are two recommended options to collate, interpret and map the above resources
once they are determined:
•
•

Land Use Capability (LUC) or
Land management units (LMUs)

Either LUC units or LMU should be added to the Natural Resource Map.

2.4. Land and Water Management Plan
Requirements
2.4.1.

Develop and implement a land and water management plan:
Step 1: Using the Natural Resource Map conduct a strengths, weaknesses, opportunity and
threats analysis (SWOT analysis) for the farm.
Step 2: Use SWOT analysis of the farm’s resources to undertake an assessment of the
farm’s existing management policies and practices and identify opportunities for
improvement and create a Land and Water Management Plan. This plan must also address
threats identified in the Nutrient Budget (2.5).
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2.4.2.

Implementation of the Land and Water Management Plan must be demonstrated through
appropriate records such as photographs, maps and other documentation.

2.4.3.

Undertake an assessment of soil health using the Visual Soil Assessment (VSA described in
the handbook) at least once every three years and whenever land use is changed (e.g.,
establishing a crop or pasture renewal) for each soil type or LUC unit. Changes in soil health
status must be used to guide land management planning.

2.4.4.

Waterway ecosystem health and/or quality is assessed annually at identified Waterway
Health Monitoring Point/s. Changes in water health and/or quality status must be used to
guide land management planning. Waterway health and quality assessments must include
the following:

2.4.5.

2.4.6.

2.4.7.

a.

Nitrogen

b.

Phosphorous

c.

Sediment (visual clarity)

d.

Temperature

e.

E. coli

f.

Macroinvertebrate health (MCI Index)

g.

Fish presence and abundance

The Land and Water Management Plan, where relevant based on 2.4.3, and 2.4.4, must
include actions and timeframes that:
a.

Prevent and/or mitigate direct discharge of pathogens, nutrients or sediment into
waterways/bodies, or from CSA.

b.

Protect land against erosion by reducing the risk of erosion through a rolling ten year
works programme.

c.

Ensure vegetative cover is maintained on permanent pasture/ forage to enhance and
protect soil health.

d.

Ensure direct run-off from sheds, yards, tracks, and stock camps does not flow directly
into waterways/bodies.

e.

Where river and stream bank/bed erosion are a risk, cattle and deer are either
excluded from those waterways or alternative practices are implemented to minimise
the risk or mitigate downstream impacts.

For land that is to be cropped, the paddock must be assessed for soil type, slope and
erosion risk and a plan developed covering:
a.

Pre-crop establishment;

b.

Cultivation techniques (if cultivated);

c.

Grazing management; and

d.

Post-crop management.

Management of land during the winter months must meet the following standards:
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a. An un-grazed buffer zone of vegetation must be left from waterways and wetlands.
The setback distance of the buffer zone should be dependent on slope, soil, activity,
and manage the risk of losses of sediment, nutrients, and pathogens to the waterbody.
b. CSAs must have permanent vegetative cover at all times; and must not be cultivated
mechanically. If cropped, CSA must be grazed last if safe.
c. When winter forage cropping on a slope, grazing must protect waterways and
waterbodies, i.e., start grazing from the top of a hill or from the part of the paddock
furthest from any waterways/bodies.
d. Where and when soil structure damage (e.g., pugging) is a risk, animals must be stood
off.
e. Sacrifice paddocks must be more than 50 metres from a waterway.
f.

Grazing winter crops in situ to bare soil must demonstrate mitigation of surface runoff
and/or leaching where carried out on:
•

gravel or peat soils;

•

areas with sub-soil drainage; or

•

areas over shallow aquifers.

g. Continuous fodder cropping (i.e., annual crop establishment for more than 5 years)
must not occur on slopes greater than 15˚.
2.4.8.

Management of land during winter months must be documented with photographs and
paddock grazing records for winter forage crops kept.

2.4.9.

Feedlots and feed pads where livestock are fed in confinement in situ, regardless of what
feed is being fed, must have a sealed surface (Include regulations/definition of sealed in
handbook).

2.4.10. Supplementary feed must be fed out away from any waterways/bodies or CSAs.
2.4.11. Irrigation systems must be designed, calibrated and operated to minimise the amount of
water used and minimise the risks of leaching and/or run-off.
2.4.12. Irrigation application records, including reasons for application, must be kept.
Recommendations
•

The soil testing transect should be recorded by GPS and used for each successive soil
test.

•

Water troughs should be located away from any waterways/bodies or CSAs.

•

Feeding troughs/holders should be shifted regularly to prevent pugging and nutrient
build up.

•

Pugging should be no deeper than the depth of the ankle joint (fetlock) of the animal
class being grazed.

•

Join a water catchment management group.
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2.5. Nutrient Budget & Management
Requirements
2.5.1.Complete a nutrient budget once every three years or when substantive farm system
changes are made to establish the risk to surface and ground water from N

leaching and P losses respectively.
2.5.2.Undertake macronutrient soil tests at least once every three years and whenever land
use is changed (e.g., establishing a crop or pasture renewal) to assist nutrient
management and to ensure adequate nutrients are available for optimal plant and
animal production.
2.5.3.Undertake a soil cadmium test. If cadmium levels exceed 1 ppm within the top 150
mm, fertilisers containing high cadmium must not be used on that land.
2.5.4.Have records to provide evidence of nutrient application consistent with soil tests and
plant/animal requirements and any nutrient budget constraints.
Recommendation
•

Soil nutrient status should be maintained at optimum agronomic levels specific to the soil
types present.

2.6. Indigenous Biodiversity Plan
Requirements
2.6.1.

The farm must identify/map habitat relating to:
a.

Native plants, birds and insects; and

b.

Native fish and insects.

2.6.2.

The farm must have an indigenous biodiversity plan that identifies opportunities to protect
or enhance biodiversity on the farm and/or sub-catchment or catchment.

2.6.3.

For those sites/habitats that are rare, threatened or at risk complete an ecological
assessment to provide a future management approach.

2.6.4.

Establish biodiversity outcome monitoring, where required.

2.6.5.

Have records and evidence available to demonstrate those plans have been implemented
and progress made.

Recommendations
•

Join a coordinated programme for predator or notified pest plant control.

•

Join a coordinated programme for protection of at-risk species or habitat restoration.

2.7. Carbon Budget
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Requirements
2.7.1.

The farm must complete a carbon budget that includes greenhouse gas (methane and
nitrous oxide) emissions from livestock, carbon dioxide emissions from the farm’s operating
activities and sequestration by vegetation on the farm by 2025.

Recommendation
•

Investigate and implement methods to reduce and offset greenhouse gas emissions/carbon
from your farm business.

NZFAP Plus Pilot and Evaluation Report

Page 61

3. People management
3.1. Policies and documentation
Requirements
3.1.1.

The business must comply with the Health and Safety at Work Act (2015), the Employment
Relations Act 2000, Minimum Wage Act (1983), Immigration Act (2009) and Holidays Act
(2003).

3.1.2.

People management policies for the farm business must include:
a.

Employment relations

b.

Health and safety

c.

Training and development

d.

Sources of information and advice

e.

Wellbeing

3.2. Employment Relations
Requirements
3.2.1.

3.2.2.

All employees shall:
a.

Have valid documents proving the right to work in the country;

b.

Have a signed copy of their employment agreement that they understand;

c.

Receive a payslip each work period that details how their wages/salary is
calculated for that work period and any deductions made in a format they
understand;

d.

Receive at least the Minimum Wage rates as set by the Ministry for Business,
Innovation and Employment (MBIE);

e.

Work less than 50 hours per week for at least 40 weeks per year;

f.

Work 10 hours per day or less and no more than 6 days per week;

g.

Have a 10-minute break within each 4 hours of work and a 30-minute meal break
after 6-8 hours of work.

h.

Receive 4 weeks paid annual leave, and all other holiday and leave entitlements
as detailed in the Holidays Act 2003 and any subsequent amendments.

All employees shall not be required to make deposits of money or valuable items to secure
work or in return for any work-related items including passport or ID documents.

Recommendations
•

All employees should after two years, be paid at least, the living wage. Employers should
become Living Wage Employer Accredited.
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•

Employers should maintain an external, independent whistle-blowing service that is
communicated to all workers.

3.3. Health and Safety
Requirements
3.3.1.

The farm business shall have a Health & Safety Policy signed by the business owner that is
accessible to all people working in the business and visitors. It shall include:
a. Hazard Register and how identified hazards are to be managed;
b. Method by which hazards are identified, assessed and managed;
c. Who is responsible for the management of this process;
d. Where all necessary safety clothing, devices, equipment and material are kept, and
when they shall be used;
e. The location of first aid boxes and fire extinguishers; and
f.

List of Emergency contacts which shall be available in farm buildings and vehicles.

3.3.2.

All people working in the business shall receive health and safety training relevant to their
job and this training shall be clearly documented.

3.3.3.

All people working in the business shall be provided with and use personal protective
equipment (PPE, e.g. clothing, shoes, gloves, hearing protection, eye protection, dust
masks) that is appropriate for the work they do.

3.3.4.

No deductions shall be made from wages for such PPE.

3.3.5.

All accidents, injuries and near misses shall be recorded in a formal accident log.

3.3.6.

Material safety data sheets (MSDS) must be printed and immediately available, and risk
assessments carried out for each chemical used.

3.4. Training and Development
Requirements
3.4.1.

Competency of all people working in the business must be assessed, and training and
development needs must be identified on a regular basis and in advance of undertaking any
new tasks on their own for the first time. Training may include, but is not limited to, the
requirements in this programme.

3.4.2.

Record the training that has been undertaken and document the training which is planned
for all people working in the business.
a. Record all training all people working in the business have undertaken at the time it
is completed.
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b. Detail the training planned for all people working in the business in the next 12
months.

3.5. Sources of Information and Advice
Requirement
3.5.1.

Maintain a contact list of trusted advisors and contractors including roles and contact
details, which is accessible to the farm team for use in emergencies, breakdowns or when
support is required.

3.6. Wellbeing

Requirement
3.6.1.

Record all community involvement activities held on farm.

Recommendations
•

Record community involvement activities people from within the farm business are involved
with off the farm.

•

Farm business managers/owners should take time away from the farm to relax and
recharge.

•

All people working in the business should pursue interests outside the farm to refresh their
minds and make other social connections.

•

All people working in the business should consider being involved in clubs or organisations
outside the farm business, e.g. sports clubs, school groups, church etc. in order to ensure the
health and vitality of their local community.

•

All people working in the business should consider supporting or being involved in initiatives
that promote a positive image of agriculture such as community catchment initiatives or
hosting non-farming people onto their properties.
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4

Biosecurity

4.1 Planning and documentation
Requirements
4.1.1

Identify the key biosecurity risks and risk vectors for the farm. Risks must be assessed based
on the likelihood, and impact on the business. Vectors may include animals, people (family,
workers, recreational users, contractors), vehicles and machinery, and brought in feed.

4.1.2

The farm must have a biosecurity policy which includes processes to manage or minimise
the risks of introducing:
•

pests,

•

weeds and

•

diseases

to your farm.
4.1.3

The farm must have a biosecurity policy which includes processes to manage or minimise
the existing:
•

pests,

•

weeds and

•

diseases

on your farm.
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Definitions (Natural Resource Management)
Bare soil – A soil surface devoid of any plant material.
Biodiversity monitoring point – A point at which biodiversity monitoring is recorded. This point may
be chosen because it represents a particular Land Management Unit, a significant change in
vegetative cover or a sperate waterway/body.
Critical Source Area (CSA) - a landscape feature like a gully, swale or a depression that accumulates
runoff from adjacent flats and slopes and delivers it to waterways such as streams, rivers and open
drains and waterbodies such as lakes and wetlands, or field tiles and other sub-soil drainage
systems.
Employee – A person, including family members, who has agreed to be employed to work for some
form of payment under a contract of service. Employees include:
• permanent employees (full-time and part-time),
• fixed-term employees (full-time and part-time),
• casual employees, and
• seasonal employees.
Erosion - The process of eroding or being eroded by wind, water, frost, or another natural agent
Expert - A person who is very knowledgeable about or skilful in a particular subject; this may include
professionals and appropriately experienced farmers.
Feedlot – Area where livestock are confined in pasture-free areas and provided (mechanically or by
hand) with feed, for more than 80 days in a six-month period. This includes both covered and
uncovered areas.
Feed pad – Area where livestock are confined in pasture-free areas and provided with feed for more
than 30 days in a year or for more than 10 consecutive days.
Land Management Unit (LMU) - Areas of land that can be farmed or managed in a similar way
because of underlying physical similarities such as slope, soil type, aspect, vegetation. They can
represent a static snapshot of how land is currently used, or an insight into how land could be used if
all physical opportunities were realised.
Land Use Capability (LUC) – A system used in New Zealand to help achieve sustainable land
development and management on individual farms, in whole catchments, and at the district, region,
and the national level. The LUC system has two key components. Firstly, Land Resource Inventory
(LRI) is compiled as an assessment of physical factors considered to be critical for long-term land use
and management. Secondly, the inventory is used for LUC Classification, whereby land is categorised
into eight classes according to its long-term capability to sustain one or more productive uses.
People working in the business – Any employee, contractor, manager/owner, or any other person
working in the business.
Sacrifice paddock – a small area of the farm used for stock to avoid damage to valuable pasture.
Soil testing transect – is a mapped (often by GPS) path used for routinely sampling and monitoring
soil fertility.
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Stream Health assessment – An assessment of the health of a waterway considering physical
characteristics, land management in the catchment, and the biology present in the waterway. It is an
assessment of the ecosystem health.
Sustainability – being able to meet the needs of the present without compromising the ability of
future generations to meet their own needs.
Visual Soil Assessment (VSA) – A visual assessment of the key soil state and plant performance
indicators of soil quality. By looking at both soil and plant indicators, VSA links the natural resource
(soil) with plant performance and subsequently farm profitability.
Waterbody – Any waterbody that continually contains surface water such as lakes, wetlands,
estuaries, harbours or dams.
Waterway – Any waterway that continually contains flowing water such as rivers, streams or open
drains.
Waterway Health Monitoring Point – A point in a stream, river or other significant waterway at
which regular monitoring of stream health is undertaken.
Winter Forage Crop – An annual forage plant which is sown in the summer-autumn period for the
purposes of grazing livestock during the winter.
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Appendix 2: Revised NZFAP Plus Standard as at the conclusion of the
Pilot Project

NEW ZEALAND FARM ASSURANCE
PROGRAMME “PLUS”
NZFAP Plus

5 November 2020
Version 4.5.2
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Introduction
Purpose
The purpose of NZFAP Plus is to:
•
•
•
•

Create more sustainable and prosperous farming businesses through understanding
resources and continuous improvement through more appropriate practices.
Demonstrate to the New Zealand community that the red meat sector is farming sustainably
and ethically.
Provide confidence to red meat customers and consumers that our products are produced in
the manner they expect.
Verify meaningful standards and good practice, thereby increase the value of farm products.

A key function of NZFAP Plus is to develop a culture of continuous improvement within the red meat
sector, which is driven by farmer knowledge and understanding, rather than compliance and
regulation. The outcomes will be farm businesses that:
• Match the farm system and management with the underlying resources to deliver
sustainable outcomes for the air, the water, the soil, the indigenous biodiversity, the
animals, the people and communities; and
• Are attractive and preferred workplaces;
• Meet the needs of the present without compromising the ability of future generations to
meet their own needs through practices that protect and enhance natural capital (farm and
eco-system resources) and communities.

Scope
NZFAP Plus is a voluntary assurance programme for sheep, beef and deer farms. It aims to protect
and enhance all resources, while limiting the effect of practices on receiving environment and
communities. The on-farm practices include the management of:
•
•
•

People;
Farm resources and receiving environments; and
Biosecurity.

NZFAP Plus builds on NZFAP which covers the foundation assurance, audit and certification of sheep,
beef and deer production with respect to:
•
•
•

Food safety;
Animal health, welfare and production; and
Traceability.

To be eligible to apply for NZFAP Plus certification, a farmer must already have completed NZFAP
certification.
The NZFAP Plus Standard must be read in conjunction with the NZFAP Standard: (available at
https://www.rmpp.co.nz/page/nz-farm-assurance/ ).
NZFAP Plus is part of the broader New Zealand Farm Assurance System.
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New Zealand Farm Assurance System
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Auditing
The assurance programme will be audited independently by a Conformity Assessment Body (CAB).
The initial accreditation audit will occur within 12 months of registration. Intermediate audits may
be carried out in person or via remote verification.
During an audit, evidence must be provided that all requirements of the assurance programme are
being met including:
•

The documentation of plans.

•

That the actions identified within documented plans have been put in practice and in
accordance with the timeframes documented. If there are deviations from the plan,
document the reasons for the deviation(s), and update the plan.

•

Actions must be documented and available at audit. For example, time stamped
photographs of the native bush, wintering system before, during and after, are useful
measures to document requirements.

Audits will occur on a three-yearly cycle.
Terms
Requirement – Farm assurance is contingent upon achieving the prescribed standard or outcome.
Recommendation – Achievement of the standard is not compulsory though considered important.
Some recommended standards are likely to become required in the future.
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1. Farm Plan and Records
Requirements
1.1. Plans must be developed, and records collected for the management of the following
resources within the manager’s control or influence:
• People
• Farm resources and receiving environments
• Biosecurity
1.2. Plans may be documented in either hard copy or electronic form and must include specific,
measurable, achievable and timebound actions based on a SWOT assessment and
prioritisation.
1.3. Plans must be reviewed at least annually, records updated, and any revisions made that are
relevant to managing the business in a sustainable manner and to demonstrate a
commitment to continuous improvement.
1.4. All plans and records must be retained for a minimum of five years and have a five-year
planning horizon
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2. People management
2.1. Policies and documentation
Requirements
2.1.1.

The business shall comply with the Health and Safety at Work Act (2015), the Employment
Relations Act 2000, Minimum Wage Act (1983), Immigration Act (2009) and Holidays Act
(2003).

2.1.2.

People management policies for the farm business must include:
a.

Employment relations

b.

Health and safety

c.

Training and development

d.

Sources of information and advice

e.

Wellbeing

2.2. Employment Relations
Requirements
2.2.1.

2.2.2.

All employees shall:
a.

Have valid documents proving the right to work in the country;

b.

Have a signed copy of their employment agreement that they understand;

c.

Receive documentation that details how their wages/salary is calculated for that
work period and any deductions made in a format they understand;

d.

Receive at least the Minimum Wage rates as set by the Ministry for Business,
Innovation and Employment (MBIE);

e.

Work less than 50 hours per week for at least 40 weeks per year;

f.

Work 10 hours per day or less and no more than 6 days per week;

g.

Have a 10-minute break within each 4 hours of work and a 30-minute meal break
after 6-8 hours of work.

h.

Receive 4 weeks paid annual leave, and all other holiday and leave entitlements
as detailed in the Holidays Act 2003 and any subsequent amendments.

All employees shall not be required to make deposits of money or valuable items to secure
work or in return for any work-related items including passport or ID documents.

Recommendations
•

All employees should after two years, be paid at least, the living wage. Employers should
become Living Wage Employer Accredited.
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•

Employers should maintain an external, independent whistle-blowing service that is
communicated to all workers.

2.3. Health and Safety
Requirements
2.3.1.

The farm business shall have a Health & Safety Policy signed by the business owner that is
accessible to all people working in the business and visitors. It shall include:
a. Hazard Register and how identified hazards are to be managed;
b. Method by which hazards are identified, assessed and managed;
c. Who is responsible for the management of this process;
d. Where all necessary safety clothing, devices, equipment and material are kept, and
when they shall be used;
e. The location of first aid boxes and fire extinguishers; and
f.

List of Emergency contacts which shall be available in farm buildings and vehicles.

2.3.2.

All people working in the business shall receive health and safety training relevant to their
job and this training shall be clearly documented.

2.3.3.

All people working in the business shall be provided with and use personal protective
equipment (PPE, e.g. clothing, shoes, gloves, hearing protection, eye protection, dust
masks) that is appropriate for the work they do.

2.3.4.

No deductions shall be made from wages for such PPE.

2.3.5.

All accidents, injuries and near misses shall be recorded in a formal accident log.

2.3.6.

Material safety data sheets (MSDS) must be printed or in a mobile application and be
immediately available, and risk assessments carried out for each chemical used.

2.4. Training and Development
Requirements
2.4.1.

Competency of all people working in the business must be assessed, and training and
development needs must be identified on a regular basis and in advance of undertaking any
new tasks on their own for the first time. Training may include, but is not limited to, the
requirements in this programme.

2.4.2.

Record the training that has been undertaken and document the training which is planned
for all people working in the business.
a. Record all training all people working in the business have undertaken at the time it
is completed.
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b. Detail the training planned for all people working in the business in the next 12
months.

2.5. Sources of Information and Advice
Requirement
2.5.1.

Maintain a contact list of trusted advisors and contractors including roles and contact
details, which is accessible to the farm team for use in emergencies, breakdowns or when
support is required.

2.6. Wellbeing

Requirement
2.6.1.

Record all community involvement activities held on farm.

Recommendations
•

Record community involvement activities people from within the farm business are involved
with off the farm.

•

Farm business managers/owners should take time away from the farm to relax and
recharge.

•

All people working in the business should pursue interests outside the farm to refresh their
minds and make other social connections.

•

All people working in the business should consider being involved in clubs or organisations
outside the farm business, e.g. sports clubs, school groups, church etc. in order to ensure the
health and vitality of their local community.

•

All people working in the business should consider supporting or being involved in initiatives
that promote a positive image of agriculture such as community catchment initiatives or
hosting non-farming people onto their properties.
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3. Farm resources and receiving environment
3.1. Planning and documentation
Requirements
3.1.1. The Farm Plan will hold the following elements:
a. Farm Infrastructure Map
b. Natural Resource Information and Map
c. Land and Freshwater Management Plan
d. Nutrient Budget
e. Indigenous Biodiversity Management Plan
f.

Greenhouse Gas Budget

Recommendations
•

That a farmer work with a recognised land management advisor/farm planner and nutrient
management advisor to develop the maps and plans and to undertake the risk assessment
and prioritisation.

•

Certification and/or experience of these advisors and their preparedness to involve the
farmer in the process should be checked before commissioning work.

3.2. Farm Infrastructure Map
Requirements
3.2.1.The Farm Infrastructure Map must identify and show the following land features and
resources:
a. Property boundaries
b. Fencing infrastructure (e.g., paddocks, raceways, riparian)
c. Water takes and irrigation infrastructure and zones
d. Tracks and races
e. Yards, animal holding areas
f.

Stock crossing structures (e.g., bridges and consented culverts)

g. Nutrient storage sites such as fertiliser or compost bins, worm farms
h. Offal pits
i.

Sewage disposal systems

j.

Waste disposal sites

k. Effluent storage
l.

Effluent application areas

m. Tile drains
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n. Silage pits
o. Feed pads and feed lots
p. Contaminated sites (e.g. old sheep dips or farm dumps)
q. Fuel storage sites
r.

Sediment traps and bunds, debris dams, soil conservation flumes and other built
structures for resource protection

3.3. Natural Resource Information and Map
Requirements
3.3.1.

The farm must have information presented as a map (or maps) of the underlying Natural
Resources on the farm at a scale appropriate for farm management (farm scale maps are
typically at 1:10,000 or 1:15,000, and for more intensive land use the scale should be higher
e.g. 1:5,000) and include the following:
a. Soil type
b. Slope
c. Aspect (optional)
d. Elevation (optional)
e. Rock type
f.

Waterways

g. Waterbodies (wetlands, lakes, etc.)
h. Vegetation cover:
o

Pastures and forages

o

Sites of indigenous vegetation habitat

o

Exotic forestry plantations and woodlots, shelterbelts

o

Soil conservation plantings on slopes and in gullies

i.

Critical source areas (CSA)

j.

Erosion prone areas

k. Actively eroding areas, including river and stream banks

Recommendation
•

There are two recommended options to collate and interpret information on the above
resources once they are determined:
•
•

Land Use Capability (LUC) or
Land management units (LMUs)
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Either LUC units or LMUs should be displayed as part of the Natural Resource
Information and Map.

3.4. Land and Water Management Plan
Requirements
3.4.1.

Develop and implement a land and water management plan:
Step 1: Using the Natural Resource Information and Map conduct a strengths, weaknesses,
opportunity and threats analysis (SWOT analysis) for the farm.
Step 2: Use SWOT analysis of the farm’s resources to undertake an assessment of the
farm’s existing management policies and practices and identify opportunities for
improvement and create a Land and Freshwater Management Plan. This plan must also
address threats identified in the Nutrient Budget (3.5).

3.4.2.

Implementation of the Land and Freshwater Management Plan must be demonstrated
through appropriate records such as photographs, maps and other documentation.

3.4.3.

Undertake an assessment of soil health using the Visual Soil Assessment at least once every
three years and whenever land use is changed (e.g., establishing a crop or pasture renewal)
for each soil type or LUC unit. Changes in soil health status must be used to guide land
management planning.

3.4.4.

Waterway ecosystem health and/or quality is assessed regularly, at least annually, at
identified Waterway Health Monitoring Point/s to ensure changes in water health and/or
quality status are used to guide land management planning. These Monitoring Points must
be marked on the Natural Resource Map. Waterway health and quality assessments must
include the following:

3.4.5.

a.

Nitrogen

b.

Phosphorous (Dissolved Reactive Phosphorus (DRP))

c.

Suspended sediment (visual clarity/turbidity)

d.

Deposited sediment

e.

Temperature

f.

E. coli

g.

Macroinvertebrate health (MCI Index)

h.

Fish presence and abundance

The Land and Water Management Plan, where relevant based on 2.4.3, and 3.4.4, must
include actions and timeframes that:
a.

Prevent and/or mitigate direct discharge of pathogens, nutrients or sediment from
built infrastructure, stock camps or CSAs into waterways/bodies.
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b.

Protect land against erosion by reducing the risk of erosion through a rolling ten year
works programme.

c.

Ensure vegetative cover is maintained on permanent pasture/ forage to enhance and
protect soil health.

d.

Cattle and deer must be excluded from waterways and waterbodies to minimise the
risk of streambank/bed erosion and contamination:
• From 1 July 2023 (regardless of slope) all dairy cattle must be excluded from
lakes and rivers more than 1 metre wide and all dairy support from 2025.
• From 1 July 2023 (regardless of slope) all cattle and deer must be excluded
from lakes and rivers more than 1 metre wide, where land is used for foddercropping, break-feeding or grazing on irrigated pasture.
• On land mapped by Ministry for the Environment as low slope (“less than 10
degrees slope”) beef cattle and deer must be excluded from lakes and rivers
more than 1 metre wide by 1 July 2025.
• The exclusion setback for all animals from the edge of any lake or river must be
3m (unless the permanent fence had been erected before 3 September 2020,
in which case the existing fence does not need to be moved).
• All cattle must not cross a 1m wide waterway more than twice within 1 month
and must be managed while doing so.
• Wetlands (regardless of slope) identified in a regional or district plan as of 3
September 2020 must have cattle, deer and pigs excluded by 1 July 2023.
Otherwise, cattle, deer and pigs must be excluded by 1 July 2025. Identified
wetlands are those greater than 500m2, or specifically identified and mapped
by a regional or district council. Any wetland supporting a population of
threatened species must have cattle, deer and pigs excluded by 1 July 2025.

3.4.6.

A consent must be held where required due to land use change from less intensive uses to
more intensive uses (e.g., forestry to pasture, irrigation).

3.4.7.

For land that is to be cropped, the paddock must be assessed for soil type, slope and
erosion risk and a plan developed covering:

3.4.8.

a.

Pre-crop establishment;

b.

Cultivation techniques (if cultivated);

c.

Grazing management; and

d.

Post-crop management.

Management of land being grazed during the winter months must meet the following
[Note: The commencement date being 1 May 2021 has been excluded because for all
practical purposes all future winter grazing will commence after that date]:
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a. The area being intensively grazed during winter must be no more than either 50ha or
10% of the property, whichever is the greatest.
b. Any paddock being cropped for winter grazing must have a mean slope of 10 degrees or
less.
c. An un-grazed buffer zone of vegetation must be left from waterways and wetlands.
The setback distance of the buffer zone should be dependent on slope, soil, activity,
and manage the risk of losses of sediment, nutrients, and pathogens to the waterbody.
Any crop must be set back at least 5m.
d. CSAs must have permanent vegetative cover at all times; and must not be cultivated
mechanically. If cropped, CSA may be grazed last if safe.
e. When winter forage cropping on a slope, grazing must protect waterways and
waterbodies, i.e., start grazing from the top of a hill or from the part of the paddock
furthest from any waterways/bodies.
f.

Land that is used for winter forage crop grazing must be replanted as soon as
practicable after livestock have grazed the land’s annual forage [Note: the regulated
planting date of 1 October (1 Nov in Otago/Southland) has been specifically excluded].

g. Where and when soil structure damage (e.g., pugging) is a risk, animals must be moved.
If pugging does occur it shall not be deeper than 20cm or cover more than 50% of a
paddock, regardless of depth.
h. Sacrifice paddocks must be more than 50 metres from a waterway.
i.

j.
3.4.9.

Grazing winter crops in situ to bare soil must demonstrate mitigation of surface runoff
and/or leaching where carried out on:
•

gravel or peat soils;

•

areas with sub-soil drainage; or

•

areas over shallow aquifers.

Continuous fodder cropping (i.e., annual crop establishment for more than 5 years)
must not occur on slopes greater than 15˚.

Management of all grazed land during winter months must be documented with
photographs

3.4.10. Paddock grazing records must be kept for winter forage crops.
3.4.11. Feedlots or feed pads where livestock are fed in confinement in situ, regardless of what
feed is being fed must be certified through a certified freshwater plan or have:
a. the base sealed to a minimum permeability standard of 10-9 m/s; and
b. effluent expelled in the feedlot being collected, stored, and disposed of in accordance
with a rule in a regional or district plan, or a resource consent; and
c. be at least 50 m away from any water body, any water abstraction bore, any drain, and
the coastal marine area.
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3.4.12. Supplementary feed must be fed out away from any waterways/bodies or CSAs.
3.4.13. Irrigation systems must be designed, calibrated and operated to minimise the amount of
water used and minimise the risks of leaching and/or run-off.
3.4.14. Irrigation application or other water take of more than 5L/second must be recorded,
including reasons for water take and metered volume of the water take, must be kept.
Specific dates and reporting to council apply with different rates of water take [Note: Need
to provide guidance here in the Handbook https://www.mfe.govt.nz/freshwater/freshwater-acts-and-regulations/measurement-and-reporting-of-water-takesregulations].
Recommendations
•

The soil testing transect should be recorded by GPS and used for each successive soil
test.

•

Water troughs should be located away from any waterways/bodies or CSAs to ensure no
direct run-off.

•

Feeding troughs/holders should be shifted regularly to prevent pugging and nutrient
build up.

•

Pugging should be no deeper than the depth of the ankle joint (fetlock) of the animal
class being grazed.

•

Join a water catchment management group.

3.5. Nutrient Budget & Management
Requirements
3.5.1.Complete a nutrient budget once every three years or when substantive farm system
changes are made.
3.5.2.Quantify the risk to surface and ground water from N leaching and P losses

respectively.
3.5.3.Use less than 190 kg N/ha/year across the property.
3.5.4.Undertake macronutrient soil tests at least once every three years and whenever land
use is changed (e.g., establishing a crop or pasture renewal) to assist nutrient
management and to ensure adequate nutrients are available for plant and animal
production.
3.5.5.Undertake a soil cadmium test. If cadmium levels exceed 1 ppm within the top 150
mm, fertilisers containing high cadmium must not be used on that land.
3.5.6.Have records to provide evidence of nutrient application consistent with soil tests and
plant/animal requirements and any nutrient budget constraints.
Recommendation
•

Soil nutrient status should be maintained at optimum agronomic levels specific to the soil
types present.
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3.6. Indigenous Biodiversity Plan
Requirements
3.6.1.

The farm must identify/map habitat relating to:
c.

Native plants, birds, reptiles, mammals and insects; and

d.

Native fish, reptiles and insects.

3.6.2.

The farm must have an indigenous biodiversity plan that identifies opportunities to protect
or enhance biodiversity on the farm and/or sub-catchment or catchment.

3.6.3.

For those sites/habitats that are rare, threatened or at risk complete an ecological
assessment to provide a future management approach.

3.6.4.

Establish biodiversity outcome monitoring, where required.

3.6.5.

Have records and evidence available to demonstrate those plans have been implemented
and progress made.

Recommendations
•

Join a coordinated programme for predator or notified pest plant control.

•

Join a coordinated programme for protection of at-risk species or habitat restoration.

3.7. Greenhouse Gas Budget
Requirements
3.7.1.

The farm must complete a greenhouse gas budget that includes methane and nitrous oxide
emissions from livestock, carbon dioxide emissions from the farm’s operating activities and
sequestration by vegetation on the farm by 2025.

Recommendation
•

Investigate and implement methods to reduce and mitigate or offset greenhouse gas
emissions from your farm business.

•

Investigate and implement climate change adaptation opportunities for your farm business.
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5

Biosecurity

4.2 Planning and documentation
Requirements
4.1.4

Identify the key biosecurity risks and risk vectors for the farm. Risks must be assessed based
on the likelihood, and impact on the business. Vectors may include animals, people (family,
workers, recreational users, contractors), vehicles and machinery, and brought in feed.

4.1.5

The farm must have a biosecurity policy which includes processes to manage or minimise
the risks of introducing:
•

pests,

•

weeds and

•

diseases

to your farm.
4.1.6

The farm must have a biosecurity policy which includes processes to manage or minimise
the existing:
•

pests,

•

weeds and

•

diseases

on your farm.
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Definitions (Natural Resource Management)
Bare soil – A soil surface devoid of any plant material.
Biodiversity monitoring point – A point at which biodiversity monitoring is recorded. This point may
be chosen because it represents a particular Land Management Unit, a significant change in
vegetative cover or a sperate waterway/body.
Critical Source Area (CSA) - a landscape feature like a gully, swale or a depression that accumulates
runoff from adjacent flats and slopes and delivers it to waterways such as streams, rivers and open
drains and waterbodies such as lakes and wetlands, or field tiles and other sub-soil drainage
systems.
Employee – A person, including family members, who has agreed to be employed to work for some
form of payment under a contract of service. Employees include:
• permanent employees (full-time and part-time),
• fixed-term employees (full-time and part-time),
• casual employees, and
• seasonal employees.
Erosion - The process of eroding or being eroded by wind, water, frost, or another natural agent
Expert - A person who is very knowledgeable about or skilful in a particular subject; this may include
professionals and appropriately experienced farmers.
Feedlot – Area where livestock are confined in pasture-free areas and provided (mechanically or by
hand) with feed, for more than 80 days in a six-month period. This includes both covered and
uncovered areas.
Feed pad – Area where livestock are confined in pasture-free areas and provided with feed for more
than 30 days in a year or for more than 10 consecutive days.
Land Management Unit (LMU) - Areas of land that can be farmed or managed in a similar way
because of underlying physical similarities such as slope, soil type, aspect, vegetation. They
represent a how land could be used if all physical limitations and opportunities were recognised and
managed.
Land Use Capability (LUC) – A system used in New Zealand to help achieve sustainable land
development and management on individual farms, in whole catchments, and at the district, region,
and the national level. The LUC system has two key components. Firstly, Land Resource Inventory
(LRI) is compiled as an assessment of physical factors considered to be critical for long-term land use
and management. Secondly, the inventory is used for LUC Classification, whereby land is categorised
into eight classes according to its long-term capability to sustain one or more productive uses.
People working in the business – Any employee, contractor, manager/owner, or any other person
working in the business.
Pugging - The penetration of soil by hooves of grazing livestock
Sacrifice paddock – An area on which (a) cattle are repeatedly, but temporarily, contained (typically
during extended periods of wet weather); and(b) the resulting damage caused to the soil by pugging
is so severe as to require re-sowing with pasture species.
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Soil testing transect – is a mapped (often by GPS) path used for routinely sampling and monitoring
soil fertility.
Stockholding area— An area for holding cattle at a density that means pasture or other vegetative
ground cover cannot be maintained (for example, feed pads, winter pads, standoff pads, and loafing
pads); but does not include an area used for pastoral purposes that is in the nature of a stockyard,
milking shed, wintering barn, or sacrifice paddock.
Stream Health assessment – An assessment of the health of a waterway considering physical
characteristics, land management in the catchment, and the biology present in the waterway. It is an
assessment of the ecosystem health.
Sustainability – being able to meet the needs of the present without compromising the ability of
future generations to meet their own needs.
Visual Soil Assessment (VSA) – A visual assessment of the key soil state and plant performance
indicators of soil quality. By looking at both soil and plant indicators, VSA links the natural resource
(soil) with plant performance and subsequently farm profitability.
Waterbody – Any waterbody that continually contains surface water such as lakes, wetlands,
estuaries, harbours or dams.
Waterway – Any waterway that continually contains flowing water such as rivers, streams or open
drains.
Waterway Health Monitoring Point – A point in a stream, river or other significant waterway at
which regular monitoring of stream health is undertaken.
Winter Forage Crop – An annual forage plant which is sown in the summer-autumn period for the
purposes of grazing livestock during the winter.
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Appendix 3: NZFAP Plus Pilot Post-Pilot Evaluation Survey
Thinking about your progress towards the NZFAP Plus Standard …
1. For each of the following requirements of the NZFAP Plus Standard, which best describes the
state of your business at the START of the pilot and NOW?
Use the following rating scores:
4 = Fully embedded in the business and documented
3 = Nearly completed
2 = Started documentation
1 = Nothing in place/Not started
Start

Now

Comments

Farm infrastructure
map
Comprehensive
natural resource map
SWOT analysis of
natural resources
Land and water
management plan
with actions and
timeframes to manage
identified risks
including erosion and
discharge to
waterways
Land and water
management records
Soil quality and health
assessment (VSA)
Waterway health and
water quality
assessment
Crop management
plan
Winter management
plan
Winter management
records
Nutrient budget with
N and P losses
Soil testing, including
Cd
Nutrient application
records
Indigenous
biodiversity is mapped
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Indigenous
Biodiversity plan
Biodiversity outcome
monitoring & records
GHG budget
Employment relations
procedures and
records
Health & safety
procedures and
records
Competency
assessments
Training/development
records
List of key contacts
Records of community
involvement on farm
Biosecurity risks
identified
Biosecurity procedures
to avoid introducing
pests/weeds/diseases
Biosecurity procedures
to manage existing
pests/weeds/diseases
Thinking about the achievability of the NZFAP Plus Standard …
2. How achievable are each of these standards?
Use the following rating scores:
Easily achievable = 4
Achievable with some effort = 3
Achievable with a lot of effort = 2
Impossible = 1
Score

Comments

Farm infrastructure map
Comprehensive natural
resource map
SWOT analysis of natural
resources
Land and water
management plan with
actions and timeframes
to manage identified risks
including erosion and
discharge to waterways
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Land and water
management records
Soil quality and health
assessment (VSA)
Waterway health and
water quality assessment
Crop management plan
Winter management plan
Winter management
records
Nutrient budget with N
and P losses
Soil testing, including Cd
Nutrient application
records
Indigenous biodiversity is
mapped
Indigenous Biodiversity
plan
Biodiversity outcome
monitoring & records
GHG budget
Employment relations
procedures and records
Health & safety
procedures and records
Competency assessments
Training/development
records
List of key contacts
Records of community
involvement on farm
Biosecurity risks
identified
Biosecurity procedures to
avoid introducing
pests/weeds/diseases
Biosecurity procedures to
manage existing
pests/weeds/diseases
3. Do you have any other comments about what constrained you making changes in your
business with respect to NZFAP Plus?
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Thinking about the costs of fulfilling NZFAP Plus…
4. Describe the costs of meeting the NZFAP Plus Standard and what tools/systems you use…
Cost
(one-off
costs
spent/
expected)

Cost
(expected
annual
cost)

Your
Time –
hours
(oneoff/setup)

Your
time –
hours
(ongoing
annual)

What
Comments
tool/system
/service do
you use?

Natural resource and
infrastructure mapping
Developing land and water
management plan
Soil quality and health
assessment (VSA)
Waterway health and water
quality assessment
Crop / winter management
planning and recording
Nutrient budget with N and P
losses
Indigenous Biodiversity
mapping/planning/
monitoring
GHG budget
People management
Biosecurity planning
5. Do you consider the costs associated with fulfilling the requirements of NZFAP Plus to be
reasonable for a business like yours?
Thinking about the pilot process…
6. What did you think when you read the NZFAP Plus Standard before you met with the project
team and how did you feel?
7. How useful was the initial assessment process action plan for getting you started?
8. What were the benefits of knowing and thinking about your natural resources more
precisely (e.g. soils, slope, erosion risks, rock type and vegetation) for you in developing your
land and water management plan?
9. How useful was the support provided (e.g., Slack site, on-line workshops, one-on-one followup) for progressing through the Standard?
10. In comparison to other QA programmes (e.g. NZFAP), what support do you think is required
to support farmers to implement NZFAP Plus
11. How has the NZFAP Plus process improved your confidence and/or knowledge to act with
respect to managing your natural resources?
12. How do you feel about the Standards and the Programme now at the end of the pilot?
13. What have been/will be the benefits to your business from the changes you have
made/making by going through the NZFAP Plus pilot?
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14. What do you feel is important to achieve broad uptake of NZFAP Plus?
15. What is your message to B+LNZ and meat processors about the NZFAP Plus programme and
its implementation?
16. What is your message to farmers considering getting involved with NZFAP Plus?
17. How should NZFAP Plus be pitched to farmers? What will motivate them?
18. Are there any other comments about this pilot you would like included in the evaluation?
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