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Palm Kernel Expeller Q & A for Media 
 
 
1. Why are you doing this? 
 
Fonterra is implicated in the destruction of South East Asia’s rainforests through its use of palm 
kernel animal feed, which is typically grown on land cleared to cultivate palm products, like palm 
kernel (PKE).  
 
In 2009 Greenpeace NZ went to Sumatra to witness the destruction that the palm industry was 
having on the last remaining rainforests. In September 2010, Greenpeace travelled back to 
Indonesia and brought back evidence that the destruction continues unchecked. Whilst there our 
team, who were arrested and detained by local police in East Kalimantan, visited a concession 
and documented the devastating effects of deforestation to grow palm. This area of rainforest is 
thought to be part of some of the last refuges for the critically endangered orang-utan.  
 
As the palm products industry opens up new frontiers across Indonesia, companies like Fonterra, 
which continue to import palm products like palm kernel for animal feed, are helping to fuel this 
destruction. In 2010 New Zealand’s imports of palm kernel reached a new record, at almost 1.4 
million tonnes during 2010, for which Fonterra is estimated to have paid over $252 million, 
according to Statistics New Zealand - money being paid directly to the palm industry from 
Fonterra’s farms.1 This is nearly a third of the total global trade in palm kernel feed.2  
 
2. Why Fonterra? 
 
Fonterra is implicated in the destruction of South East Asia’s rainforests through its use of palm 
kernel, which is typically grown on land cleared to cultivate palm products palm kernel.  
 
Tropical forest destruction is responsible for around a fifth of global greenhouse gas (GHG) 
emissions.3 Ending deforestation will not only preserve biodiversity but it must be a central part of 
a global strategy to tackle climate change. A report published by the United Nations Environment 
Programme (UNEP) in 2007 warned that, if current rates of deforestation continue unabated, 98 
per cent of Indonesia’s lowland rainforests could be destroyed by 2022.4 Most of Indonesia’s 
peatland forests are lowland rainforests. 
 
The destruction of Indonesia’s forests and peatlands also has a devastating impact on 
biodiversity. The endangered orang-utan and the Sumatran tiger are just two of the species under 
threat of extinction due to the loss of natural forest habitat. The IUCN Red List of Endangered 
                                                           
1  Statistics New Zealand (http://www.stats.govt.nz/) 
2 New Zealand is imported over 1.4 million tonnes of palm kernel in 2010 according to Statistics New 
Zealand, which is over a third of the global trade (which stands at 4.86 million tonnes), according to the 
United States Department of Agriculture Foreign Agricultural Service.  
3  United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) (2007) SPM. Figure:1. 
‘Contribution of Working Group III to the Fourth Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental Panel on 
Climate Change, Summary for Policymakers’, IPCC www.ipcc.ch/ 
publications_and_data/ar4/wg3/en/spmsspm-b.html. National Climate Change Council (NCCC) (2009a) 
‘Indonesia GHG abatement cost curve’, Media interaction, National Climate Change Council (DNPI), 27 
August 2009 
4  United Nations Environment Programme UNEP (2007) ‘The Last Stand of the Orangutan’, UNEP, 
January 2007 www.unep.org/ grasp/docs/2007Jan-LastStand-of-Orangutan-report.pdf 
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Species classifies the Borneo orang-utan as endangered, with estimates indicating that there are 
between 45,000 and 65,000 Bornean orang-utans left in the wild.5  
 
 
3. What do you want Fonterra and the Government to do? 
 
Greenpeace says several things must happen immediately.   
 
Firstly, Fonterra and the Government must stop supporting the destruction of rainforests in 
Indonesia, and so in turn accelerating climate change. Fonterra must take responsibility for its 
role in the currently unsustainable palm trade and stop sourcing products that have come from 
sources linked to deforestation.  
 
It’s also clear that the Government has no choice but to do what Fonterra refuses to do and take 
action to stop the imports of palm products linked to deforestation and peatland destruction. The 
failure of John Key’s Government to act risks New Zealand’s international clean green reputation, 
the economy and the climate at a time when economic risk is at the top of the political agenda. 
 
We are also calling upon the Indonesian Government to extend the recently announced 
moratorium on the granting of new forest concessions to include a halt to the clearing of all 
forested areas within existing concessions. All the country’s peatlands must also immediately be 
protected. 
 
We want Fonterra to change its business model of industrial dairying (of which palm kernel is a 
part) away from the low-value, faceless, commodities products that have no future in a world that 
demands truly sustainable products. There is a consensus growing in New Zealand that 
producing sustainable, high-value, branded products is the only way to secure long-term 
economic growth in a world that’s already embracing clean economic values.6 
 
 
4. But what’s new about this?  
 
Despite Greenpeace raising concerns about the destruction that the trade in palm kernel was 
causing in the rainforests of South East Asia and the impact on climate change, Fonterra has 
refused to take responsibility for its actions. 
 
Fonterra’s CEO Andrew Ferrier’s response when asked by the media if Fonterra supported 
deforestation was to say “we've got plenty of people in our comms department that you can talk 
to about that”. This was followed by a full page advert - an elementary exercise in greenwashing - 
to try and talk up the company’s sustainability credentials. The company has failed to properly 
answer the charge that the majority of its palm kernel is coming from currently unsustainable 
sources.  
 
This flies in the face of the actions taken by other companies, including Unilever7, Nestlé8, and 

                                                           
5  United Nations Environment Programme UNEP (2007) ‘The Last Stand of the Orangutan’, UNEP, 
January 2007 www.unep.org/ grasp/docs/2007Jan-LastStand-of-Orangutan-report.pdf 
6  KPMG Agribusiness Agenda: The big opportunities and challenges facing New Zealand agriculture 
Reflections on the views of industry leaders. 19 April 2010. 
http://www.kpmg.com/NZ/en/IssuesAndInsights/ArticlesPublications/Documents/Agribusiness-Agenda-2.pdf 
7 Unilever (2009) ‘Unilever takes stance against deforestation’, Press Release, 11 December 
2009http://unilever.com/mediacentre/pressreleases/2009/Unilevertakesstanceagainstdeforestation.aspx  
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Kraft9, which have all responded to public outcry over the destructive practices of the palm 
industry. 
  
Cadbury New Zealand publicly stated that it stopped using palm oil in their Dairy Milk products 
after a consumer campaign led to Auckland Zoo withdrawing the confectionary giant's products 
from its shops and restaurant because of concern over the damage palm oil production does to 
rainforests.10 
  
While other companies have responded to public pressure over concerns about the 
environmental impacts of palm production, Fonterra has become further implicated in the 
destructive palm industry. This leaves Fonterra increasingly isolated on the global stage. 
 
 
5. What is the problem with palm kernel? 
 
Palm oil is one of the major drivers of deforestation in Indonesia.11 Key products made from oil 
palm are crude palm oil and palm kernel oil (used mainly in foods, cosmetics and now biofuels) 
and palm kernel expeller (commonly referred to as PKE or palm kernel) used for animal feed, 
which is an important contributor to the economics of the palm products industry. Another major 
driver is the pulp & paper industry. 12 
  
The destruction of rainforests and carbon rich peatlands is the main reason why Indonesia 
accounts for around a quarter of all greenhouse gas emissions caused by deforestation,13 and 
why the country ranks as the world’s third largest greenhouse gas emitter.14 
                                                                                                                                                                             
8  Nestlé (2010) Statement on palm oil, 17 March 2010 
www.nestle.com/MediaCenter/SpeechesAndStatements/AllSpeechesAndStatements/statement_Palm_oil.ht
m 
9  Kraft Foods (2010) Letter to Greenpeace, 16 February 2010. 
10  Cocoa Butter only Dairy Milk is Back! “We’ve listened to our Kiwi consumers who told us loudly 
and clearly that they didn’t want palm oil in their Cadbury Dairy Milk chocolate - so we’re removing it”. 
Statement viewed on 20/09/10. http://www.cadbury.co.nz/About-Cadbury/Frequently-Asked-Questions.aspx 
11  MOFOR (2008) IFCA 2007 Consolidation Report: Reducing Emissions from Deforestation and 
Forest Degradation in Indonesia’, FORDA Indonesia. XV,XXI 
12  MOFOR (2008) XV, XXI IFCA 2007 Consolidation Report: Reducing Emissions from Deforestation 
and Forest Degradation in Indonesia’, FORDA Indonesia. XV, XXI. 
13  2.26 (1.88 + 0.36) GtCO2 / 8.88GTCO2 = 25%. Global deforestation-related-including peatland – 
emissions in 2004 (latest available year) were 8.88GtCO2. United Nations Framework Convention on 
Climate Change (UNFCCC) (2007) SPM. Figure:1. ‘Contribution of Working Group III to the Fourth 
Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, Summary for Policymakers’, IPCC 
www.ipcc.ch/ publications_and_data/ar4/wg3/en/spmsspm-b.html. Indonesia’s deforestation-related – 
including peatland – emissions were 1.88 GtCO2 in 2005. Source: DNPI (2008a). An additional 0.36 GtCO2 
are peat emissions that were classified as ‘non-commercial’ and should be included in Indonesia’s total , as 
they result from ongoing peatland emissions (‘Restoration of 5 million ha of non-commercially used peatland 
could result in a further reduction of 360 MtCO2e’). Source: NCCC (2008b) ‘Indonesia Greenhouse Gas 
Emission Cost Curve’, Fact Sheet, National Climate Change Council (DNPI), 27 August 2009. 
14  According to recent estimates published by various governments, Indonesia’s emissions (2005) 
are higher than Brazil’s (2005), Russia’s (2005) and India’s (2005), but lower than USA’s (2005) and China’s 
(2004): No 1: USA 6.18 GtCO2 in 2005. Source: US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) (2010) 
Inventory of US Greenhouse Emissions and Sinks 1990-2008, U.S. EPA # 430-R-10-006, April 2010, 
http://epa.gov/climatechange/ emissions/downloads10/US-GHG-Inventory-2010_ExecutiveSummary.pdf. 
No 2: China 5.6 GtCO2 in 2004. Source: Government of China (2007) Press conference on climate change 
program. Government of China’s official web portal http:// english.gov.cn/2007-06/04/content_636052.htm. 
No 3: Indonesia 2.25 GtCO2 in 2005. NCCC (2008b) ‘Indonesia Greenhouse Gas Emission Cost Curve’, 
Fact Sheet, National Climate Change Council (DNPI), 27 August 2009. No 4: Brazil ~2.2GtCO2 in 2005: 
Source: Brazilian Ministry of Science and Technology (MCT) (2009) ‘Inventário Brasileiro das emissões e 
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The loss of these forests is also having a devastating impact on biodiversity. The endangered 
orang-utan and the Sumatran tiger are just two of the species under threat of extinction,15 in part 
because of the loss of their habitat. Ending deforestation is therefore not only vital for the global 
effort to tackle climate change, but critical for the preservation of biodiversity. They are also 
critical to the millions of people who depend on them for their way of life. 
 
 
6. What is the connection with Fonterra? 
 
Fonterra’s industrial dairying model, and its use of unsustainably grown palm kernel, is helping to 
destroy the last remaining rainforests of Indonesia and Malaysia. Almost a quarter of the world’s 
palm kernel supply is coming into New Zealand to be used as supplementary feed on Fonterra’s 
dairy farms, of which over 60 per cent is coming from Indonesia, according to Statistics New 
Zealand. Fonterra has no policy in place to ensure it is not sourcing from companies involved in 
rainforest destruction. 
 
Fonterra’s half-owned subsidiary, RD1, has a joint venture with Wilmar – the company 
International Nutritionals Limited. It is estimated that Wilmar buys over half its palm products from 
third parties.16 Wilmar has no policy in place to ensure that suppliers involved in rainforest 
destruction are excluded from its supply chain. Palm kernel is then supplied by companies in New 
Zealand, such as RD1, to Fonterra farms here in New Zealand.17  
 
  
7. How is Fonterra damaging New Zealand by using palm kernel? 
 
Fonterra is a major player in both the importation and usage of palm kernel which is contributing 
to the destruction of rainforests and peatlands in Indonesia.  Almost a quarter of the world’s palm 
kernel supply is coming into New Zealand, to be used as supplementary feed on Fonterra’s dairy 
farms, of which over 60 per cent  is coming from Indonesia, according to Statistics New Zealand..  
 
Fonterra trades on New Zealand’s clean and green image. It’s vital that Fonterra lives up to this 
and does not destroy New Zealand’s international reputation. 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                                                                                                                                             
remoções antrópicas de gases de efeito estufa, Informações gerais e valores preliminaries (30 novembro de 
2009)’, Ministry of Science and Technology 30 November 2009 
www.mct.gov.br/upd_blob/0207/207624.pdf. No 5: Russia ~ 2.0 GtCO2 in 2005. Source: UNFCCC 
(2009) ‘Summary of GHG Emissions for Russian Federation’, GHG emissions (with Land Use Land Use 
Change and Forestry, LULUCF) http://unfccc.int/files/ghg_emissions_data/ 
application/pdf/rus_ghg_profile.pdf): No 6: India ~ 1.6GtCO2. Source: Indian Ministry of Environment and 
Forests (2009) ‘Results of Five Climate Modelling Studies, GHG Emissions Profile’, Ministry of Environment 
and Forests, September 2009 http://moef.nic.in/ downloads/home/GHG-report.pdf. 
15  Chundawat et al (2008) Panthera tigris, Panthera tigris, in IUCN (2010) ‘IUCN Red List of 
Threatened Species’, Version 2010.1 www. iucnredlist.org; United Nations Environment Programme UNEP 
(2007) ‘The Last Stand of the Orangutan’, UNEP, January 2007 www.unep.org/ grasp/docs/2007Jan 
LastStand-of-Orangutan-report.pdf 
16  OCBC Investment Report: Wilmar International Ltd. 23 June 2009. 
http://www.ocbcresearch.com/pdf_reports/company/Wilmar-090623-OIR.pdf 
17  Letter to Greenpeace from John Lea, CEO RD1 2nd September 2010. 
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8. But isn’t palm kernel just a waste product of palm oil? 
 
Palm kernel expeller is not a waste product – this is just Fonterra deliberately misleading the 
public to protect its interests.  Whether Fonterra or the Government likes it or not, when they buy 
palm kernel they are buying a product that currently comes at the expense of rainforest and the 
climate. They can’t get out of it by claiming it is a by-product – an unsustainable palm industry is 
not one that most Kiwi’s want New Zealand to be implicated in. Palm kernel is a lucrative 
economic part of the palm products business which is worth hundreds of millions of dollars a 
year.18 According to an expert group meeting report19 by the United Nations Industrial 
Development Organisation, a representative of the Malaysian Government’s palm industry stated 
that: 
 
“Palm Oil is a very productive crop, producing 90 million tonnes per year of biomass. The 
products with economic value are: palm oil, palm kernel oil, and palm kernel cake [PKE]”. 
 
The Palm Oil Refiners Association of Malaysia class palm kernel as a palm product: 
“The total export of oil palm products, constituting palm oil, palm kernel oil, palm kernel cake 
[PKE], oleochemicals and finished products increased by 11.1% to 21.75 million tonnes in 2008 
from the 19.57 million tonnes recorded in 2007.”20 
 
Traders of palm kernel have the same responsibilities as palm oil importers – both profit from the 
environmental destruction being wrought in Indonesia and Malaysia. 
 
 
9. Isn’t Fonterra’s palm kernel certified as sustainable? 
 
Currently there is very little traceability in the palm industry and only about 6 per cent of 
commercial palm mills meet even the basic sustainability criteria of the Roundtable on 
Sustainable Palm Oil (RSPO)21. Given that New Zealand imports a quarter of the global palm 
kernel expeller trade, Fonterra’s claims that all its sources are sustainable are simply wrong and 
not supported by the facts.   
 
However until now, the RSPO has failed to deliver major changes on the ground and RSPO 
members such as Wilmar, who supply Fonterra, are dependent on suppliers that are actively 
engaged in deforestation and the conversion of peatlands.22 Many are using the RSPO as a way 
of ‘green washing,’ while carrying on with business as usual. 
 
 
 
 

                                                           
18  Palm Kernel Cake Marketing: Constraints and Prospects, Malaysian Palm Oil Board, OIL PALM 
INDUSTRY ECONOMIC JOURNAL (VOL. 5(2)/2005). 
19  International Centre for Science and High Technology, Final Report, Expert Group Meeting on 
‘Perspectives on Cleaner Technologies for Sustainable Chemistry’, Trieste, Italy, 29-30 April 2002, United 
Nations Industrial Development Organization. 
20  2008 Annual Report, Palm Oil Refiners Association of Malaysia. 
21  RSPO certified production figures from http://www.rspo.org/?q=node/520; aDepartment of Science, 
Technology and Society, Copernicus Institute for Sustainable Development and Innovation, Utrecht 
University; Biomass and Bioenergy Volume 32, Issue 12, December 2008, Pages 1322-1337, Figure 1);  
USDA statistic of 6.72 million tonnes of palm kernel expeller global production, table 2, Circular Series FOP 
9 – 10, September 2010 http://www.fas.usda.gov/oilseeds/circular/2010/September/oilseedsfull09-10.pdf  
22  How the Palm Oil Industry is Cooking the Planet, November 2007, Page 6. 
http://www.greenpeace.org/raw/content/international/press/reports/palm-oil-cooking-the-climate.pdf 
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10. Why is the RSPO not good enough? 
 
At this point in time, the RSPO is not breaking the link between deforestation and palm oil/PKE. If 
that is to happen, the RSPO must strengthen its standards, particularly on greenhouse gas 
emissions and also ensure much stricter implementation of the organisation’s Principles & 
Criteria. If it does not do this, the Roundtable will simply continue to create the illusion of 
sustainable palm oil, justifying the further expansion of the industry and increasing the demand 
for a product that remains a key driver of forest destruction.  
 
Until such a time as the RSPO takes real action on this issue, we’re calling on companies to 
cancel contracts with producers who are breaking the law, clearing rainforests and destroying 
peatlands and demand their suppliers support the call for a moratorium. 
 
 
11. Is Greenpeace against the palm oil or PKE  industry?  
 
Greenpeace is not anti-palm oil or palm kernel but is against the production of palm oil or PKE 
linked (directly or indirectly) to further rainforest destruction. Any expansion into forests and 
peatlands must stop. Companies that buy palm oil and PKE must support a halt to forest 
destruction and protect peatlands. This is a critical step in ensuring palm oil and PKE does not 
come from suppliers that clear forests and destroy peatlands.   
 
 
12. What do you say to those who call Greenpeace anti-Indonesian and accuse you of 
trying to stunt the country’s economic growth? 
 
They’re completely wrong. These slurs are nothing but a clumsy and short-sighted attempt by 
those who want the palm oil/PKE industry to continue practices that have seen many 
multinational companies walk away from their contracts. 
 
We strongly support Indonesia’s economic development and believe it can go hand in hand with 
environmental and social responsibility. Protecting forests is good for business, as well as for the 
environment.  
 
Instead of expanding into forests and peatlands areas, companies should continue their growth 
through significantly increasing yields in their concessions and only expanding plantations in 
already degraded areas. 
 

13. What is Greenpeace ultimately calling for Indonesian palm oil and PKE producers to 
do? 

Greenpeace is calling for all companies involved in palm oil and PKE production to clean up their 
act and work with the Indonesian Government to support and implement a moratorium (halt) on 
any further rainforest and protect peatlands.  

14. What is Greenpeace calling on the Government to do in Indonesia? 
 
Greenpeace and a broad coalition of non-governmental organisations and corporations are 
calling for the immediate protection of all Indonesia’s carbon-rich peatlands and a temporary halt 
on the further clearance of natural forest in new and existing concessions. Such a moratorium 
would create an incentive for all companies operating in the forest to significantly increase 
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productivity within their existing plantations and to only expand plantations in already degraded 
areas. 

15. Is such a moratorium possible?  

Yes, of course it is. It’s happened in the Amazon, and it should happen in Indonesia. 

In July 2006, Greenpeace and major food companies including McDonald's joined forces to stop 
the expansion of soya in the Brazilian Amazon. In response major soya traders representing 92 
per cent of Brazilian soya production agreed to an historic moratorium on trading soya from newly 
deforested land.  This agreement is now in its fifth year. It is being supported by a combination of 
NGOs and industry as well as the Brazilian government, which are currently identifying and 
developing key tools including detailed maps and establishing monitoring systems to help 
improve governance in the region.  

 

16. Isn’t last summer’s drought a good reason for farmers to use palm kernel? 
 
There are local alternatives for emergency drought relief, such as maize, which is grown by New 
Zealand farmers. New Zealand grown supplemental feed was available to feed dairy cows during 
the recent drought. Indeed, Federated Farmers have pointed to the recent trend in imports of 
feed, such as palm kernel, as the reason New Zealand arable farmers are growing less grain and 
maize silage, as it is uneconomic. This predicament has been highlighted in the maize industry 
where farmers have had to compete with cheap palm kernel imports, leading growers to abandon 
the industry. The maize industry has been encouraging companies supplying supplementary feed 
to see what is available in New Zealand before sourcing product from overseas.23 

Agriculture Minister David Carter said in December that droughts in New Zealand were “a clear 
demonstration of the effects of climate change” and advised farmers to be prepared. "I think we'll 
see more of these events, not less of them, in the future," he said.24 Yet Fonterra is throwing fuel 
on the fire by using such a climate damaging product like palm kernel, and the Government is 
culpable for failing to stop the imports. 

If dairy farms switched to smart farming techniques which focus on lower stocking rates and 
improving the health of pasture and soils rather than relying on environmentally costly inputs like 
palm kernel, the dairy industry here would be better placed to withstand drought conditions. 
 
 
17. What is behind the increase in use of palm kernel in New Zealand? 
 
The rapid industrialisation of dairying in New Zealand, driven by Fonterra, is causing the 
increased use of palm kernel expeller as a supplementary feed. Since Fonterra was established 
in 2001, imports of palm kernel expeller have increased from virtually zero (1,554 tonnes in 2000) 
to a record high of almost 1.4 million tonnes in 2010, according to Statistics New Zealand. 

                                                           
23  Suppliers should consider local grain, 11th February 2008. http://www.fedfarm.org.nz/n114.html 
24  “Govt ponders action on drought” , Derek Cheng, 2 December, 2010, New Zealand Herald 

 http://www.nzherald.co.nz/nz/news/article.cfm?c_id=1&objectid=10691419 



 

GREENPEACE 8

Fonterra has driven this industrialisation of dairying through its focus on the commodities market, 
- hence the record highs of palm kernel imports last year.   
  
This means that as farmers struggle to compete globally to produce ‘faceless’ milk powder the 
price gets forced down and farmers are pressured to produce more and more milk just to 
maintain their profits. This puts farmers on an intensification treadmill, needing to produce 
increasing amounts of milk from the same amount of land, in so doing becoming increasingly 
dependent on inputs like supplementary feed (palm kernel expeller), and chemical fertilizers, to 
boost production.  
 
However it doesn’t have to be this way.  
 
More and more New Zealand farmers are showing that smart farming - a more traditional farming 
technique based on looking after the soil, maintaining the health of pastures and using lower 
stocking rates - can have greater benefits. Results from AgResearch trial farms show that this low 
input technique produces more milk per cow and is more profitable for farmers when milk prices 
are low.25 This gives greater security to farmers, their farms are more profitable (as input costs 
are lower), greenhouse gas emissions are lower and rivers are kept cleaner.  
 
 
18. Why should New Zealanders care? 
 
Fonterra is an international cooperative and trades on New Zealand’s clean and green image but 
Fonterra’s factory farming approach to business threatens to cause irreparable damage to this.   
   
Fonterra are major players in both the importation and use of palm kernel for animal feed, with a 
quarter of the world’s palm kernel expeller trade being imported here. The majority of this is used 
as supplementary feed on dairy farms. Ninety five per cent of New Zealand dairy farms are 
shareholders in and suppliers of the Fonterra cooperative.26  
  
New Zealanders should be alarmed that for short-term financial gain Fonterra is risking New 
Zealand’s clean and green reputation by being in business with some of the world’s most 
notorious rainforest destroyers and climate criminals.   
 
 
19. What’s wrong with industrial farming? 
 
Agriculture contributes half of all New Zealand’s greenhouse gas emissions, and these emissions 
are rising (they’ve increased by 15 per cent since 1990). The dairy sector is responsible for all of 
this increase. The Ministry for Agriculture and Forestry (MAF) expects that by the end of 2010, 
these emissions will have increased by at least 25 per cent above 1990 levels.27 
 
So at a time when everyone needs to be thinking of ways to reduce emissions, the dairy industry 
is planning an expansion that could see emissions rise drastically.  

                                                           
25  Eco-efficiency of intensification scenarios for milk production in New Zealand, Claudine Basset-
Mens, Stewart Ledgard, Mark Boyes, AgResearch Limited, Ecological Economics, In Press 2007. 
26  Fonterra –Dairy for Life, About Us. Our shareholders represent 95 per cent of the country's dairy 
farmers and are spread throughout New Zealand from Cape Reinga in the Far North to Bluff in the south 
http://www.fonterra.com/wps/wcm/connect/fonterracom/fonterra.com/our+business/fonterra+at+a+glance/ab
out+us/our+structure 
27  Ministry for the Environment, Appendix A. Agriculture Emissions Projections provided by Ministry 
of 
 Agriculture and Forestry, September 2007. 
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20. Is Greenpeace anti-farming? 
 
No, far from it. Greenpeace is not targeting farming. We want New Zealand farmers to be passing 
on truly sustainable, healthy farms for generations to come. However, this is unlikely to occur if 
we continue down the road of expansion, industrialization and deforestation. 
 
Fonterra’s business of intensive industrial dairying to produce low-value faceless products does 
not have a future in a world concerned about truly sustainable products. There is a consensus 
developing in New Zealand that producing truly sustainable, high-value, branded products is the 
only solution for the future in a world that is moving to clean economy values. 
 
Ultimately New Zealand needs to restructure our economy to be less reliant on primary industries, 
and to embrace the emerging 'clean economy' opportunities that will dominate this century. 
 
As well as reducing our emissions we also need to plan for a future where we suffer from more 
droughts and flooding. Our agricultural sector needs to change and adapt and this will mean 
some regions will need to move from dairying to other forms of farming that are more resilient to a 
changing climate. We need to diversify our agricultural sector, not industrialize and expand the 
dairy sector - the most resource-hungry sector of all. 
 
Greenpeace is working to highlight the huge impacts that industrial farming is having on our 
climate.  
 
The sector produces more emissions than any other in New Zealand.28 This poses a real threat to 
New Zealand’s clean and green image.  
 
Greenpeace is also against the idea of all New Zealand taxpayers subsidising the agriculture 
sector for its emissions. Under the Kyoto Protocol, New Zealand must buy credits to cover any 
increase in emissions over 1990’s emission levels. Under the current scheme, pastoral farmers 
would gain a $1.1 billion subsidy and pay the equivalent of two per cent of their fair share of the 
Kyoto bill during the first five years of the scheme. These figures assume a carbon price of $30/t 
and would be proportionately greater if the price were higher.29  This is blatantly unfair. 

                                                           
28  Climate Change – A New Zealand perspective:” In comparison, 49 percent of New Zealand’s 
greenhouse gas emissions come from the agricultural sector”. As viewed on 20/09/10. 
http://www.maf.govt.nz/climatechange/about/1-3-new-zealand-perspective.htm 
29  Sustainability Council of New Zealand: ETS Changes Put 84% of Kyoto Bill to Future 
Taxpayers; Media Statement – 12 November 2009 


