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EVIDENCE OF GRAHAM LE LAY and JOHN LE MAISTRE
(JERSEY FARMERS UNION)

DEPUTY DUHAMEL: Good morning and welcome. | hawad something out
to you before. It is important that you fully umsiand the conditions under
which you are appearing at this hearing. You fintl a printed copy of this
statement | am about to read to you on the tabiemnt of you.

Shadow Scrutiny Panels have been establishetebgptiates to create
opportunities for training States Members and @ficin developing new
skills in advance of the proposed changes of Gawem. During this shadow
period, the panel has no statutory powers and tloeepdings at public
hearings are not covered by Parliamentary privileghis means that anyone
participating, whether a Panel Member or personngiwevidence, is not
protected from being sued or prosecuted for angtlsaid during hearings.
The Panel would you like to bear this in mind wlaswering questions and
to ensure that you understand that you are fubpoasible for any comments
you may make.

So, welcome again. | would like to kick off withe first question, if |
may. How would your organisation or industry hdemnefited if the funding
had been approved by the States as intended?

MR LE MAISTRE: Well, I think our organisation’s mdyars would have benefited
by obviously additional money coming into the inulysfor all the
environmental benefits that it delivers. We amgureed under crop protocols
to be as environmentally friendly as possibleméans we have to do a lot of
things and obviously this money would help us thiexe the very best

practices possible.



DEPUTY DUHAMEL: And in terms of a significant cortution, would it have
been seen as a vital component of the monies comiog particular farming
business?

MR LE MAISTRE: It would certainly have helped. Qobusly a lot of the
environmental benefits are not necessarily econdreitefits to any given
business, but are some of those things which weeapgred to do are not by
law but by the produce protocols and it does giwaaumarketing edge, so the
economic benefits are not great but the real bemefto the environment
really.

DEPUTY DUHAMEL: Right. And certainly, without thes monies, those
environmental benefits could not have been procured

MR LE MAISTRE: Some of those environmental benefitsough the Assured
Produce Schemes are being delivered at a costetanttustry, which is
obviously suffering financial difficulties, and sleey are being delivered now,
but one wonders how sustainable that is and hoveriaironmental benefits
will go.

DEPUTY DUHAMEL.: Right. Could you perhaps just indie which things are
being done without monies from the States?

MR LE MAISTRE: It is a very complicated subject bhese no two farms are alike
and the Assured Produce Scheme, as an examplelyismme of a number of
schemes. There are others which are at leasetsaime high standard. They
work by obviously they are independently auditemhfrthe UK. Any statutory
requirements you have to fulfil obviously and, ibuy don’t, you falil
automatically. There are a further number of vtdumy initiatives which you

may or may not follow. You are scored on those ymd have to attain 90%,



a score of 90% or, again, you fail and are no lorgsmember of the Assured
Produce Scheme. There are also some elementsasulcaving an energy
audit, which are included in the schemes, but #meynot scored and you are
not failed for not having them. But they are, duylike, added on as desired
rather than needed. So each individual businefisvety as to what he
delivers.

DEPUTY DUHAMEL: Right, okay. Panel Members?

SENATOR LE MAISTRE: Can we pick up on the questafrihe Assured Produce,
because | think that is actually quite important @3 to understand how it
integrated with the Agri-Environment Scheme, had b#en delivered,
essentially that the Assured Produce takes eveyybpdo a certain level, but
actually the Agri-Environment Scheme was intendedatse farms above that
level for the benefit of the countryside and theiemment and obviously the
farm units as well, but not in a financial sende. other words, part of the
packages did not have an economic return and taatwhy the scheme was
designed for an input by the Government, by théeS{do assist farms to raise
above a certain level in terms of either nitratdution, for example, or
slurry, protection of water through slurry pits meg enhanced standards and
so on. But neither of those actually give a retarthe farming industry. Can
you confirm that that is the case?

MR LE MAISTRE: That is the case, and the elemeiaty from items that do give
a return to items that give no return at all. Asexample, the energy audit
will give some economic benefit, because the wipoigose of it is to make
you as energy efficient as possible, so that hastgdoe a good thing.

Whether you recover the total cost of the energiitasi probably dubious, but



you will get some recovery. The environmental §udr example, is unlikely
to return you anything and, indeed, if you carrgut, it is going to cost you a
considerable amount of money no doubt.

DEPUTY DUHAMEL: Any other Members?

SENATOR VIBERT: Yes. When the original scheme vasught forward,
what was the JFU’s view of (a) the need for it gbdl did you actually
examine it in close terms and (c) did you undecktdn appreciate it and
support it?

MR LE MAISTRE: Well, there are a number of questidghere. When it first came
forward it as part of the agricultural policy, whiwvas debated and accepted in
2002. We always considered that it was part ofotrerall policy and it fitted
with it. Making the industry carry out environmahtunctions which would
cost a lot of money did require the other elemevitein that policy and we
always wanted the policy accepted in total. Soeam@ronmental policy was
accepted as part of the total package. We arecmrgerned that now it has
been forward on its own, as it were, we don’t dtyubave an agricultural
policy effectively, because no funds were ever tbtor it, so we are not quite
sure how this new environmental scheme will be @&ghdand we are
desperately concerned that other elements of oppost for, for example,
services or direct support, will be eroded in favaf an environmental
scheme. The consequences of that will be thaeteit be less farming
activity to carry out the Agri-Environment Schernse, we think it is illogical
really. So we did accept it as a part of a package

MR LE LAY: I think it is fair to say that most gwers were opposed to the

scheme being conditional; and that is the schensawmaditional and, if you



didn’t sign up to it and abide it, then you woutdé all aid from the States and
that was the bit that stuck in the throat with adbfarmers. Nevertheless, as
John said, because the whole scheme had to gagthesua package, we were
prepared to accept that. When in March there wsshame put forward for

the extra spending review, that scheme was goingetaunconditional and

voluntary, so growers had the choice of eitherisigmp to the scheme or not
and, you know, they would still carry on gettingl an any event that they

were getting from the States.

SENATOR VIBERT: So you saw it ... did the JFU seevetry much as a
subsidy to a farmer in fact rather than an envirental scheme?

MR LE LAY: | think we saw it as the two being imison. That is the way, |
think, we still feel things have got to go forward.

SENATOR VIBERT: We have actually heard this mogithat nothing is
likely to happen on a scheme until two thousandand

DEPUTY DUHAMEL: Six.

SENATOR VIBERT: 2006. | wondered what the viewsrea; what your
views were, of the likely implication for the indagof that position.

MR LE MAISTRE: It depends what happens to the othgsport we get. That is
key. There are elements that would be supportéaeienvironmental scheme
which would give us a marketing edge. Being a mamif the Assured
Produce Scheme is becoming the norm, but therethsx protocols that are
even more demanding than assured produce that wklWwe able to achieve
if further money was given. But itis not ... if anvironmental scheme didn’t
come in until 2006, it would not necessarily havechiof an economic effect

on our industry.



SENATOR VIBERT: No, but what about on the enviramt?

MR LE MAISTRE: Well, | think you would probably hato ask somebody who is
an expert on the environment about that. We arkingaprogress as an
industry. Protocols didn’t exist ten years agow&oare making progress, but
that progress inevitably will be slower than if negnwas found for the
environment.

MR LE LAY: If 1 can just come in there. One dfe problems we have in
Jersey is the Assured Produce Scheme to which wetbasign up if we want
to supply any supermarket, in the rest of Europetamly in the glasshouse
industry in the rest of Europe, there is suppoerd¢hfor people to be able to
comply with the Assured Produce and any other seh#mt might be in
place. Indeed Holland, Holland alone, | think, lyaé something like €280
billion a year just for growers to comply with tAssured Produce Scheme.

DEPUTY RONDEL: How would your organisation havenbbted if the
funding had actually gone through and allocated?

MR LE MAISTRE: Well, some of what we do now, we vidtave been subsidised
to do, if you like, so we would have benefitedhattway. It all depends. We
understand that in the present economic climatéibernment has not got a
lot of money to spend so it is where best to spérathd, even if you look
through the elements of the scheme, there are senyeexpensive and some
not so expensive and prioritising which of those ba afforded, if you like, is
something which never got ... was never developet{hat is an important

element of it as well. Slurry stores are incregigspensive.



DEPUTY RONDEL: Within your organisation, have ygot a body within
the organisation who looks after the environmede sof things within the
agriculture industry?

MR LE MAISTRE: Well, as our industry has shrunk,sms our union and the way
it is structured. We used to have a committeeegyst Now we just have a
council and Mr Le Lay is our environmental repréaéme and he actually,
not as a member of the JFU, but he sits on ther&mwviental Forum as well,
so he is responsible for environmental matters.

SENATOR VIBERT: What was the view of your membetsen, having gone
through the States and having it approved in thateSt debate, having
£700,000 approved for part of it, to then find dbat it went to the
Fundamental Spending Review and in fact you hadngofunding? What
attitude did it create in your organisation?

MR LE MAISTRE: Well, obviously it was extremely @igpointing to think that the
whole agricultural policy was passed and then nualifug found for it. The
actual environmental element, there was a vote tfi@tmoney should be
found, but it wasn’t, but our position, as | saafler, was really that it was a
total package and really the total funding showddenbeen found. Bearing in
mind that it hasn’t, we have no policy, and thatlesperately concerning to
everybody in the industry. We need to know whiciywe are going. We
need to plan for the future. | understand thafpiblecy is being developed and

that is great, but, you know, we need it. We hawaally had one for some
years now.

SENATOR LE MAISTRE: Can I pick up on the questidrtlee ----

DEPUTY DUHAMEL.: Sorry.



SENATOR VIBERT: | thought we were going to workdhgh the Chair, that
is all.

SENATOR LE MAISTRE: Okay. Can I?

DEPUTY DUHAMEL: Carry on.

SENATOR LE MAISTRE: Can | pick up on the questidriand, the fact that there
will be land which will not be used, that therdaad which is not being used
and that is likely to be increasing in the futufrehie industry declines even
further. Do you see the need for a properly stmeéct Government funded
scheme to assist landowners as well as growersattage the countryside?
How do you see that division developing, becausarb} there is going to be -
- it is happening now -- that division?

MR LE MAISTRE: It is an extremely difficult questioto gauge because there is
this popular idea that there is going to be vasity of land not farmed. Now,
| don’t necessarily subscribe to that. It is vdifficult to judge the future, but
there isn’t as much land as people think that isleb Some of it is very
marginal and very small pieces, which are not gasyork, but, generally,
having land available as a farming business isal dbing because rents will
be lower and we will be able to do more rotatiamwse are concerned about
large areas of land being taken out of agricultoeeause it will have the
reverse effect, that land will then be in demanaimgents will be higher than
they should be and maybe higher than the markéstaihd. So I'm a little bit
concerned about having other people managing latich not quite sure
what's meant by that, but we feel as an industay the best way of managing

our countryside is to have active farming busingessethe go.



SENATOR LE MAISTRE: Nevertheless, there is somalldrat will not be farmed.
There is some land now that is not being farmed. thé issue of the
environment is important, does the JFU have a wewhat land or whether it
should just be left to look after itself, whichtise common term, or should
there be some form of land programme to ensureittddesn’t ... think of
weeds and think of the control of weeds that atecantrolled and so on?

MR LE MAISTRE: Yes, | should have gone back to naylier answer. | am not
sure where all this land is. Certainly the farnmtbis | talk to are farming the
areas and if there is land, good land, availaldersdt them, they will farm it.

SENATOR LE MAISTRE: Yes.

MR LE MAISTRE: So we haven’t come to the stage §f@t are suggesting, | don’t
think. | know landlords are worried about lettitigeir land, but, at the
moment, if it is good land and it is reasonablyyetmswork, it will be let at a
lower rent, which is good for the industry.

SENATOR LE MAISTRE: But there are areas at EgypCbbé and certain areas
at Les Landes which are not being used, Grantamdrthere and, you know,
the question mark of some of the growers saying) ey are not sure that
they can carry on. So there is a concern theag ttiere is a potential ... well,
| can say that it is more than a potential. | tzlte you to fields that are not
being worked, and | am sure you have got them iou@He as well. They
may not be large areas at the moment and that libpeén stay the same, but
is there any view taken by the industry? If yowéhgot a neighbour with a
field full of ragwort, for example, is there anyew taken as to what should

happen, or is that not the position of the industry



MR LE LAY: | think a lot of that land is land wti, if you look back
probably 30 or 40 years ago, probably wasn’t farrglder, but a lot of that
land has been, you know, broken up and brought bdokthe farming land
threshold, if you like, and it is that land which going to be stopped being
used the first because it isn’t really that prdfiea other than for growing very
early potatoes. Some of it is very hard to worl athink if most of it is ...
all the ones you have mentioned are close to vehaadsically the headlands of
the Island anyway. As | just said, it wasn’t fadvee few years ago. In our
grandfather’s time, it certainly wasn't farmed. flact, it reverts back to
heathland and bracken and, | suppose, you knogshatild be used for the
benefit of the Island. | mean, this is the lanak thas to go first and we have to
make sure that it is not the land in the centreheflsland which has got some
use which is allowed to going into not being usddhink, as prices come
down, people will find use for land. | had an arste this week of someone

asking for land in St Ouen’s.

DEPUTY DUHAMEL: Deputy Hill was next.

DEPUTY HILL: Yes. If you want to expand that besaumine is a different
point.

SENATOR VIBERT: Yes, | just wanted to expand tpatticular point. One

of the things that certainly worries me is thathé amount of marginal land,
which really is what you are talking about, fromawh understand, that they
are going to be the areas that are going to gp firether words the stuff that
is not producing the best quality and is not theiest to work will just revert

back to the countryside, as it were, what then &appf, for instance, we

discover new crops or something happens with theeyeRoyal, that we can
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find ways of freezing it, or vodka factory worksdathere is a need for more
land. Once it goes back to this natural conditlamgan, the cost of bringing
it back to agricultural is going to be enormous.

MR LE LAY: | think, of course, nowadays it woulek far less than it was,
you know, 40 or 50 years ago. | think this is @rea where perhaps we
would want to see that land retained or remainoaisaé soft agricultural land
rather than allow it for other uses, where it comever revert back to
agriculture. If agriculture was on the ascendariogn perhaps some of that

land could be brought back into use.

DEPUTY RONDEL.: Can | come in on the back of thhis particular issue?
DEPUTY DUHAMEL: Yes, then Deputy Hill.

DEPUTY RONDEL: It is on this particular issue.

DEPUTY DUHAMEL: Yes.

DEPUTY RONDEL: So your understanding then, thernt&’s Union

understanding, of all the land left fallow, how idyou manage it?

MR LE MAISTRE: Well, you are assuming that therelasge areas. Senator Le
Maistre said that there was a lot of ... no, notteololand, but he said there
are probably areas in Grouville, for example, Ihatré isn’t a lot of land left.
There are odd patches of land that are uneveropmsgj, but there is not a lot
of land left. In St Saviours | know an old daigyrher who is always moaning
that he can’t get hold of enough land for his déamyn. | do accept the point
around the north coast, which is pretty exposedt, ttere are portions of land
being left. But we haven't got to the stage whitlere are large areas being
left.

DEPUTY RONDEL: But it would be very serious oatthappened though.

11



MR LE MAISTRE: It would be very serious if that hzgned. That is why it is
important, we feel, to support an agricultural isgly in the four ways
proposed in the original policies, because we dalrie farm the countryside
because then you will start getting large aredarad left and that would look
terrible.

DEPUTY BAUDAINS: But is there not a danger thattivaut a strategy, we
really do not know what is going to happen and aenot guarantee what is
going to happen in the next few years with the e}eiRoyal? Without a
strategy, this scenario could hit us. What do hen?

MR LE MAISTRE: You are absolutely right. That isiwwe need an agriculture
policy of some sort, which we do not have. It cernaé the way round. An
agriculture policy is not just exclusively an emrimental policy. It is a
whole package.

DEPUTY BAUDAINS: It is the whole package, which tise way that it was
presented to the States.

MR LE MAISTRE: Yes.

SENATOR LE MAISTRE: | am sorry, we will come rouia Bob in a moment, but
picking up on that, for the States to produce pstenvironmental plan by
itself would not be necessarily welcome by the stduin isolation.

MR LE MAISTRE: One of the points we tried to make if we are required to
adhere to it and it is not 100% funded, then igagng to have a detrimental
economic effect on our industry. That is why itulbnot be good, but any of
the elements that we are carrying out already,asly, it would effectively

be a subsidy and that would be welcome. But Ikthinat it needs to be seen
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alongside the whole approach to agriculture andetheronment and not just
the environment on its own.

DEPUTY HILL: Could | go right back to almost réalwhere we were and
compliment you on the work you did way back in 208&d 2001, which
seems ages ago now, but certainly a tremendousrdarabwork was done and
certainly a lot by yourself? What sort of impaotybu think the failure of the
States’ decision had? What sort of disappointmemt&hat sort of benefits or
what morale booster was it or to your disadvantage the States’ decision to
say “Right, we are going with a policy but we am going to fund it"? Do
you think it has caused a greater fallout of gr@wyarloss of growers, a loss of
cattle people? Do you think that in itself is afethe reasons or the reason,
because we know there has been a fallout or aidrte number of growers
and farmers in the last two years.

MR LE MAISTRE: That is right. You have got to bdittle bit careful. The drop
in number of growers is inevitable.

DEPUTY HILL: Yes, but no one is coming in though.

MR LE MAISTRE: It is not a particularly attractiviedustry. It is obviously very
difficult. There are better opportunities for ygupeople, so people will be
leaving it anyway. Every business is having todmee more efficient, so we
are getting bigger, so there is less room for othesinesses and morale and
confidence in Government is pretty low, needlessdy. Like | have said
before, there is no policy, we don'’t really know emd we are going in the
future, we are relieved, to some extent, that dherosupport, direct support,
has been earmarked for the next two years, bue @wer all sorts of rumblings

about what will happen after that and that will @dawery serious
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consequences. So looking forward, one is very eoed. We need to know
where we are going and | think the Government neztisl us where it thinks
we should be going and where it will support us ahére it won't.

DEPUTY HILL: There will always be tensions betweéhe industry. It is
unfortunate, | would like to think that there would a day when there wasn't,
but there was a tension between the cattle, theegrand even the landowner
themselves. Do you think that made any contrilbutwhatsoever, that
tension, do you think that might in any way haveegoed or contributed to
the thinking of P&R and of States Members in contimghe decision to say
“Yes, we agree with the policy, but we don’t agvath the funding”? Do you
think that may have come through as a lack of demite in the States’
Members to give the funding?

MR LE MAISTRE: It may well have. It is up to Statdembers to decide why
they make decisions. As for conflict between ttarydindustry and the
growing sector, | do not believe there is one at & fact, | would say it is
quite the reverse.

DEPUTY HILL: You would like to think it is bettanow.

MR LE MAISTRE: | know itis. | work on a mixed far, but | actually have close
relationships with other dairy farmers where | gnootatoes and we swap land
etc., and | am by no means unique. It happenthaltime everywhere, so |
don’t think there is great tension between those tw

DEPUTY HILL: But there was this perception, realotherwise, that there were
tensions and that may have had an influence omingpeople in arriving at
decisions.

MR LE MAISTRE: Yes. Itis quite possible.
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DEPUTY BAUDAINS: Could I plug into that, becausevhnted to go back to
the early stage too, because there was lobbyirgplme Members against the
scheme, which | actually believed fundamentallysealits failure.

MR LE LAY: You are absolutely right. The dairyarmers were not
supporters of the scheme.

DEPUTY BAUDAINS: Could I ask a brief outline of whthe reasons for that
opposition were? Was it solely the conditionabigpect or were there any
other reasons that you are aware of?

MR LE MAISTRE: Conditionality didn’t help. | alsahink they understood
probably better than the Farmers Union did thatauld never be funded, so
they were supporting something that would nevepkap

DEPUTY BAUDAINS: | thought it was actually a sorft catch 22 situation, that
it actually followed the other way round, that thegnted in some ways the
scheme not to go ahead and by lobbying they wonddire that therefore the
funding wouldn’t be there and therefore it wouldméppen.

MR LE MAISTRE: Again, | expect you are getting péojfrom the dairy industry
and they will explain their position. Our positisrias quite clear, that we saw
the policy as put forward by Senator Le Maistrebasg beneficial to the
industry.

DEPUTY BAUDAINS: | need to know because it wasredpful at the time that
we didn’t have a clear picture coming across.

MR LE MAISTRE: No, no.

DEPUTY DUHAMEL: Are there any particular measuresthim what was
proposed in terms of the various elements of theerse that the farming

industry at the moment are most upset to have adtftnded? For example,
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we had a list like farm manure and waste managenpéem, organic

conversion, wet grassland meadows and things hke t Is there any one
particular measure that the industry feels thathges if nothing else goes
forward, this particular measure should be pickpdand run with with the

new committee or the new organisation?

MR LE MAISTRE: We have not actually sort of priagsgd each element as it is.

DEPUTY DUHAMEL.: So you took it as a package and elkments were
equally important, did you?

MR LE MAISTRE: Yes. From an economic point of viesome elements are more
important than others, and | would have to furryish with the ones which we
consider to be more important. Obviously the eleisi¢hat are required by
our Assured Produce Schemes, which are not a legplirement but a
requirement of the customer, if you like, we argihg to do now. Any help
with those or any way that we can do those beltecause, as | have said
before, for example, with the scoring system yoly drave to 90% and it is
guite good to go to a customer and say “Well, dlstwze have got 100%” and
if you are helped to do that and, as Mr Le Lay saidhe UK, for example,
your registration fee, which is not a massive amafimoney, but that is paid
for by the Government. They encourage people ito tfrese schemes. We
have to fund them ourselves.

DEPUTY DUHAMEL.: Yes. In respect of prevention ofater pollution and
slurry banks and manure systems, is there any thiparticular you feel that
the States should be doing in order to assist ywlustry in sound practice?

MR LE MAISTRE: Our industry follows sound practinew.

DEPUTY DUHAMEL.: Right.

16



MR LE MAISTRE: The provision of slurry stores isatly a dairy matter, and we
do not really usually talk on dairy matters, buttls obviously a high cost and
will give benefits to the nitrate problem. Buffeones etc also would
contribute to the decrease of nitrates in waterunderstand that the latest
statistics are that the Island is winning thatIbaéihd the level of nitrates is
indeed falling. It is a combined approach becasgously the main drains
etc also play their part and the practices thahew follow on farms ensures
that we use fertiliser in a much better way thanweelld have 30 years ago,
but not necessarily because people 30 years agodeang anything that they
didn’t think was wrong, but obviously as knowledggroves we realise that
it is important to reduce the nitrates getting itite water. Our industry is
doing quite a lot, but there are elements in hiea¢ would help, buffer zones,
for example.

DEPUTY DUHAMEL.: Has the industry actually moved k&o the old practice
of crop rotation?

MR LE MAISTRE: No. Crop rotation is practised lgbsn it was because there is
a greater reliance on the potato. That is notagoteere is no crop rotation
and, going or encompassing the earlier questi@natailability of land allows
people to rest fields and on many farms now peaptéebeginning to rest a
proportion of their land so it is even better thatation to some extent. It
doesn’t necessarily help the nitrates situatiorabse resting fields in turf, for
example, actually is probably not good for nitrabesause ploughing up old
turf releases more nitrates into the water couraa tf you farm it every year
in potato, believe it or not. So the nitrates essuvery complex. Industry has

responded and it now uses the best practicesabutsay, there are elements
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in here that would help: buffer zones and sluroyest, slurry injection and all
those things could play a part in further reducirtcates.

DEPUTY DUHAMEL: One question that worries me orerdgsts me is has the
downturn in the fortunes of the agriculture indystictually helped in more
ways than perhaps an agri-environment scheme t¢t@ave done?

MR LE MAISTRE: From a nitrate point of view?

DEPUTY DUHAMEL: Yes.

MR LE MAISTRE: | don’t necessarily think that ight at all.

DEPUTY DUHAMEL.: No? So, in the sense that if theseless pressures on
production and farmers are able to rest their kmdi go back to a proper crop
rotation, then are you not in a better position?

MR LE MAISTRE: Well, some of our practices that ile now have improved.
For example, we used to do a lot of double croppifigat has virtually gone
now. We are having green crops after, so thatcdsnsequence of the second
crops not paying, if you like.

MR LE LAY: One of the improvements on the nitsats because people
signed up to the Assured Produce and Nature’s €hprotocols and that
actually insists that you record the amount ofatés that you put on each

field and that is your limit on that.

DEPUTY DUHAMEL: Yes.
MR LE LAY: These protocols contributed to thesvhoom.
DEPUTY DUHAMEL.: Yes. In terms of the changes thawve taken place over

the intervening years in land management, do yomktthat the package of

measures that were proposed as part of the agmeigblicy, in particular the
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Agri-Environment Scheme, were ahead of their timetothe right time or
behind time?

MR LE MAISTRE: | think that Europe, the rest of Bpe, is moving towards
similar schemes. We probably were ahead of th&#hether that is a good
thing or a bad thing I am not sure.

DEPUTY DUHAMEL: Right.

MR LE MAISTRE: But there is always talk that thest®f Europe are going to put
more money into the environment and less into aljtice, but there are no
actual signs of it happening.

DEPUTY DUHAMEL: No.

MR LE MAISTRE: Talk is one thing, but most of myfaing career we have been
told that subsidies will end in France and Spaithivithe next few years, but
it never actually seems to happen.

DEPUTY DUHAMEL: No, okay.

MR LE LAY: The scheme which you were referring poesumably was a
scheme which was put forward by Senator Jean Lstk&s committee.

DEPUTY DUHAMEL: Yes.

MR LE LAY: When in 2004, March of this year, thenas a growth bid put
in for extra funding to run the scheme, that wasiaty an amended scheme.
| don’t know if you are a privy to a copy of that.

SENATOR LE MAISTRE: | would like to ask that questi because the scheme
that should be rolled out was that which was a@eply the States. There has
never been a rescindment and, therefore, | finidtitguing that there was

actually a request for funding for a scheme whglMdifferent to that which
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was agreed by the States and | would like to pexrhuimgerstand how that has
been developed and on whose authority the fundohgvhs made.

MR LE LAY: The funding bid was done by Chris Newt® committee, the
Environmental Committee. We looked at the entafeesne and we looked at
elements of it and there were extra elements pttwhich were more to do
with repairing countryside walls and basically gyihelp to not only the
farmer but the landowner as well. And there werme elements in there
which were put in for that very reason. So if ywned land and didn't let it,
you could qualify to come under the scheme. Aad sarlier, the scheme was
going to be totally voluntary.

SENATOR LE MAISTRE: Was it very different to the Adgenvironment Scheme?

MR LE LAY: Not vastly different, no.

SENATOR LE MAISTRE: No, no, right. The basic priples were the same?

MR LE LAY: Yes.

SENATOR LE MAISTRE: To enhance the countryside smgrotect it.

MR LE LAY: Yes, the principles were the same. fact, if anything, the
scheme was leaning more towards the environmerndal and a bit less
towards the agricultural.

DEPUTY DUHAMEL: Senator Vibert?

SENATOR VIBERT: Yes. We were told this morningtltone of the major
reasons why funding was opposed, the overall fupduas opposed, was
because the committee of the day saw the futureenajnised that there was
this downturn happening back four years ago and the view that the
scheme would not be appropriate for a smaller afjual industry. |

wondered what your views were on that, that if yeere doing an agri-
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environment scheme today, in other words startmg, how different would
it be or what elements would you change to the efgmthat were in the
original one?

MR LE LAY: | would certainly pull out the elementkat were going to give
the greatest benefits, | think possibly, to themfars, believe it or not.
Obviously they would contribute to environmentalnbfts as well, but |
seriously believe that if you do not keep the fasnen business -- and
consecutive report after report after report stipeg that the farmer is still the
best person to deliver the environmental advantemése Island and they are
the best people to manage the land -- but unlesskeep the farmers
profitable, then | am afraid who is going to lodkeathis land?

SENATOR VIBERT: Do | understand from that that ymean not pull out,
but you mean retain?

MR LE LAY: Yes, retain. | mean look at the elerteewhich ... eventually it
would be nice to have sufficient funds to do altled elements, but surely you
have to look at the ones that are going to givé test/benefit.

SENATOR VIBERT: The best benefit to the farmers?

MR LE LAY: To the stock and so on. If you wanteal carry out all the
elements in the scheme that you have there, youdwwouabably need four or
five million for the first year.

SENATOR VIBERT: Is it possible for you to highligto us what you
consider those to be?

MR LE LAY: | think slurry takes a very ----

SENATOR VIBERT: If you could let us know that raththan trying to do it

on the hoof?
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MR LE LAY: | think slurry tanks are very importantComing back on the
guestion of slurry tanks, | understand that, whHenwater pollution law was
passed in the States, it was recognised thenhbaatdricultural industry would
need help, and this was nothing to do with thegyaleview in 2001. Money

was required for that then. It was nothing to dthwhe Agri-Environmental

Scheme.

SENATOR VIBERT: Right.

MR LE MAISTRE: One thing one must not forget eitherthat whilst the number
of farmers is reducing, the area we are lookingraiff not reducing, is as
great, so an environmental scheme is for all taat,| whether there is 20
farmers working it or 200. So it is not easy. Hoheme probably wouldn’t
really change on the variance of the number of éasm

DEPUTY RONDEL: | must say that the point thabuhd hard to understand
was the point that you raised.

SENATOR LE MAISTRE: Yes. | think the point made Mr Le Lay, if one can
pick up on that, that the addition to the schems thiat it recognised the land
that wasn’t being farmed, which was the point thadas trying to draw out
earlier, that surely would be supported by the sidubecause it maintains
that land for future use if that was ever required.

MR LE LAY: Absolutely.

SENATOR LE MAISTRE: | think that is the point.

DEPUTY RONDEL.: You make the statement about themkrs being the
best people to look after the countryside. How gan rectify this with the
known knowledge that we see, the public see relgularany, many rolls of

discarded polythene on hedgerows, which go backome cases for many
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years and also we see large areas of land beirgremWy discarded potatoes
dumped on the land and then being rotivated laterbwt in rather large
guantities and in some cases near the water coofseservoirs. You make
the statement that the farmers are the best psopdek after the land, so how
can you justify that?

MR LE LAY: | think | take your point on the potas that are dumped on the
land, but farmers really don’t have any choice. e Hroblem came up with
Crabbé. The first people who were told that a rs#& was opened at La
Collette was opened and the first people who wetealowed to use the site
were the farmers. If you cut your lawn and you yr trees, you can take it
to Le Collette, but if you are a farmer and youdavbag of tomato cuttings,
you can't take it there. So obviously every farni@d to make his own
arrangements and, as far as possible .... Well, we d@he Farmers Union
have set up a sort of code of good conduct for éasnto dispose of their
potatoes and their green waste from greenhousasseansible manner. This
has been done with the exception, | think, of amgance where somebody
wasn’t vigilant enough and put too many potatoesheir land.

DEPUTY RONDEL.: And in relation to the polythene?

MR LE MAISTRE: Polythene is interesting. The Statd#f Jersey used to pay to
recycle it all. They stopped that and then stadiearging growers a lot of
money, all of a sudden really, and so there wdsghbn it being disposed of.
Now, again, the situation has improved. Thererateas many rolls as there
were, but you are quite right, there are rolls. ké&we got some fields with
rolls that belong to farmers who gave up five yesgs. | now have to pay to

get rid of that if | want to, which seems a bitngri But, generally speaking, |
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think we have cleared a lot of that backlog of podpne and it is going, but |

am quite happy, if you let us know where they &ery and help, but I think

you will find that the rolls that are left are fropeople that are now out of the
industry. That is the problem.

DEPUTY RONDEL.: If I can come back in, they may dot of the industry,
but you were saying, you still lay claim, that faemers are generally the best
people in general to look after the countryside.

MR LE MAISTRE: Yes.

DEPUTY RONDEL.: That does not stack up with whatiyare just telling me
because the farmers have gone out of the industoyhers have not bothered
to curb their polythene, so, therefore, do yod stdintain what you said, Mr
Le Lay, that they are the best people to look dafercountryside?

MR LE LAY: Absolutely.

MR LE MAISTRE: The better farmers are the ones vahe left, and they are the
ones that don’t leave the polythene.

SENATOR LE MAISTRE: Again, in fairness, | think wiollyou agree though that
some farmers have gone out of business not bedhesewere not good
farmers, but simply the economics went against thenterms of volume
probably. | can think of two or three of the medigize or smaller growers
who just could not survive, but they were not bealgers.

MR LE MAISTRE: No.

SENATOR VIBERT: In fact, they were the ones whdiaved the highest
guality rating at some of the export stores.

MR LE MAISTRE: Yes. | am generalising when | sématt the people who leave

the polythene on the hedges are gone, presumatéyl forts of reasons.
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SENATOR VIBERT: Yes.

DEPUTY DUHAMEL: Do you want to pick up on that one?

SENATOR VIBERT: Yes. Can | just pick up on theegtion about the future
of the industry, which we have been discussing,taeduture of the scheme,
because there are a number of us in the Stateswehe very concerned
during the Strategic Plan of the plan of the Islémdirive forward economic
growth and increase the number of people workinthenlsland by 500. An
OXERA report was read out, which said that the omby that could be
achieved was in fact to shrink the tourism industngl shrink the agriculture
industry.

MR LE MAISTRE: But that would have a massive effert the environment, |
would suggest, and the quality of life for everypod

SENATOR VIBERT: That was the great concern thas wapressed in the
States. | wondered whether that had actually yshec through to your
members, that that was a policy. Itisin.

DEPUTY BAUDAINS: It's in our States Policy.

SENATOR VIBERT: It is now States policy and pairft that policy is to
encourage a higher level of the type of people egygd in the Island in terms
of their quality.

SENATOR LE MAISTRE: Economic return.

SENATOR VIBERT: Their economic return and that ythdon't regard
economic return on farms as being sufficient totiomre to really develop the
industry, but, on the other hand, they say thagsrtplan because they want to
develop the industry. There was this enormous radidtion which was

caused by the furore in the States and | wondeteether your industry had
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had an opportunity to look at that in terms of hgou view the future of the
industry?

MR LE MAISTRE: Well, it has filtered through jusécently, and we get confused
and conflicting messages all the time from Govemmmerhat is one of the
problems. We maintain that farmers are the best Weat keeping farming
active is the best way of looking after the cousittg and it won't be looked
after if our industry disappears. Everywhere ie thorld it is a low cost
industry. It returns low returns in every way, is@s for the Government to
make up its mind. It would be dreadful if this @owment were just about the
only government in Europe that doesn’t supporagsculture. | can’'t see any
... certainly there is no environmental benefit adttnd | think it would be
quite wrong. | actually know a number of peopléh@ugh there are not a lot
of young people coming into the industry, theressome and there is a future,
providing our Government is as responsible as otmrernments within
Europe for agriculture.

SENATOR LE MAISTRE: Could we draw out one of theegtions that if
agriculture were to decline, that the cost of deiing the environment would
be far greater to government than if agricultures waaintained? Is that a
statement you would support or not?

MR LE LAY: Absolutely.

MR LE MAISTRE: Yes.

MR LE LAY: Very much so.

DEPUTY DUHAMEL: There is another issue as well, @ege within the
Strategy Report that was recently agreed theresigygestion that there should

be development into rural initiatives. Now “ruiaitiatives” are two words
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which can mean anything and everything to all af discould be hogweed
farms; it could be tennis courts; could be footbalicket, you name it.

Likewise there is a statement today, in that thdicifoand Resources
Committee would like to see greater access. Nawy would your industry

actually view developments in those two particulmections compared to an
agri-environment scheme, which is basically to sisss a trade-off between
good agricultural practice and environmental enbarent?

MR LE MAISTRE: Well, rural diversification is quita broad subject really. As
you say, it can be anything. As long as therenmugh of a land base for our
industry to be active, then losing some land t@l& gpurse in the right area is
not the end of the world. If large amounts staihg lost to the industry, then,
like | said earlier, the price of land would go aipd we won't be competitive
again.

DEPUTY DUHAMEL: | think point Senator Vibert was kiag is that if indeed
enmeshed with the economic policies of the Isldrete is a move towards
trying to actually secure only the labour elemehtal is going to derive the
greatest tax benefit, then presumably, | meamuf gan make a bigger income
in turning your land over to a golf course than yam by growing potatoes,
there will be an enhanced pressure to do that.

MR LE MAISTRE: Yes. | am not so sure how much rotmere is for this, you
know, football pitches and cricket pitches, golticses etc. | think, when you
start going on to the other sort of quad bike, gtaut having problems of “Not
in my back yard” type of thing. Who wants to haveo-cart track outside

their home in the middle of the countryside? Scsisuch a broad subject
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really, but | can't see it. | think if you builthather golf course what you
really need to make it pay is a leisure complex lawiél with it.

DEPUTY DUHAMEL: Well, that will probably come.

MR LE MAISTRE: That has other implications. Fronplanning point of view, it
could end up just a town.

DEPUTY DUHAMEL: Deputy Hill?

DEPUTY HILL: Yes. This morning we have had someacome before you and
there was a sort of perception that the agri-emvirent was really a prop-up
for the small farmer. | don’t know whether you saibe to that view and
how important, how do you see the rdle of the smadlver? It depends on
how small you see the small grower, however, beifpdgrception is always the
bigger guy and the smaller guy and there was thisgption, | felt, that it was
there to prop up the small farmer to keep thengncalture.

MR LE MAISTRE: | don’'t accept that that was the easally because | don't see
how the small farmer would be getting less becawsewould have less
hedgerows to look after and less meadows and tess@l’'m not so sure that
it was targeted at the small or big. It didn’tIhgaount in this particular
subject.

DEPUTY HILL: So no reality that perception?

MR LE MAISTRE: No. | don’'t see how the money would targeted to smaller
growers as opposed to bigger growers.

SENATOR LE MAISTRE: It was a false perception?

DEPUTY HILL: It was a false perception, thatight. That is really the point I
am trying to come to. You really don't subscribdhat view.

MR LE MAISTRE: No.
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DEPUTY HILL: Just to expand on that -- sorry, dehut just to go on -- how
small do you think a small farmer can be today?

MR LE MAISTRE: | don't think it is relevant. | thk whether it is a good farmer
or a bad farmer is what counts and there are sonad good farmers and
there are some bad big ones. So it is the othgrawand. It is how good they
are and what they do. Some activities are quit@lstyut they can generate an
income for the person, and I think that is whatriportant.

DEPUTY DUHAMEL: Deputy Rondel?

DEPUTY RONDEL.: With the new Landowners Associatibaving been
formed, do you believe this may help your indusiryill it cause problems?
If you believe it may cause problems, where do s@eithe stumbling blocks?

MR LE MAISTRE: Well, we have yet to see exactly wh#eir agenda is. | think it
seemed to be originally set up to counteract the afoJersey Royal Potato
Marketing Limited setting up, which indicated thtatvould have tremendous
bargaining power with regard to the price of laadg | think it was set up as a
reaction to that. Quite what its agenda is I'm siate. The marketplace will
determine what the value of land is to some extmd, certainly the industry
can't afford to pay the sort of levels of rent thtatvas paying three or four
years ago. They have already come down and sensdpldlords are
recognising that, if they have got good tenantsy thill lower rents and
continue to let that land.

DEPUTY RONDEL.: In that respect then, how much pefition do you see
yourselves in with people in the equine industsy,, ihorses?

MR LE MAISTRE: There is a demand for horses. Agéaidon’t know how much

more land would need to be taken out to supplydismand. | don’t think
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very much. | don't think there are a lot of peopl& there who want to put
horses on their land.

DEPUTY DUHAMEL: Ted?

SENATOR VIBERT: It struck me when | read the lant@rs’ group’s
submission that you are in fact in absolute conhfdh their aims because
their aim is to maximise rentals from their end aiodir aims are to get as
cheap land as you can to make your farms viableey Rre quite worthy aims.
What is worrying me is that within the Environmédni2epartment there
appears to be a view being expressed that thenglcste changes to the
various laws to enable agricultural land to be dréem the restriction of
always being agricultural land to enable peoplewn them, buy them and
turn them into either gardens or whatever, whiahoisig to or could make life
very difficult for farmers in terms of value and athithey can afford to pay for
their land. That would obviously be of great camc® you, wouldn't it?

MR LE MAISTRE: It is of great concern. We are vagncerned about the ‘74
Land Act being changed. It could have a very sigamt detrimental impact.
As for the Landowners’ Association, whether it ettqng much for its land, |
think, probably, like us, it wants to have a faircp for its land and we can
meet in the middle. Obviously we do want it aeasonable cost.

SENATOR VIBERT: The crux of the pressure is, ofis®, which comes with
housing and all of these things, that the shortagates the price, when there
is a shortage. So if some land is taken out obtmgk that you are using and
turned into something else, then the pressuresatigabn your land that you
are using for business are obviously going to riéés no different to housing

or offices or whatever.
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MR LE MAISTRE: That is right.

MR LE LAY: | think the landowner has got to recagmthat he has had it all
his own way for the last 20 years. That is theesanyou are in a block of
flats. You would be able to rent them at very hpgiltes and that is the same
with the landowner. He has capitalised. He hadertay whilst the sun was
shining and now he is screaming.

SENATOR VIBERT: It is market forces.

MR LE LAY: It is market forces. | think the pricef land as it is now in
general for good land is probably at the right lev&€€oming back to the
protection of land and the Environment Forum | krloaked at this and you
are probably going to be interviewing them at sa@tage, but they actually
say that Agricultural land should retain a high degree ofofection as a
major part of the Island’s economic countrysideowse. This requires a
legislative framework, currently through the Agiicwal Land (Control of
Sale and Leases) (Jersey) Law 1974. This shoutdvbewed to extending its
powers to include all agricultural land. By that it means that if it was land
that was purchased before 1974, it does not conderutheir control.
Fortunately a lot of that land is owned by huge amann the Island and the
Waterworks Company and people like that, who atdikely to do anything
with the land other than put it to farming. Bueté is nevertheless a huge
amount of land that does not come under that law.

MR LE MAISTRE: The other question you mentioned wascess to the
countryside and that is one element of a couplelehents in here that relate
to access to the countryside, but that is one elerntat is not covered by

Assured Produce Schemes, as far as | know in agy Was also one of those
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items which usually does not return any economiaebe either, although |
know there is -- | don’t know if it is still runngy but there certainly was -- one
private bridle path in the St Martin’s area fromigéhthe farmer was trying to
get a return and | think there was some resistaecause it actually proved
guite expensive for people wanting to take theirske across the land. |
believe it was somewhere around £700 per horseit buds quite expensive
and | think there was some resistance to it hapgerso it is one of the
elements that there is no economic benefit andeqgexpensive, | would
imagine, for the Government to put into. | woul@ke the observation that
there is pretty good access now, certainly on rfeosts. If you said to the
farmer “Can | do anything on your land”, they wouslay “Yes”. On my own
particular farm, we have the hunt, we have the Haske Harriers, we have
blackberry pickers and we have people having pgnic
To do it formally, to actually let the right toam, if you like, across
your land could to some extent be dangerous becauselon’'t know what
you are going to be doing in a field on a given.d&pu might want to spray
it or you might have a bull in the field and, wile present system, | don’t
believe there is a lack of access to the counteysid/e also in Jersey have a
peculiar road system. Just about at the end af/diedd there is a road. We
have cycle lanes. We have 50 mile per hour lardisof these things do give
some access. There would be merit in some arehawe more access, to
have some more walks, but they would be quite estperto provide, but they
do not at this moment in time appear in the Assietluce Schemes.
DEPUTY DUHAMEL.: So overall, just going back slightlin your view, have

there been any serious kind of repercussions frogn pgarticular direction,
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environmental or otherwise, that have been caugatefunding not actually
being available to the Agri-Environmental Scheme?

MR LE MAISTRE: Have there been any serious implmad? No, | don’t think
there have been any serious implications. What Algei-Environment
Scheme would do is make something that is very goetter.

DEPUTY DUHAMEL: Right, okay.

DEPUTY BAUDAINS: Just picking up on a previous coemb | have always
been concerned about public access to farming laimaisly because most of
the people going there would probably not be faanivith farming practices.
You have highlighted things like crop spraying dhat sort of thing and then
people wandering off from where they should be tmps like that. There is
extra insurance for the farmers, liability insurarand all this sort of thing.
But the one thing | would like your comments onthat there is a feeling
amongst the public that if we are supporting fasnee have a right to wander
round that which we have paid for. Would you comtren that?

MR LE MAISTRE: Well, that is the point | made. Rigto roam | don't think is a
right that can be given for safety reasons. Pingi@ccess, | don’t know any
farmer that really refuses access. | have merdicoene things we have. We
have school visits.

DEPUTY BAUDAINS: | mean general access, maybe, @s say, the right to
roam.

MR LE MAISTRE: Well, the right to roam | don’t thknis safe. | think it is flawed
on safety. | just don’t think you can have younda There are all sorts of
implications for people. We have got large machinerou can’t have people

just suddenly come across a field when you are Imandhachinery. There
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has to be some sort of ... Well, | think it is patiéss, if nothing else, for
someone to say to a farmer “Do you mind if | ridg horse across your
headland every day” and you either say “Well, yagt next week I'll be
fencing it in because I've got some cows in them”/Yes, until | put the
potatoes in.”

DEPUTY BAUDAINS: Could it be that what we are tallgi about is not really
appropriate for the scale of Jersey. On an Enddésm it might be that you
can have a path that is five miles long, or sonmgfhi

MR LE LAY: There are areas of path. That is sdimg that the Agri-
Environmental Scheme looked at and this is on&@fitra elements that has
been put in, that there are areas of land. It triigha small area of meadow
which the farmer doesn’t use and perhaps that eafeficed off with a path
leading up to it, again fenced off or with a rowtides, making that available
to the public. Obviously the farmer would have ® dcompensated in some
way, because he is not going to create all thatsabwn expense. This is one
of the elements of the Agri-Environmental Scherfibat could make areas of
land more accessible, designated areas. Therdsarereas on the cliff tops.
That is round Groznez and places like that, thaplgedon’t have access to
because there are arable fields blocking them &ure, if the farmer is
approached and he took a second look at his figttd,a path and a gate and it
was properly done, then that would give the puéticess to that land. But the
farmer has to be compensated to do it.

MR LE MAISTRE: Absolutely.
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MR LE LAY: Because he has to insure. If you havield and you leave an
up-turned harrow there and the kids are playing end they fall on it and
hurt themselves, you are liable.

MR LE MAISTRE: The closest thing you have got oraeple really is the Les
Creux Country Park, where there is access all ravedy field. 1 don’t know
what that cost per vergee of the land -- we agtuatirk the land there and it
is wonderful access, we accept, and it is useduitg @ few people -- but one
wonders what the cost/benefit is there and whetiegrcan be achieved on a
wide scale. | suspect the costs would be prokiditbut there may be areas, as
Graham said, or there may be one or two farmers h#we got a particular
idea where they could have a little walk, which Vdooe great.

SENATOR LE MAISTRE: Does it work actually or is tieeany conflict between
the public access and the growing of crops? Dofywlthat works okay?

MR LE MAISTRE: Yes. Ithink there is for and agsiint really. Certainly, again,
as the price of land has come down, leaving langadlands, there is less of a
problem because you can afford to do it.

SENATOR LE MAISTRE: There is a practical considenat

MR LE MAISTRE: Yes, there is a practical thing. r&gng is a problem.

SENATOR LE MAISTRE: Yes, if there is public around.

MR LE MAISTRE: If there is public around, becausauyhave quite often got a
small spray window and you have got to go and dat i certain time and,
with that particular land, as | say, which we fastrangely enough, you have
to pick your day when you go. You know, you aré¢ gaing to go just before
people are going to work because there will betafigeople walking their

dogs, so you have to pick your times.
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SENATOR LE MAISTRE: Can | pick up on one point, whi has not been
mentioned, and that is the organic conversion sehemhich | gather the
funding has stopped, which | think would have bgent of the Agri-
Environmental Scheme to encourage people to movesscto organic
growing. Really what are your views on that? [ba yeel strongly about it?

MR LE LAY: | think the principle of organic farmenis all very well and |
think there is room for it, but, in reality, it ot providing the returns that
farmers want. One of the reasons is that unfotéyan the UK it is the Soill
Association who police that type of farming anditlteemands are very, very
onerous compared to other countries. You have gatyto go in your own
supermarket shelves even here in Jersey and ybsgeegilorganic produce that
comes from Egypt, Israel or Spain, and | have mdrto Spain to see where
they grow organically and it is not the sort of am@g growing that we are
doing. So all this is coming on to the marketplace you have to compete
with that and you can’t. You just can’t competdghnit. On a small scale,
fine, but | can’'t see it. People who have the dfethat if Jersey was all
organic it would benefit from it, | can't see ttmtall. That is a personal view.

SENATOR LE MAISTRE: That is not the question | arskimg though. The
question | am asking is, in relation to the fundiogally which has been
withdrawn, do you have any views on that or do gocept that as being fine.

MR LE MAISTRE: Well, like most of these things, &ve got to declare an interest
because we actually do a little bit of organic fexgn so bear that in mind, but
organic farming has got to stack up economicallgngside conventional
farming. You have got to get a premium becauses imbre expensive to

produce the food and so, on a small way, we havevasted some land.
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Whether we increase that proportion of our landiganic will depend on
how the economic return is. The actual convergienod, which used to be
funded which now no longer is, every other courigyps with that. Again,
with the price of land falling, it is not as expessto rest it for two years as it
was before. Itis a help. But organic farmingdbdanot be encouraged at the
expense of the conventional farming. It has gastemd on its own two feet
economically.

SENATOR VIBERT: | think you would agree, wouldnyou, that the
evidence of organic farming’s success in the Ukhat in fact it started off
with a big boom and then it became the fashion goiton of the month and
in fact now it is being considered as being realhy viable for most people,
from the reports that | have read.

MR LE MAISTRE: What | would suggest that some crog® easier to grow
organically than others.

SENATOR VIBERT: It depends.

MR LE MAISTRE: It depends what you are growing avitht else you are growing
really.

SENATOR VIBERT: But the consumer does not appedret prepared to pay
the price.

MR LE MAISTRE: Well, | think the consumer, like faers, realises that the
difference between organic and conventional istimait great and conventional
farming is getting closer and closer to organicaose of the protocol, so the
gap is narrowing and there was nothing wrong wité ¢onventional in the

first place. So they are not going to pay. Waine people will always pay a
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slight premium for organic, so there is a slightrkegplace and somebody has
got to fulfil that. The economics will sort therhses out.

MR LE LAY: The problem, as | say, with organics tisat it varies from
country to country. To give you an example, I'maived with the glasshouse
industry and we grow peppers using IPN. We dosr& any pesticides, any
spray, nothing. It is all done to satisfy the suparkets. We grow basically
in water. Now, in the UK that cannot be classedoagmnic because it is
policed by the Soil Association and we don’t grawthe soil and so it's not
organic. Just across the water in France, they gxactly the same way as
we do -- in fact they are allowed to use spraydoswy as the sprays are
organic, so it is much easier for them to grow thas for us -- and they can
bring their produce to Jersey and sell it in Jeesegrganic.

SENATOR VIBERT: Organic, yes.

MR LE LAY: Which just makes an absolute nonsendethink the general
public, as you say, there has been a downturnargémeral uptake of organic
produce and that is because the public are becoawsge of that. If you
asked 90% of the people ten years ago was orgarayed, they would say
“No, of course it isn’'t”, but they are now realigithat it is. It can be sprayed
with organic compounds, some of which are very éamgs and they have not
been allowed. Things like copper has not beerwakdbto be used in normal
horticulture for years.

DEPUTY DUHAMEL: Well, okay. | am conscious of timelf there are no
other questions from the Panel Members, | woul@ Itk thank the two
gentlemen for attending and for their contributidrhank you.

MR LE MAISTRE: Thank you.
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DEPUTY DUHAMEL.: Thank you.

Mr LeLay and Mr Le Maistrewithdrew

Adjournment between 12:45:17 and 14:03:59
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