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1 Introduction 
 

This document makes available to all farmers with nassella tussock the presentations, farmer 

feedback, videos and farmer priorities collected at the Nassella Workshop held in Seddon on 4 

April.   

There were 45 attendees at the workshop. 

2 Farmer feedback at start of workshop 

2.1 What impact does Nassella tussock has on my farm? 

 

 Half of the impacts the farmers identified were around the time taken for compliance and 
how that time might otherwise be more usefully spent. 

 Their second major concern was around the costs of compliance and how the money 
being spent on compliance couldn't be spent on other essential cost areas.  
 
 
 

Impact % 

High time commitment for control 32% 

High costs of control  29% 

Time trying to source contractors because they are in short supply 7% 

Reduces time spent on fencing, farm improvements and other weeds and other more 

useful things 7% 

Damage to pastures and lack of effectiveness of Taskforce applied aerially 4% 

Ties up capital that could be used for fertiliser 4% 

Kills the social life 4% 

There is a conflict between compliance and best practise 4% 

Need government assistance to comply because all of the above. 4% 

Need kindness and less hassle from inspectors 4% 

Causes frustration and worry 4% 
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2.2 What questions I have on Nassella tussock and its control? 

 

What do you want to know Number 
of times 

Comment 

What is the optimum time to remove NT? 
2 

See AgResearch 
presentation 

Nassella tussock control tips and tricks? 2 Link 

Is taskforce residual actually working? 2   

How to identify NT? 1 Link 

Best practise guidelines and education for new 
owners? 1 Link 

How long does the seed stay in the ground? 1   

In a dormant state under total tree canopy cover 
what is the prospect of spread? 1   

What is the effect of goats on nassella tussock 
compared with sheep? 1   

How to get rid of nassella tussock forever? 1   

Future control measures for NT? 1  Biocontrol 

Has MDC conducted economic research into the 
impact of different control options? 1   

 

 

  

http://agpest.co.nz/?pesttypes=nassella-tussock-serrated-tussock
http://agpest.co.nz/?pesttypes=nassella-tussock-serrated-tussock
http://www.landcare.org.nz/files/file/2565/NassellaUteGuide2016.pdf
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3 Control options for nassella tussock: grubbing, herbicide, & biological 

control.   
Graeme Bourdôt and Shona Lamoureaux, AgResearch Lincoln. 

Click on Link for copy of presentation 

 

3.1 Potential distribution of nassella tussock 

 The areas in NZ where NT is likely to spread 
have been modelled using a climate model 

 Marlborough and Northern Canterbury are 
most at risk but all of dry East Coast are at 
risk 

 Spraying, grubbing and the two main ways to 
control NT. Biological control is an option 
under investigation. 

3.2 Grubbing to control nassella tussock 

 In Canterbury the average number of plants 
present that are grubbed by farmers is 34%. 

 The medium sized plants are most likely to be 
grubbed, the small are not seen and the big 
plants are often left.  

 There has been monitoring of plant numbers 
per ha in the Hurunui district since 1998.  
Grubbing NT in Hurunui has resulted in a 
stable NT population of around 15 plants per 
hectare.  

 Nassella Tussock left uncontrolled can reach 
a population density of 35,000 plants per 
hectare. 

3.3 Computer modelling 

 AgResearch has built a computer model for 
the Hurunui region to assess the effects of 
grubbing on NT.  

 It includes seed production, seed banks, 
proportion of plants grubbed, pasture 
disturbance at grubbing, and when they are 
controlled.  The model predicts plant 
population numbers. 

 Another model built by AgResearch 
determines the optimum time to grub in 
spring/summer based on % kill and pasture 
disturbance. 

 The first model can be used to examine the 
costs associated with NT such as a reduction 
in stock carrying capacity and costs of 
control. 

 They estimate that grubbing costs around 
$1.74 per plant and at 15 plants per hectare 
this equates to $26.10 per hectare.  
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 Another costing of 1 to 2 hectares per 
man hour @ $30 per man hour equates 
to approximately $45 per hectare. 

 Modelling and subsequent trials indicated 
that if grubbing was undertaken prior to 
seeding (early to mid-November) and a 
grubbing had a success rate of 35% then 
sustained control would be achieved.  

 Soil disturbance needs to be kept to a 
minimum (less than 3%) to assist with 
control.  Open ground is easily colonised 
by NT. 

 Stock could also have an effect on 
recruitment and keeping a good sward of 
pasture and not overgrazing also helped to 
ensure sustained control.  

 Modelling has been done comparing no 
grubbing vs 3 yearly grubbing vs annual 
grubbing.  Results show that annual control 
is most cost effective (lowest cost over 
time).   

 Other scenarios from the model can be 
seen in this link to the presentation 
document. 

3.4 Chemical control of nassella tussock 

 

 Taskforce was registered in NZ and is being 
trialled to control NT and Chilean Needle 
grass Link 

 AgResearch trialled the effectiveness of 
spraying with Taskforce in controlling NT 

 

 

 

 

http://www.landcare.org.nz/files/file/2292/CNG%20Spring%20Newsletter_Sept%202017.pdf


 
 

7 

 

 
 Taskforce killed 90% of existing grass 

species including NT 

 it wasn't selective in NZ low fertility 
hills 

 Taskforce left open ground which 
allowed  weeds to establish 

 

 

 

 

 It is reported as having a very short soil 
half-life (30 days). This short residual life 
probably explains why the NT numbers 
in plots came back quickly and worse 
than before. 

 
 
 

 

 

 



 
 

8 

 

3.5 Biocontrol 

 The impacts of a biocontrol agent on NT plant populations were modeled assuming 
current grubbing levels 

 The model was used to examine the impact of reductions in seed production of 10% and in 
growth rate of 5, 10 and 15%.  These should be easily achievable. 

 A biocontrol agent giving 10% reduction in seeding and 15% reduction in plant growth, 
would result in 76% reduction in the size of the Canterbury nassella population. 

 The modeling showed that NT was a good target plant for biocontrol  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 The model also showed that the costs of the biocontrol research project would be offset 
by the benefits and generate a surplus of 10-16 million for just the Hurunui district 

 The plan is to ask SFF for money to extend project to source potential biocontrol agents.  
The project is likely to be successful in its funding application only if led by a committed 
farmer community-of-interest group 

 Biocontrol agents that exist are either bacteria or fungi 

 There are four potential known biocontrol agents, 1 is in NZ already, the rest are in 
Australia and Argentina.   

 There may be other potential biocontrol agents already in NZ that have yet to be 
identified.  

  Farmers may be asked to look out for NT plants that have been killed by natural causes.  
We may already have an effective biocontrol agent in the country.   

 The existing agents in Argentina and Australia are effective at reducing their populations 
of NT.  
 
More reading 
https://www.landcareresearch.co.nz/publications/newsletters/biological-control-of-
weeds/issue-81/still-tussling-with-tussocks 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

https://www.landcareresearch.co.nz/publications/newsletters/biological-control-of-weeds/issue-81/still-tussling-with-tussocks
https://www.landcareresearch.co.nz/publications/newsletters/biological-control-of-weeds/issue-81/still-tussling-with-tussocks
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4 Nassella Tussock in Canterbury 
Laurence Smith, Resource Management Principal Advisor – Biosecurity 

4.1 Background 

 NT has been present in Canterbury since early last century.  There are 1350 - 1400 
properties in Canterbury where NT occurs or has occurred, with 890 of these in the 
Hurunui District. 

 The majority of properties (>1150) have low densities (<1000 plants) of Nassella tussock 
while a minority have higher densities (>1000 with approximately 30 of these over 15,000) 

 Land occupiers are responsible for control and must complete their work by one of two 
dates specified in the Regional Pest Management Plan. 

 Environment Canterbury is responsible for ensuring the majority of Nassella tussock 
plants do not seed in any given year and inspects approximately 50 - 60% of known 
Nassella tussock properties annually 

 Non-compliance with the RPMP rules averages about 10% annually over time, although 
properties in the Hurunui District can fluctuate between 20 - 30% 

 A Notice of Direction is issued in cases of significant non-compliance, and Compliance 
orders are issued in advance of RPMP compliance dates where there is a long standing 
history of significant non-compliance. 

 

4.2 Control 

The majority of people rely on using hand grubbing as the primary or preferred control method.  

This is thought to be mainly because; 

• Convenience: The majority of properties have small infestations and carrying a grubber is 
more convenient and many people do this while going about other tasks. 

• Simplicity: The simple act of removing a few plants rather than having to mix and carry 
herbicides to parts of a property. 

• Terrain/topography: Higher density Nassella tussock properties tend to  be steep and less 
accessible, so using a grubber is easier than carrying a knapsack. 

• Herbicide use: Many people want to limit herbicide use on their land due to environment 
reasons. 

A small number of people use herbicide/s to control Nassella tussock. The herbicides commonly 

used are glyphosate and sodium flupropanate. 
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4.3 Learnings 

 Regardless of the chosen control method, Nassella tussock plants are commonly missed 
and many still seed in November/December annually which contributes to a static 
population. 

 While herbicides may capture Nassella tussock in proximity to a treated plant, windblown 
seed from plants missed will germinate outside treated areas. 

 Substantial damage to desirable pasture occurs from spraying herbicides. 

 It is very cost effective to broadcast spray herbicides over densely Nassella tussock 
populated land. 

 There is no compromise for a systematic, thorough, well planned control programme 
completed prior to seeding if the objective is to reduce Nassella tussock populations. 

 What time is best to carry out control? 
- It is best to have all control work completed by mid November 

5 Video on Nassella tussock in Canterbury  
 

Video 

6 Nassella Tussock Control Marlborough 
Rob Simons, Marlborough District Council 

Marlborough District Council is initiating a monitoring 
programme to ascertain if the problem is getting 
better or worse. 

In Marlborough anecdotally Nassella tussock density 
appears to be getting worse in some areas and better 
in others. 

Would recommend that landowners record:  

 Who carried out the control work and where 

 How many people were involved in the control work 

 Number of tussocks destroyed in each area block or paddock 

 Cost and number of man-hours spent on tussock control. 

 State and type of pasture. 

 If spraying the amount of herbicide used. 

 Type of herbicide used. 

 Equipment used. 

 The time of the year the control work was carried out. 

 The frequency the control work. 

 Would recommend using a Nassella Tussock Control Diary Sheet and comparing results 

annually. 

 Rob Simons has a recording sheet that could be given to farmers on request. 

 

 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=PPpvQN4L2MI
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7 Paul Kemp 
Marlborough farmer 

 

 He had a fire go through his property in 2000 and as consequence NT numbers have 
dramatically increased.   

 At the time of the fire he was spending $13,000 per year on NT control. 

 NT seems to have thrived after fires in the open ground left behind.  

 He now spends $80,000 per year on NT control work. 

 He has trialed TaskForce, Taskforce and Metsulfuron or Mesulfuron by itself and with 
fertiliser.    

 He has also aerial sprayed a big sunny face with Taskforce.  

 The Metsulfuron allowed the established grasses to come through.  

 Taskforce was very damaging to the dry slopes, killing most of the plants that grow on these 
slopes.   

 This is because it kills all the native grasses as well as NT and allows NT to recruit into open 
spaces.  

 After Taskforce NT grew back within 2 years and the erosion on the slopes had become an 
issue. 

 He has overlaid these trials with fertiliser and salt applications to encourage sheep into areas 
they didn't normally graze.  

 He would like Council to be more reactive to inspection requests. 

8 Chris Jones  
Marlborough farmer 

 Chris aerial sprayed 70 ha with Taskforce but had 
up to 6-8000 NT plants return after a year.  

  His experience is you get just one year of residual 
activity and then lots of reinvasion of NT in the 
open spaces that were left by the spray.   

 Chris uses Weed weapon weed killer ((Glyphosate 
and Saflufenacil) with a wetting agent to spot 
spray NT with a knapsack. He walks beats of 2 m 
and does a block a day.   

 He finds grubbing too hard on his body.   

 Chris wants to ban aerial spraying of task force on 
marginal hill country. Isn't selective or have a long residual.   

 Chris is trialling optimising the pH of the soil with lime, adding fertiliser and spraying it out in 
spring with Glyphosate and then again in autumn and then another spray and oversow in the 
following spring.  The aim is kill the NT and then get a good pasture establishes that out 
competes the NT.  

 Recommends a narrow walking beat when controlling Nassella  
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9 Ben Minehan 
Weed control contractor, Weedsolutions 

 

 People started trying to control NT in 1950's 
largely through grubbing.  It is important in 
grubbing not to leave any of the bulbs in the 
ground as they regrow 

 In 2011 Taskforce was registered in NZ and 
approved for aerial spraying in 2012.   

 Weedsolutions became NZ distributor in 2015. 

 He has found spot spraying to be very 
successful and more practical than grubbing for 
covering large areas 

 Doing nothing will result in the problem becoming worse 

 Aerial spraying is useful in forestry plantations and regenerating areas of native bush as 
the trees don't seem to be affected by Taskforce. 

 Taskforce can by mixed with other products but any specificity for control is lost, 
everything will be killed 

 Taskforce kills needle grasses (chilean, common), danthonia, browntop, NT, sweet vernal 
so blanket spraying with Taskforce where these are the predominant species will result in 
bare paddocks (editor added ryegrass) 

 Taskforce doesn't kill cocksfoot, broome, plantain, sub and white clover, phalaris, fescue, 
chicory (editor added lucerne).   

 Consider resowing with these resilient species after sowing with Taskforce.  

 Replace the existing sward with a sward likely to compete with NT is important (eg 
Cocksfoot) 

 When spot spraying for NT remember to shake the can 

 Be aware of spray drift 

 Spray the entire tussock, don't use flat fan nozzles but do use adjustable cone nozzles 

 You can use an old drench gun with a cone to treat NT 

 Use dye so you can see where you have been 

 Mix the spray with clean water to ensure it is effective 

 Adhere to all the health and safety requirements 
 

Comments from the floor 

1. Farmer uses Taskforce in squeezy bottle (50ml per litre of water) which kills the NT and 
doesn't affect the improved grasses (eg Cocksfoot) around the plant.  

2. Farmers were concerned about the consistency and subjectivity in the compliance 
process and asked about what was the definition of compliance. They felt it was a very 
subjective process that revolved around being on good terms with the inspector. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 
 

13 

 

10 Farmer breakout sessions 

10.1 What has worked  

Famers where divided into groups to discuss and list what has worked for them in the control of 

NT. 

What has worked No times 

Spending lots of money 1 

Using good contractors 1 

Getting every plant 1 

Grubbing before flowering 1 

Following up with another grubbing at flowering 1 

Controlling twice a year, once in early winter after the cows have grazed and at 
flowering 2 

Bagging all flowering plants, not just leaving them there 2 

Kill the plant and comes back next year and check same place 2 

Grubbing before flowering 1 

Controlling every year 1 

Spraying rather than grubbing 1 

Spot spraying ith weed weapon 1 

Getting good spray coverage 1 

Spot spraying with Roundup + Taskforce in an isolated infestation has resulted in 
big reduction in plant numbers 1 

Farmer on 1600 ha property had successfully taken farm from 2000plants/year 4 
years ago down to 160-200 last year. 1 

Annual grubbing has maintained levels for 50 years 1 

 

10.2   Why or what hasn't worked 

Farmers were asked to document why NT control wasn't working and what 

they had tried that hadn't worked  

 No support for larger properties 

 Having too few inspectors and them not coming when farmer needs x2 

 Enforcement on lifestyle blocks is poor 

 Inconsistency between inspectors 

 Poor attitude of inspectors.  Need good friendly and kind inspectors to 
make the farmer feel good about their efforts. 

 Burning pastures increases NT 

 NT regrows 6-8 weeks after control has been completed 

 Controlling NT too early in the season. 

 Grubbing and leaving the roots.  NT regrows from the roots.  

 Using Taskforce to blanket spray North facing slopes 

 Too high rates of Roundup, end up with just flat weeds 

 Lack of research on aerial spraying of Taskforce 

 Letting animals spread the seed 
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10.3   Priorities for future  

In a group discussion farmers were asked to compile of list of their priorities for ways the EQ 

project can support the farmers to control NT in the future.  

 

 Then individually they were asked to rank their chosen priorities with a A (highest), B or C.  There 

was no limit on the number of priorities they could choose.    So the number of votes and the 

average votes are both indicators of priorities.  There were approximately farmers placed 80 

votes.  The data has been sorted by number of votes.  

 

Priorities for future Actions A B C Total 
Average 

Score 

Provide a subsidy for farmers to support the costs of NT 
control on their farms 15 2 1 18 1.22 

Support the SFF biocontrol programme by providing a 
community of interest, access to farms and explore 
opportunities for co-funding 8 3 3 14 1.64 

Acquire more information on ecology of NT 5 2  7 1.29 

Conduct research into species competitive with NT with 
fertiliser 2 3 2 7 2.00 

Conduct research into oversowing new species in NT 
affected paddocks  6  1 7 1.29 

Set up plots to track the effectiveness of existing control 
methods on farms  6  6 2.00 

Get more information on appropriate chemical spray rates 3 1 1 5 1.60 

Research the use of drones to find and treat NT 1 2 1 4 2.00 

Consider alternative land use for NT infected areas 
including carbon forests, goats, forestry plus task force 4   4 1.00 

Promote the use of a  recording template to accumulate 
knowledge on successful practises and track progress  1 3 4 2.75 

Explore access to labour schemes for NT control    2 2 3.00 

Set up mentor farmers who have successfully controlled 
NT with groups of farmers that are struggling   2 2 3.00 

 

A suggestion was made that BeefLambNZ be approached for funding to explore research into 

species competitive with NT and oversowing.  

 

 

The day ended with lunch kindly provided by The Vet Centre Marlborough.  

 

 

 


