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Submission to the draft Auckland LTP 2012-2022  

 

 

Submission from: The Weed Management Advisory  

Contacts:  Dr Meriel Watts and Hana Blackmore  

 

Submission Topic:  The need for an integrated region-wide weed and pest management 

strategy that ensures community health and wellbeing and ecological and environmental 

sustainability. 

 

Submission relates to:  primarily Section 6 - the built and natural environment, but also 

covers aspects of section 8 (stormwater protection), 10 (roads and footpaths) and 12 (regional 

parks services).   

 

Hearings and oral submissions:  We request to speak to this written submission.  We also 

ask to be kept informed of changes to the Plan as a result of submissions on weed 

management and pesticide/herbicide concerns. 

 

 

 

Introduction  

 

In one form or another, this is the fourth submission over the last two years that we have made 

to Auckland’s Plans and Strategies on the single topic of weed management policy.   

 

It is of concern that this subject has singularly failed to appear in any of the subsequent Plans 

or draft plans.  The lack of response to and awareness of the issues we raise may well be a 

consequence of the fact that many councillors and CCO staff are new and unaware of the long 

history, development and implementation of Auckland’s weed management policy. 

 

For this reason, rather than simply repeating our previous submissions, we are submitting a 

policy proposal that can be incorporated into the Auckland Council Long Term Plan (LTP) 

and implemented across the region with little further development work required by officers.   

 

The need for an integrated region-wide weed and pest management strategy that ensures 

community health and wellbeing and ecological and environmental sustainability is not 

incompatible with the visions, aspirations and strategic directions set out in this draft LTP. 

Further, as we note below in our proposal, the adoption of a weed management policy for the 

entire region is both pragmatic and financially attractive. 

 

We look forward to the opportunity to discuss this proposal in more detail at a hearing and 

answering any questions that may arise. 

 

Meriel Watts, PhD 

Hana Blackmore 

Weed Management Advisory 
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Weed Management Proposal for Auckland Council 

by Weed Management Advisory  

 
By Meriel Watts, PhD 

On behalf of Weed Management Advisory 

 

Over a number of years a comprehensive and detailed weed management policy was 

developed by the Auckland City Council. This was implemented with success across the city 

and its roadside weed policy in particular has led the region in non-chemical management for 

many years. The Weed Management Advisory (WMA) proposes that Auckland Council 

adopts that Weed Management Policy for the entire region and, as and when the current 

contracts for each of the previous territorial authorities come to their conclusion, the policy be 

implemented in full in those areas.
1
   

 

About Weed Management Advisory 

WMA is a small group of Aucklanders from across the region with interest and expertise in 

environmentally sustainable and non-chemical weed management. It was formed two years 

ago in response to approaches by a number of members of the public concerned about the 

direction the new Auckland Council might take on this issue. Concern was expressed 

particularly by people from Auckland City and North Shore City who have enjoyed successful 

non-chemical roadside weed management for a number of years. 

 

Existing approaches to weed management in the region 

Conscious that many of the new councillors, and CCO staff would not be aware of the history 

of public engagement with weed management in the Auckland region, WMA undertook to 

research the roadside weed management policies of all the territorial authorities that are now 

part of the new Auckland Council.  

 

There are significant differences in approaches, with policies ranging from the comprehensive 

2-volume weed management policy of Auckland City to Franklin which has no policy but 

relies on contracts with service providers that “set the scope of weed control”. 

 

In terms of practices on roadsides, Auckland and North Shore use mechanical and non-

chemical spray methods; Rodney uses glyphosate; Waitakere requires that glyphosate and 

metsulfuron are the only sprays used; Papakura has glyphosate and metsulfuron as preferred 

herbicides; Manukau assumes spraying will be used; and Franklin simply requires the 

contractor to provide the list of chemicals used.  

 

However there are some strong similarities between councils:  

 all have a no-spray register for citizens concerned about the effects of chemical 
herbicides; 

 all, with the exception of Papakura, have some kind of policy approach to 
minimise use of and risks from herbicides. 

 

Community concern 

The comprehensive polices that currently exist in Auckland, North Shore and Waitakere 

Cities all arose out of protracted community concern about exposure to harmful chemical 

                                                 
1
 Many contracts come up for renewal this year - 2012. 
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herbicides. In Auckland and North Shore the resulting non-chemical berm management is 

well-supported by the community. 

 

That there is community concern about chemical spraying of roadsides in all regions is 

evidenced by each council having a No-Spray register. 

 

Environmental concern 

In 2009 the ARC published a report they had commissioned NIWA to undertake: “Field 

Analysis of Chemicals of Emerging Environmental Concern in Auckland’s Aquatic 

Sediments”. The report
2
 identified that glyphosate, and its breakdown product AMPA, was 

detected in estuarine sediment sampled around the greater Auckland region at the following 

sites: Meola, Motions, Milford, Hobson, Shoal Bay, Pakuranga, Whau Upper, Mahurangi and 

Puketutu Island. The most likely source of the glyphosate contamination is roadside weed 

spraying, washing through the stormwater drains directly into the marine environment.  

 

That glyphosate is finding its way into the marine environment in sufficient quantities to be 

detectable in the aquatic sediments over a wide area is of considerable concern. Glyphosate 

can have profound effects on the composition of natural aquatic communities at very low 

levels of exposure. 
3
 

 

Future policy direction 

Given this concern about aquatic contamination that appears to be resulting from roadside 

spraying, community concern across all parts of the region about exposure to roadside sprays, 

and the general intention of most councils to minimise pesticide use, the WMA proposal that 

the Auckland Council adopt the existing Auckland City Weed Management Policy for the 

entire region is both pragmatic and financially attractive. 

 

We see no barrier to its implementation across the region. Auckland City’s policy is a well 

thought through policy that was developed over a considerable period in collaboration with 

the community, at considerable expense to the council. The policy’s objectives are still sound, 

and with no need to re-invent the wheel, full implementation of the policy would be simple 

and cost effective and considerably enhance the environmental health of the region as well as 

protect public health and community peace of mind. 

 

Proposed weed management policy 

Whilst non-chemical management of the roadside has been successfully in place for many 

years, the herbicide reduction plan for parks has not been fully implemented and should now 

be implemented across the region: a new target should be developed and adhered to, with 

public reporting of progress. The reduction plan should be extended to include insecticides 

and fungicides. The Weed Management Group should be reinitiated including with 

community representatives. The Weed Management policy should apply to roadsides, parks 

and biosecurity. The policy plan would: 

 

 reflect widespread community concerns about involuntary exposure to pesticides used 

in public places; 

                                                 
2
 ARC. 2009. Field Analysis of Chemicals of Emerging Environmental Concern in Auckland’s Aquatic 

Sediments. Auckland Regional Council TR 2009/021, July 2009. 
3
 See Watts MA. 2009. Glyphosate. Monograph prepared for Pesticide Action Network Asia and the Pacific. 

http://www.pananz.net/resources/Div_Loaded_Files/Documents/Glyphosate/Glyphosate%20monograph%20PA

NANZ.pdf. Copies can be provided on request. 



Weed Management Advisory – Combined Information and Reference Material 
Auckland LTP – 2012-2022  

 

5 

 

 reflect modern scientific opinion that ongoing use of pesticides is not sustainable, and is 

to the detriment of both human health and the environment; 

 reflect independent scientific studies that show considerable health effects from 

exposure to the herbicide glyphosate, and to other pesticides; 

 reflect concern by NIWA that Auckland’s marine environment is contaminated with 

glyphosate and its metabolite AMPA mostly likely resulting from its widespread use on 

hard surface's principally roadsides. 

 

As extensively canvassed and recognized in the Draft Auckland LTP the sustainability of the 

natural environment and the health and wellbeing of the community is paramount. The 

proposed region-wide adoption of the ‘legacy’ Auckland City Weed Management Policy, 

with its extension to include insecticides and fungicides, would cover many policy areas in the 

draft LTP: 

 

Parks: The Plan would ensure a pesticide reduction process in all parks, aiming to achieve 

sustainability, ecological well-being and community well-being by substituting organic, 

biological and manual methods of weed, pest, and disease management in place of pesticides.  

 

Street environments: The Policy would ensure the implementation of non-chemical (organic 

and manual) roadside weed management across the region. 

 

Air quality management: The Plan would reduce emissions of herbicides to the air by 

ensuring all roadside weed management is by non-chemical means, and that where brush 

weeds need to be treated, they be cut and stump painted rather than sprayed. 

 

Biosecurity: The Plan would institute a reduction approach to biosecurity pesticide use, 

implementing organic and manual means of control where feasible. In controlling animal 

pests, wherever possible, emphasis would be on control by traps and environmental 

management rather than poisons.  

 

Freshwater management: The Plan would ensure that herbicides do not enter waterways 

across the region. This includes not permitting their use on the banks of stream and 

waterways, or within a buffer zone protecting the waterways. 

 

Coastal management: The Plan would ensure the drastic reduction of herbicides entering the 

marine environment, in the first instance by stopping their use on hard surface that drain into 

the marine environment such as roadsides. 

 

Land management: The Plan would ensure sustainable management of land including by 

replacing use of pesticides by organic, biological, and manual methods of managing weeds, 

pests, and diseases. 

 

Storm water: The Plan would ensure that chemical herbicides are not permitted to enter 

storm water. 

 

Transport: The Plan would ensure that chemical spraying of roadside weeds is replaced by 

organic or manual means across the region. 

 

 

Dr Meriel Watts   

Hana Blackmore   
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Introduction to Additional Reference Material – Regional hearings  

 

We were dismayed that our submission to the Draft LTP could only be ‘heard’ in the more 

generalist forum-style hearing.  This decision means that the vital additional material that we 

would have introduced, addressed and answered questions about during a traditional hearing, 

is basically redundant.    

 

Whilst we have been assured that a copy of our submission will have been read by the “panel 

members” prior to our attendance at the forum, this is not true of the additional material that 

we have prepared and wished to speak to.  A “summary” of the key issues during the forum 

workshop discussion – heard by only one councillor - will not inform your decision-making in 

any sense. 

 

Therefore, however unsatisfactory the situation, we have attached copies of four additional 

documents that need to be read and considered with our submission which proposes that the 

legacy Auckland City Weed Management Policy is harmonised across the Region under the 

LTP.   These are: 

 

A.  The Statement of Policy of the legacy Auckland City Weed Management Plan that 

has been operating successfully since 1998. 

B. A Brief History of the development of that weed management policy plan, 

detailing the years of extensive public lobbying, participation and submissions 

culminating in 100% support from all Community Boards, and ultimately 

Auckland City, for the introduction of non-chemical weed management. 

C. The Summary from the Monograph on Glyphosate by Dr Watts detailing the 

independent scientific studies that confirm the legitimacy of the current health 

and environmental concerns about its use across the Auckland Region.  

(Glyphosate, commonly known as Roundup, is used by all but two of the legacy 

Councils). 

D. Transcribed copies of letters from two Parliamentary Commissioners for the 

Environment regarding the legacy North Shore City’s non-chemical management 

of weeds.  These praise the “bold and commendable step” of moving away from 

the use of chemicals, and concern about their possible re-introduction.  Note is 

made that the likely outcome of the Supercity ‘merger’ is that weed control 

methods “will be consistent” across the Region, and expressing the hope that 

policies adopted “make good environmental management a priority”. 

We are more than happy to answer any queries from officers or Councillors regarding any 

aspect of this submission and Policy Proposal. 

 

April 23 2012 

Dr Meriel Watts : merielwatts@xtra.co.nz … 372 2034 

Hana Blackmore: bmore@iconz.co.nz … 372 5584 
 

 

  

mailto:merielwatts@xtra.co.nz
mailto:bmore@iconz.co.nz
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Additional Reference Material (A) 

 

Auckland City Weed management policy 

Extracts from:  http://www.aucklandcity.govt.nz/council/documents/resources/weed/index.asp 

 

Statement of Policy 

Developed 1997 - Reviewed October 2006 

 

Statement of policy 

The general goal for weed management in Auckland City is: 

To ensure that Auckland City meets its legal and community obligations for weed 

management on land it administers, in a manner that is environmentally, socially and 

economically sustainable. 

To achieve this goal Auckland City will: 

1. Develop long-term management plans for weed management in natural areas. These 

will take a strategic approach, based on one of four defined management options, these 

being: prevention of establishment; eradication; sustained control; no intervention. 

Management plans will allow for initial control plus on-going maintenance and re-

vegetation. Sites for weed management shall be prioritised. An integrated weed 

management approach shall be taken in which whole suites of weeds are managed 

together. High priority shall be given to weeds listed under the Regional Plant Pest 

Management Strategy and others listed in Appendix five - Weed species priorities in 

Auckland City (33kb PDF) of the Weed Management Policy for Auckland City. 

2. Adopt the management method of sustained control for urban roadsides and other 

intensively managed areas of parks. 

3. Upgrade the standards of berm edges, foopaths and kerbing in order to minimise weed 

invasion and to facilitate non-herbicide weed control. 

4. Replace or remove, by 2005, all invasive weed species planted as specimen trees in 

parks, and as street trees within one kilometre of natural areas in parks and on private 

and other public land, subject to appropriate consultation, community approval and the 

provision of an accepted replacement planting plan. 

5. Give preference to non-herbicide methods of weed control. Herbicides shall only be 

used where there are no practicable alternative control measures. Where herbicides are 

needed, their use should be regarded as being for initial control, with the long-term 

approach being that of non-herbicide management. 

6. Ensure all urban roadsides are managed by non-herbicide methods. Weeds at the base 

of some trees are an exception and may be controlled by current methods where 

necessary until practicable non-herbicide methods of management, which do not 

http://www.aucklandcity.govt.nz/council/documents/resources/weed/appendix5.pdf
http://www.aucklandcity.govt.nz/council/documents/resources/weed/appendix5.pdf
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damage the trees, can be established. 

7. Ensure vegetation around play grounds in parks is managed by non-herbicide 

methods. 

8. Ensure the following existing herbicide use restrictions are observed: 

 Waiheke Island: no herbicide use at all, with a dispensation for bush reserves 

on application to the Waiheke Community Board and with provision of a long-

term management plan. 

 Great Barrier Island: no herbicide use on roadsides, except for specific 

environmentally damaging weeds and for non-spray application on tar seal 

edges and around culverts as required; no spraying in the vicinity of schools. 

 Ellerslie: no herbicide use on roadsides or sports fields. 

9. Continue to facilitate an on-going reduction in herbicide use in all other areas, to 

achieve a reduction, by 2005, of 75% of herbicide use (based on 1997 volumes of 

active ingredients) around street trees on urban roads, sports fields, sports park 

surrounds and intensively managed areas of premier and neighbourhood parks. Any 

continuing use must be based on the principle that herbicide is used only where there 

is no practicable alternative. 

10. Adopt the following approach with regard to herbicide use: 

a. Allow the use of the specific herbicides glyphosate, Escort or Versatil only, 

where their application is justified due to non-herbicide methods being deemed 

ineffective. 

b. Any herbicide, other than glyphosate, Escort or Versatil, may only be used on 

approval from the Weed Management Group, based upon justification of need 

and the provision of a long-term management plan. 

c. The following herbicides shall only be considered as a last resort control: 

amitrole, paraquat, simazine, methylarsinic acid (Pasma), haloxyfop, 2,4-D, 

dicamba, MCPA, MCPB, picloram, triclopyr; approval for their use will be 

given by the Weed Management Group only where application for their use is 

justified and a long-term management plan is provided. 

11. Wherever herbicides are used give preference to non-spray methods of application, 

such as injection, painting, rolling or wiping. 

12. Record all use of herbicides and collate the resulting information into annual usage 

statistics. 

13. Ensure, wherever herbicides are used on Auckland City administered land, they are 

applied by registered chemical applicators, working in accordance with the Auckland 

City Customer Standards for the Use of Herbicides in Amenity Areas, and the 

NZS8409:1995 Agrichemical Users Code of practice. 

14. Notify all herbicide use in Auckland City's City Scene newsletter no less than one 

week before work commences and within two weeks of application. An 0800 

telephone number shall be established and updated daily to provide the public with 

information on any approved herbicide application. Advertised information shall 
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include the location, likely time span and the herbicide being used. 

15. Continue to provide a No-Spray Register for residents in locations where herbicides 

may be used, such as with street trees on the berm outside private property, residents 

adjacent to parks, or in any other circumstances where herbicides are used. 

16. Maintain a register of complaints regarding herbicide use, with the information 

provided both to the contractor concerned and to the Weed Management Group. 

17. Undertake an annual audit of the implementation of the Weed Management Policy and 

make the findings available to the public. 

18. Establish a research programme for the development of improved non-herbicide 

management techniques, including co-operation with other government and non-

governmental agencies. 

19. Establish a monitoring process for recording the occurrence, location and abundance 

of weeds in natural areas throughout Auckland City, including information concerning 

new weed species. 

20. Provide information to the public on a regular basis concerning weed species 

identification and non-herbicide control methods. 
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Additional Reference Material (B) 

 

Brief History of Auckland City Weed Management Policy 
Extracts from:  Watts, M. 2000. Ethical Pesticide Policy: Beyond Risk Assessment. 

 

Over an eleven-year period from 1986 to 1997, Auckland City Council received more than 

156 submissions and seven petitions opposing herbicide use. In addition, there were numerous 

citizen deputations to meetings, and an unrecorded number of letters and telephone 

complaints.  Whilst there were some submissions in favour of herbicide use, the vast majority 

on the subject of weed management expressed a desire for the Council to stop using 

herbicides and to instead adopt non-herbicide methods of vegetation management. 

 

Many of the Community Committees and Boards responded quite quickly to the concerns 

expressed by their communities, and in turn expressed these concerns as resolutions, 

subsequently relaying them to the Council.  A number of the Boards passed resolutions that 

sought non-herbicide weed management in their areas, repeatedly.  But those community 

concerns expressed via, and endorsed by, the Community Boards were not acted upon by the 

Council or its committees, with the exception of the adoption of a chemical reduction 

programme in parks in 1994.   

 

The larger concern, that of herbicide use on roadsides, was ignored, to the extent that in 1997 

the Council's Finance Committee moved to stop all use of non-herbicide methods on streets, 

in order to save $50,000.  The ensuing flood of submissions and petitions resulted finally in 

the adoption, two years later, of a non-herbicide policy for street vegetation over the entire 

city (Davis, Bellingham & Watts 1998).  The submissions to the draft annual plan, in which 

this policy was finally adopted, provided only one opposing voice—that of a farmers' 

organization, Federated Farmers, who wished to support ongoing use of herbicides in urban 

areas.  The eventual involvement of the community organizations, which had for eleven years 

engaged with the Council on this issue, in the development of a policy and its subsequent 

successful adoption. 

 

 

Overview of Public Attitude 

 

The following information is extracted from Appendix Two (Storer 1997) of Auckland City's 

Weed Management Policy (Davis, Bellingham & Watts 1998), and as such it represents a 

synthesis of the information available in the Council files.  It is not a complete account of 

public involvement, for not all representations to Committee, Board, and Council meetings 

were fully reported in a manner that revealed their real intent.  Such a situation may be 

ascertained from the Community Boards' reports of public concern and the lack of detail 

regarding that concern.
4
  Additionally, the summary does not include phone calls and letters 

sent directly to council staff.  The collation of information is further complicated by the fact 

that prior to 1989 a number of separate borough and city councils existed in addition to 

Auckland City Council, but in 1989 were absorbed into the latter.  Storer's synthesis does not 

include the pre-amalgamation borough and city councils because of difficulty in accessing 

their records.  Nevertheless, these Councils were faced with resident complaints about 

herbicide spraying, and information relating to complaints received by Ellerslie Borough and 

Tamaki City Councils is included for illustrative purposes.  The information is presented here 

                                                 
4 See, for example, Grey Lynn/Westmere Community Board in 1987 in Storer (1997, p.32), where the comment  is made that "Agenda Item 2 

included weed spraying". 
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in chronological order, beginning with the first record of the subject arising at a council's 

meeting, in 1986.
5
  Unless otherwise indicated the information is drawn from Storer 1997. 

 

1986:   A resolution was passed by the Combined Community Committees "that an 

investigation be made with regard to the use of toxic sprays in public parks and street lawn 

verges—as an alternative—the use of non-toxic sprays be given trial experiments" (Storer 

1997, p.32).  There is no indication of the level of public concern that resulted in this 

resolution, but it is unlikely that such a resolution was proposed without prompting from the 

community. 

 

1987:   The St Heliers/Glendowie Community Committee resolved that the City Council 

"exercise closer control of all chemical herbicide sprays" and "reassure this committee that 

existing sprays are non-toxic to humans and animals" (p.33).  This resolution was followed by 

three public submissions at subsequent meetings in the same year expressing concern at 

herbicide use. 

In September the Auckland City Council Parks & Recreation Committee received a 

deputation from Toxins Action Group expressing concern about weed spraying practices 

(Bradbourne & Morris 1998). 

 

1988:   Grey Lynn/Westmere Community Committee received complaints about herbicide 

spraying from the residents of four streets. 

Remuera Community Committee received a submission from Toxins Action Group 

expressing concern about herbicide use. 

Ellerslie Borough Council suspended all herbicide spraying pending an investigation into 

adverse health effects, following representations by parents and teachers from Michael Park 

School and from members of Toxins Action Group (Sheilds 1988; Ellerslie Borough Council 

1988; Bartrom 1999). 

Tamaki City Council Works Committee received a deputation from a resident concerned 

about herbicide spraying (Macdonald 1998).  Tamaki City Council then noted that herbicide 

spraying was causing concern to many local authorities and referred the matter to the 

Auckland Local Bodies Association (Macdonald 1988). 

Waiheke County Council received a petition of 1029 signatures
6
 from Waiheke Toxins Action 

Group and seventeen individual citizens, together with four letters of concern from local 

educational institutions and a 200 page report about roadside spraying.  The Council, at that 

time a stand-alone authority but subsequently absorbed into Auckland City, responded by 

establishing a seven-year moratorium on all herbicide spraying on Council administered 

property on the Island.  It also resolved that non-chemical methods be implemented, but lack 

of attention to this part of the resolution resulted in seven submissions, over the period 1993-

1995, from members of the public concerned about weed growth resulting from the apparent 

failure of non-chemical methods, and hence supporting use of herbicides. 

 

1989:   Blockhouse Bay Community Committee received correspondence from a resident 

regarding spray drift and subsequent effects on non-target plants. 

 

1990:   Grey Lynn/Westmere Community Committee raised health issues relating to herbicide 

spraying.  Western Bays Community Board received public submissions (number unknown) 

                                                 
5 Storer presented the information in hierarchical order (i.e. full council, committees, boards, etc) and in geographical order, relating to 

specific communities. 
6 About one third of the total number of residents on Waiheke Island at that time. 
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and a street petition of twenty-five signatures expressing concern about herbicide spraying in 

public areas. 

 

1991:  Western Bays Community Board received a submission from the Grey Lynn/Westmere 

Community Committee on residents' concerns about herbicide spraying. 

 

1992:   Three residents concerned about herbicide use addressed Maungakiekie Community 

Board (Nixon 1992; Storer 1997). 

 

1994:   Auckland City Council received two submissions to the draft annual plan in support of 

non-chemical methods of weed control. 

Concern was expressed by members of the public (number unknown) to the Maungakiekie 

Community Board regarding use of herbicides in Michaels Avenue Reserve.  The Board 

requested Council to cease using "toxic chemicals on its grounds and facilities" (Storer 1997, 

p.40).  

Mt Albert Community Board received submissions from four members of the public 

concerned about the use of herbicides in parks.  The Board issued a report regarding the level 

of public concern about herbicide use, and recommending a chemical reduction programme 

for parks.  All eleven Community Boards subsequently supported the programme. 

Avondale Community Board resolved, in regard to weed control, " that the Board would 

prefer all of the ward to be chemical free" (Storer 1997, p.35).  Later in the year one 

complaint about spraying was received from a member of the public. 

Mt Eden Community Board received a complaint from a member of the public about 

herbicide use, and the Board requested that the Council's Works & Services Committee 

consider non-chemical methods (in particular the Waipuna steam system). 

Western Bays Community Board received two submissions from members of the public 

expressing concern about herbicide spraying. 

The Maori Representatives Committee passed a resolution to ask Council how its use of 

pesticides "can conflict with Maori cultural values and imperatives (e.g. kaitiaki); and to seek 

a policy commitment from Council to vigorously pursue alternatives" (p.31). 

 

1995:   Auckland City Council received one submission to its draft annual plan in support of 

non-chemical weed control.  In July the Waiheke Community Board received five public 

submissions supporting continuation of the moratorium.  In August it received forty 

submissions from individuals, six from groups, and two petitions, one of 1,000 signatures and 

one of sixty-one signatures.  Both petitions and thirty-six submissions supported non-

chemical weed management; twelve submissions supported herbicide use.  The moratorium 

was extended indefinitely, slightly altered to allow selective spraying in bush reserves with 

permission of the Board, but with all herbicide use to be phased out by the year 2005. 

 

1996:   Auckland City received six submissions to the draft Strategic Plan, of which four 

supported non-chemical weed control, one supported herbicides, and one was concerned with 

weed growth and tidiness.  On May 6th, Waiheke Community Board received thirteen public 

submissions, all opposing proposed herbicide use on a road reserve.  On May 29th the Board 

received a further twenty public submissions regarding a proposal to use herbicides in three 

bush reserves, seventeen opposed to the herbicide use and three in support of it.  In June it 

received four submissions supporting non-chemical weed management. 
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1997:   Waiheke Community Board received eight submissions opposing the phasing out of 

the Waipuna steam system for weed control, and two more supporting an increased budget for 

non-chemical weed management. 

On May 1st Auckland City Council received deputations from Michael Park School, Toxins 

Awareness Group and Society Targeting Overuse of Pesticides, together with a petition 

containing 249 signatures of Western Bays residents, all in support of non-toxic weed control.  

On July 10th the Council received a petition from Toxins Awareness Group of 6,519 

signatures, requesting that "Auckland City Council stop all chemical weed control" (Storer 

1997, p.11).  In June it received the following submissions to its draft annual plan: 

 nine of eleven Community Boards in favour of non-chemical weed control; 

 submissions from Waiheke Grey Power, of which 669 were in favour of non-chemical 

weed control, and 179 were in favour of herbicide use; 

 submissions from fifity-one individuals, forty-nine of whom supported non-chemical 

weed control, and one of whom supported herbicide use. 

Council staff received three letters indicating support for herbicide use, and two letters and a 

petition of fourteen people from one street opposing it.  The Council then resolved to 

undertake a "comprehensive investigation into weed management problems" (Davis et al. 

1998, p.1). 
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Additional Reference Material (C) 
 

GLYPHOSATE 
Extract from:  Watts MA. 2009.  Glyphosate.  Monograph prepared for Pesticide Action Network Asia 
and the Pacific. 

 
SUMMARY 
Background 
 
Glyphosate, commonly known by its original trade name Roundup™ (manufactured by 
Monsanto), is the world’s most widely used herbicide. Glyphosate-based herbicides are 
manufactured by many companies in many countries. 

 
Glyphosate is sprayed on numerous crops and plantations, including nearly 80% of 
genetically modified (GM) crops (canola, corn, cotton, soybean, sugar beet); with relatively 
high levels permitted as residues in food and animal feed. It is used as a pre-harvest 
desiccant, and because it is a systemic herbicide it cannot be completely removed from food 
by washing, peeling or processing. It is widely used in home gardens and public places 
including roadsides. Human exposure is widespread and constantly recurring. 

 
Very aggressive public relations and marketing by its developer, Monsanto, has resulted in 
the widespread belief that glyphosate is ‘safe’. Registration processes have generally 
supported this attitude, and there are no national or international bans. However, 
independent scientific studies and widespread poisonings in Latin America (resulting from 
aerial application) are beginning to reveal the true effects of glyphosate-based herbicides. 
Now France’s Supreme Court has upheld judgements by two previous courts that “Monsanto 
falsely advertised its herbicide as ‘biodegradable’ and claimed it ‘left the soil clean’” (Anon 
2009). 

 
Poisonings 

 
Glyphosate herbicides have been frequently used in self-poisonings and many deaths have 
occurred, especially in Asia. There have also been many cases of unintentional poisonings 
amongst users and bystanders. Widespread poisonings have occurred in Latin America as a 
result of aerial spraying of GM soybean crops, and of coca crops in Colombia—effects being 
recorded as far as 10 km away from the supposed spray zone. The coca spraying (instigated 
by a US government funded program to eliminate cocaine production in Colombia) has also 
resulted in widespread animal deaths and food crop losses. Symptoms of poisoning 
commonly reported from unintentional exposure include vomiting, diarrhoea, abdominal pain, 
gastrointestinal infections, itchy or burning skin, skin rashes and infections (particularly 
prevalent in children), blisters, burning or weeping eyes, blurred vision, conjunctivitis, 
headaches, fever, rapid heartbeat, palpitations, raised blood pressure, dizziness, chest 
pains, numbness, insomnia, depression, debilitation, difficulty in breathing, respiratory 
infections, dry cough, sore throat, and unpleasant taste in the mouth. Other effects reported 
include balance disorder, reduced cognitive capacity, seizures, impaired vision, smell, 
hearing and taste, drop in blood pressure, twitches and tics, muscle paralysis, peripheral 
neuropathy, loss of gross and fine motor skills, excessive sweating, and severe fatigue. 

 
Acute Toxicity 
 
Glyphosate has a low toxicity rating (WHO Table 5) despite the substantial evidence of 
adverse health effects. Surfactants added to formulated glyphosate products may be more 
toxic: the surfactant POEA in Roundup is 2 to 3 times more toxic than the glyphosate itself. 
There are a number of other chemicals added to glyphosate formulations or contaminating 
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them; some are known to be harmful, but many are regarded as trade secrets and it is 
unknown which might be contributing to the health effects. 

Long-term Toxicity 

 
Recently scientists have found harmful effects on human cells at levels of glyphosate too low to 
have a herbicidal effect, some at levels similar to those found in food. These effects are amplified 
by the adjuvants in the Roundup formulation, which assist penetration of the cells by glyphosate. 
Several researchers have reported that glyphosate appears to accumulate in human cells. 

 
Cancer, genotoxicity, endocrine disruption, reproduction 
The International Programme on Chemical Safety (IPCS) and the United States Environmental 
Protection Agency (US EPA) have declared that glyphosate is not carcinogenic to humans. The 
US EPA originally classified glyphosate as a Group C “possible human carcinogen”, then re-
classified it as Group D “not classifiable as to human carcinogenicity”, then as Group E “evidence 
of non-carcinogenicity in humans”, and then in 2006 rephrased this as “Group E carcinogen with 
no evidence of human carcinogenicity”. 

 
Yet there is substantial laboratory and some epidemiological evidence that points to the opposite 
conclusion. Some researchers have concluded that glyphosate and its formulations clearly 
present a risk of carcinogenic, mutagenic, and reproductive effects on human cells. 

 
Numerous laboratory studies have shown that glyphosate and the Roundup formulation can be 
genotoxic and endocrine disrupting. One study summarises these effects occurring at doses 
substantially lower than those used in agriculture, or permitted as residues: at 0.5 mg/kg (40 
times lower than levels permitted in soybeans in the US) they were anti-androgenic; at 2 mg/kg 
they were anti-oestrogenic; at 1 mg/kg they disrupted the enzyme aromatase; at 5 mg/kg they 
damaged DNA, and at 10 mg/kg there were cytotoxic. These effects can result in crucial 
outcomes for sexual and other cell differentiation, bone metabolism, liver metabolism, 
reproduction, development and behaviour, and hormone dependent diseases such as breast and 
prostate cancer (Gasnier et al 2009).  

 
Studies have demonstrated that glyphosate and/or Roundup cause genetic damage in human 
lymphocytes and liver cells; bovine lymphocytes; mouse bone marrow, liver, and kidney cells; fish 
gill cells and erythrocytes; caiman erythrocytes; tadpoles; sea urchin embryos; fruit flies; root-tip 
cells of onions; and in Salmonella bacteria. Other studies have shown that it causes oxidative 
stress, cell-cycle dysfunction, and disruption to RNA transcription, all of which can contribute to 
carcinogenicity. 
 
Laboratory studies have shown that very low levels of glyphosate, Roundup, POEA, and the me-
tabolite AMPA all kill human umbilical, embryonic and placental cells. Roundup can reduce sperm 
numbers, increase abnormal sperm, retard skeletal development, and cause deformities in am-
phibian embryos. 

 
Exposure to glyphosate-based herbicides, even at very low doses may result in reproductive and 
hormonal problems, miscarriages, low birth weights, birth defects, and various cancers—
especially haematological cancers such as non-Hodgkin’s lymphoma, and hormonal cancers 
such as breast cancer. 

 
Several epidemiological studies have linked exposure to glyphosate with non-Hodgkin’s 
lymphoma, hairy cell leukaemia, multiple myeloma, DNA damage; and one study with 
spontaneous abortions and pre-term deliveries. 
 
Neurological 
Glyphosate is assumed by regulators to have no neurological effects—the US EPA did not 
require neurotoxicity studies to be carried out for the registration of Roundup. However there is 
emerging evidence that glyphosate can affect the nervous system, and in particular areas of the 
brain associated with Parkinson’s disease. In one case study glyphosate exposure was linked to 
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‘symmetrical parkinsonian syndrome’. An epidemiological study of children identified a link with 
Attention-Deficit/Hyperactivity Disorder (ADHD). 
 
Other effects 
Glyphosate damages liver cells and interferes with a number of enzymes important in 
metabolism. 

 
Environmental Effects 
 
The environmental effects of glyphosate of greatest concern are those that occur at a subtle level, 
and can result in significant disruption of aquatic and terrestrial eco-systems, including the agro-
ecosystem. 
 
Aquatic effects 
Glyphosate is water soluble, and is increasingly found in the environment at levels that 
havecaused significant effects on species that underpin the entire aquatic food chain. Glyphosate 
and/or Roundup can alter the composition of natural aquatic communities, potentially tipping the 
ecological balance and giving rise to harmful algal blooms. It can have profound impacts on 
microorganisms, plankton, algae and amphibia at low concentrations: one study showed a 70% 
reduction in tadpole species and a 40% increase in algae. Insects, crustaceans, molluscs, sea 
urchins, reptiles, tadpoles, and fish can all be affected, with vulnerability within each group 
varying dramatically between species. Effects include reproductive abnormalities, developmental 
abnormalities and malformations, DNA damage, immune effects, oxidative stress, modified 
enzyme activity, decreased capacity to cope with stress and maintain homeostasis, altered 
behaviour, and impaired olfaction that can threaten their survival. Amphibians are particularly 
vulnerable. Roundup is generally more toxic than glyphosate, especially to fish.  
 
Terrestrial effects 
Soil and plant health 
As with the aquatic environment, it is the subtle effects causing disruption of the ecosystem that 
are of greatest concern, particularly effects on the agroecosystem. Glyphosate is toxic to some 
but not all soil microorganisms, altering microbial community dynamics in ways that are harmful to 
plants and to ecological balance. It increases microorganisms capable of metabolising the 
chemical. It can reduce some beneficial organisms such as saprophytic fungi that decompose 
dead plant material and are important for soil fertility. Numerous studies have shown that 
glyphosate stimulates the growth of a number of fungal pathogens that cause diseases in many 
crops. The upsurge in use of glyphosate in no-till agriculture has brought about a resurgence of 
some diseases. Glyphosate binds micronutrients in the soil and causes micronutrient deficiencies 
in plants that increase their susceptibility to disease, decrease their vigour, and produce 
micronutrient-deficient food crops. It can reduce the plant’s production of lignin and phenolic 
compounds, which are also important for disease resistance. It can reduce nitrogen-fixation in 
legumes such as soybean. 
Glyphosate can alter the nutritional composition of foods, for example the protein and fatty acid 
content of soybeans. It can cause iron deficiency in soybeans, which is a concern for human 
health as human iron deficiency is widespread.  
 
Earthworms and beneficial insects 
Glyphosate has adverse effects on some earthworms; and a number of beneficial insects useful 
in biological control, particularly predatory mites, carabid beetles, ladybugs, and green lacewings. 
It can also adversely effect other insects that play an important part in ecological balance such as 
springtails, wood louse, and field spiders. 
 
Birds and other animals 
Glyphosate use may result in significant population losses of a number of terrestrial species 
through habitat and food supply destruction. There have been reports of numerous deaths of 
livestock and domestic animals as a result of the aerial spraying of glyphosate in Colombia. 
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Environmental Fate 
 
Soils 
Glyphosate is relatively persistent in soil, with residues still found up to 3 years later in cold 
climates. It is less persistent in warmer climates, with a half-life between 4 and 180 days. It is 
bound onto soil particles, and this was once thought to mean that glyphosate is not biologically 
active within soil, nor will it leach to groundwater. However it is now known that it can easily 
become unbound again, be taken up by plants or leach out, indicating a greater risk of 
groundwater contamination. It can reduce nitrogen and phosphate fertility of soils. 
 
Water 
Glyphosate is soluble in water, and slowly dissipates from water into sediment or suspended 
particles. Although it does break down by photolysis and microbial degradation, it can be 
persistent for some time in the aquatic environment, with a half-life of up to nearly 5 months, and 
still be present in the sediment of a pond after 1 year. 
 
Residues of glyphosate have been found in a wide range of drains, streams, rivers, and lakes, in 
many countries including Canada, China, France, Netherlands, Norway, USA, and the UK. Urban 
use on road and rail sides is contributing significantly to this contamination, with residues being 
found in sewage sludge and wastewater treatment plants. Contamination of ‘vernal pools’—pools 
that are shallow and disappear in dry weather—are a concern for amphibia, for which these water 
sources are critical. Residues have also been found in groundwater in Canada, Denmark, the 
Netherlands, and USA. They have been detected in the marine environment off the Atlantic Coast 
of France; and in the rain in Belgium and Canada. 
 
 
Resistance 
Fourteen weeds in 14 countries have developed resistance to glyphosate. Most of this resistance 
has been caused by the repeated use of glyphosate in GM crops and no-till agriculture. Some 
has resulted from a gradual evolution of exposed weed species, and some from gene flow from 
GM crops to weed relatives. The latter has been observed with sugar beet in France, canola in 
Canada, creeping bentgrass in USA, and also with corn and soybean. Now even Monsanto is 
recommending the use of other herbicides in addition to glyphosate in Roundup-Ready crops 
(crops genetically modified to be tolerant of Roundup), to slow the onset of resistance in weeds. 
 
Climate Change effects 
A number of glyphosate’s adverse effects can be expected to increase with climate change: 
higher temperatures enhance glyphosate’s reduction of chlorophyll and carotenoids in freshwater 
green algae, increase toxicity to fish, and increase susceptibility to Fusarium head scab in 
cereals. 

 
Alternatives 

 
There are numerous design, mechanical and cultivational practices, as well as some non-chemical 

herbicides based on plant extracts, that can be used instead of glyphosate herbicides, depending on the 

weed species and the situation. 
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Additional Reference Material (D) 
 

Parliamentary Commissioner for the Environment – Transcribed copies7 of correspondence 2006-2009 

 
 

LETTER 1 - 21 April 2006 
 

Mr John Brockies 

Chief Executive 

North Shore City council 

Private Bag 93 500 Takapuna 

NORTH SHORE 

 

Dear John 

 

Proposed use of chemical pesticides for roadside weed control 

 

I have recently received a letter from a citizen concerned about North Shore City Council’s proposed 

reconsideration of street weed control methods. 

 

I understand that the council’s infrastructure and environment committee is to meet on May 9, 2006 to consider 

three options for weed control, namely: continuation of the current hot water method; or a hot foam method; or 

the use of Roundup herbicide. 

 

I am aware of much good work done by the Council in relation to environmental initiatives, education, and 

improvement.  In particular I consider that the Wai Care program and the operation of the Hazmobile system (in 

association with the Auckland regional Council) are valuable initiatives. 

 

I am of the view that the current hot water method used by the Council to control street weeds is, in principle, a 

forward thinking, sustainable method that is to be commended.  I appreciate that the efficacy of the method may 

not however be as great as the Council would desire.  I commend the Council for considering a modified hot 

water method (using foam), which may have greater efficacy.   

 

I am concerned however that, having taken the bold and commendable step of moving away from the use of 

chemical control methods for street weeds, the council is reconsidering the reintroduction of such methods. 

 

Many in the community could see a reversion to chemical weed control methods as a retrograde step. 

 

I do not intend to make any comment on the potential health and environmental risks of any particular herbicide 

but am of the firm view that where herbicides such as Roundup are to be used in public places, on hard 

impermeable surfaces, where contact with the soil is limited and breakdown may be inhibited and with the 

potential for the substances to be washed into fresh or coastal water systems, a precautionary approach is 

warranted.  This is particularly the case where viable alternative options are available. 

 

I urge you to consider carefully the environmental implications of a reversion by the Council to chemical weed 

control methods, and the message such a move would make in terms of the Council’s generally strong 

commitment to positive environmental outcomes and sustainability. 

 

If you would like to discuss this issue further please feel free to contact me. 

 

Yours sincerely 

Dr J. Morgan Williams 

Parliamentary Commissioner for the Environment 

 

Cc: Mr George Woods, Mayor North Shore City Council. 

  

                                                 
7 Originals available 
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LETTER 2 – 6 May 2009 
 

 

Dean Reynolds 

Spokesperson 

North Shore Toxins Action Group 

901a Beach Road 

Torbay 

North Shore 0630 

 

 

Dear Mr Reynolds 

 

Re: Request for update of 2006 opinion from the PCE that hot water is preferable to pesticides for street 

weed control 

 

Thank you for your letter dated 12 March 2009.  I agree that it is important for councils to consider the 

environmental implications of pesticide use in their daily activities, and to adopt alternative methods where 

practicable. 

 

I understand that the NSCC is not currently looking to change from its current hot water method, and that the 

RDC is considering its options.  Thus there are reasonable prospects of environmentally desirable outcomes.  For 

this reason I think it is unnecessary to correspond further on the matter of street weed control with either North 

Shore City Council (NSCC) or Rodney District Council (RDC) at this time. 

 

I would also note that, given the recent report of the Royal Commission on Auckland Governance and the 

response from the government, it appears quite possible that both Councils will become part of the proposed 

Auckland Unitary Authority. 

 

A likely outcome of these changes is that weed control methods will be consistent across the jurisdiction.  We 

hope that any future policies that are adopted make good environmental management a priority. 

 

I appreciate your correspondence in this matter. 

 

Yours sincerely 

Dr Jan Wright 

Parliamentary Commissioner for the Environment 

 


