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On 18 September 2012 the Environment and Sustainability Forum passed the resolution 

that they:  Endorse the revised scope and timeframe for the development of a weed 

management policy.                          (Resolution number ES/2012/51) 

 

The Weed Management Advisory (WMA) wish to recommend that clarification and 

amendment is made to the revised scope to ensure that input from and consultation with 

stakeholders and community is maintained across the ‘twin streams’ of the policy 

development process.  

 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

 

Summary 

 

Whilst we welcome the new compressed timeframe for the development of a weed management 

policy and the engagement with the Community Boards, public and iwi etc - we are extremely 

concerned that it appears there will be no input from or consultation with key stakeholders, Boards 

and community in the parallel operational review.  

 

This operational review - which includes  

 an assessment of weed management outcomes  

 an audit of the current approaches  

 an assessment of the relative costs and benefits of current approaches, and  

 an analysis of alternative approaches and the implications of those,  
 

is at the heart of the new weed management policy, and must be accessible to input and scrutiny.  The 

development of one stream of the policy is dependent on the other – they are mutually inclusive and 

inform and support the development of each. 

 

This is particularly relevant to the area that gives us the greatest concern, the road corridor weed 

operations that have been transferred to the CCO, Auckland Transport (AT).   

 

Audits, assessments and analysis 

The proposed operational review will be conducted by Parks.  Whilst knowledge and information 

from their own department and operations will be readily accessible and available, this will not be the 

case with the road corridor operations.   All audit, assessments and analysis of the road corridor 

operations will depend on information supplied by AT.  

 

Given the difficulties we have already encountered in trying to obtain information from AT on 

operations, tenders and specifications, as well as recent correspondence showing grossly inaccurate 

information* that has found its way into AT material - transparency and stakeholder scrutiny in this 

area will be vital.   

 

* In a report to an incoming AT senior manager it was noted that … some of the information 

that RCM has provided are some indicative costs for alternative forms of vegetation control. 

In particular costs have been compared for both steam/hot water and such organics as 

Sentinel, as opposed to glyphosate. It is estimated that alternative costs run between 653% 

and 780% of glyphosate costs. 

 

If misleading and biased practices and data like this go unchallenged or uncorrected during the 

process of assessing the costs and benefits of current operations and alternative approaches, we could 

see the entire policy rejected down the track because of mistaken budget implications.   
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In addition, we note that the new compressed timeframe does not include the parallel operational 

review and the preparation of an implementation plan. This has serious ramifications for street and 

roadside weed control.   

 

AT, as an independent entity, are working to their own timetable.  They are already drawing up new 

specifications and letting new maintenance contracts as we write.  Roadside vegetation control is only 

one small part of those contracts, but the most important one for the community.  With 7,200 Km of 

roads in Auckland being treated every year, pesticide exposure affects every member of the 

community.   

 

Council needs to be working with AT now to ensure that while the operational review and 

implementation plan process is working its way through, that provisions are being incorporated into 

AT’s new specifications and contracts to accommodate any policy changes to weed management.  

Having to wait years for a contract to expire before changes can be made would be totally 

unacceptable. 

 

 

Conclusion 

We consider it is absolutely vital that the whole process of the review and development of a visionary 

weed management policy for our region is one based on collaboration, openness and transparency.  

Genuine consultation and input to both streams of the process as recommended above will ensure the 

resulting policy is welcomed and fully supported by the community. 
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