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Dean Kimpton (Chief Operating Officer of Auckland Council) and sponsor of Council’s internal 

Weed Management Project Group wrote to all councillors and local board members on 20 Jan 

2016 in response to our media release
1
 of the 18

 
Jan 2016 announcing publication of our Report 

into the Current State of Auckland’s Chemical Spray Regime.
2
  We question why legacy 

practices of weed and vegetation control have been subverted and overturned by Auckland 

Council and Auckland Transport.  We copy Kimpton’s email (in italics) below, together with our 

response. 

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

 

 I am aware that you will have all received a press release from Hana Blackmore (Weed 

Management Advisory) regarding Auckland Council’s use of glyphosate. In addition the 

Green Party launched a nation-wide “spray-free streets and parks” campaign yesterday 

and are calling on the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and local councils to 

urgently reassess the safety of glyphosate.  

  

The Weed Management Advisory (WMA) are making unfounded claims regarding 

Auckland Council and Auckland Transport weed control practices. We are working with 

Auckland Transport to provide a response to the WMA press statements, which I will 

circulate in the next few days.  

We strongly refute Dean Kimpton’s assertion that our claims are unfounded.  All the information 

the WMA used in its Report is factual and drawn from documents, emails, minutes and reports 

supplied by Council and Auckland Transport (AT) to us under the Local Government Official 

Information & Meetings Act (LGOIMA). None of this information was in the public domain and it 

took the intervention of the Ombudsman before it was released. Perhaps Kimpton did not 

review the OIA material before he wrote to councillors and so is unaware of the practices being 

carried out. 

 

In the meantime, the following facts may be of use in your discussions with ratepayers.  

  

1. Auckland Council and Auckland Transport control 230 species of weeds in 4,000 

parks and nearly 8,000 kms of roadside. We use various weed control methods 

depending on the species and site, including agri-chemical (mainly glyphosate based) 

bio-chemical, hot water, steam, mechanical, manual and biological weed control 

methods. All methods comply with national standards and industry best practice. 

Mr Kimpton continues the obfuscation that all they are dealing with is their specific 230 species 

of weed.  He fails to note that the definition of a weed in Council’s own Weed Management 

Policy 2013 (WMP) they are supposedly implementing is “any plant growing where it is not 

                                                 
1
 See https://weedmanagementadvisory.wordpress.com/auckland-sinking-into-a-toxic-dark-age/ 

2
 See https://weedmanagementadvisory.wordpress.com/media-reports-of-interest/ 
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wanted” and explicitly includes3 control of all grasses on the roadside and berms. Therefore the 

overwhelming use of all these control methods (and in particular the use of agrichemicals) is on 

vegetation in the 8,000 km of roads.  If Mr Kimpton had read our Report he would see we are 

exposing chemicals used for vegetation control, not for “weeds”.  

 

2. Our weed control is governed by the Weed Management Policy 2013. In accordance 

with this policy council's Regional Strategy and Policy Committee approved the 

establishment of: 

  

a Weed Management Policy Political Advisory Group (comprising Councillors, Local 

Board and Independent Māori Statutory Board representatives) to “oversee the 

implementation and delivery of the Weed Management policy”, and  

  

a Weed Management Best Practice Reference Group (comprising external experts 

and community representatives to “ensure that all operational programmes maintain 

international best practice”.  

The Best Practice Reference Group had their first meeting in November 2015 and the 

Weed Management Policy Political Advisory Group is scheduled to meet in early 2016. 

(A full list of the members of these groups is attached). 

The appointment of these two groups appears to be the only part of the WMP Council has 

abided by.  But both these Groups have been rendered toothless, handicapped and ineffective 

to carry out their tasks because their establishment comes AFTER Kimpton’s Project Group 

already completed operational reviews, evaluations of different options and the development of 

the WMP implementation plan.  Worse, the Project Group have already made at least one far-

reaching, precedent setting decision to impose chemicals as the baseline method for all hard 

surfaces in parks that is in direct conflict with “international best practice” and the prime WMP 

objective to minimise agrichemical use.4   

We also discovered that legal advice5 was obtained by Kimpton’s Project Group on whether in 

implementing the WMP they could depart from Policy, and how bound they were by the Action 

Plan. The advice suggested they could depart from policy if “it is not significantly inconsistent 

with the policy or have significant consequences in terms of the policy as a whole.” This is 

qualified, but the very questions asked indicate a desire by Council officers to not adhere to the 

WMP if they can possibly avoid doing so. Further, we consider the evidence we obtained shows 

that decisions already implemented by this Project Group are indeed significantly inconsistent 

with the Policy.  It is of huge concern if the reason the two Advisory Groups were set up so late 

in the day was so that these groups would not question or interfere with this departure from 

policy. 

                                                 
3
 “The WMP recognises that weed management also encompasses a broader definition of vegetation control.  In the 

road corridors and street environments this includes the control of grass verge edges where growth occurs over 

footpaths, kerbs and channels, and drainage culverts.”  Auckland Council Weed Management Policy 2013 PP4 . 
4
 Objective 3: Minimise agrichemical use.  This objective recognises that agrichemicals can be harmful to human 

health and the environment.  It also recognises international best practice in integrated management of pests, 

including weeds, in which agrichemicals are used if non-chemical methods are not practical or adequate at 

achieving the necessary level of control.  WMP 2013. pp10 
5
 See https://weedmanagementadvisory.files.wordpress.com/2016/02/oia-18-legal-advice-wmp-action-plan.pdf 
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3. Since amalgamation there have been minimal changes to weed control 

methodologies across the region. As part of the Long-term Plan process council 

consulted on increasing the use of “sprays in all parks instead of mechanical means for 

maintaining grass edges”. Following public feedback this change was adopted by the 

governing body. To date five Local Boards (Waiheke, Great Barrier, Kaipatiki, 

Devonport/Takapuna and Whau) have opted to fund alternative more expensive non-

herbicide weed control methods for some or all hard edges and infrastructure in their 

local parks. Auckland Transport has also continued to use the same vegetation control 

methods and herbicides (where applicable) that were used previously by the legacy 

council organisations. 

The change noted here to “increase the use of sprays” is NOT a minimal or insignificant 

change, as noted in our response at 2 above and, as already noted constitutes a significant 

departure from the WMP and hence is contrary to Council’s legal advice.  There was no 

opportunity for the Political Advisory or Best Practice Groups above to do their job to either 

“oversee the implementation and delivery of the Weed Management policy” or “ensure that all 

operational programmes maintain international best practice” because they had not been set 

up. It should also be noted that the Long Term Plan (LTP) consultation process resulted in an 

overwhelming vote to reject chemical spraying, but it was still pushed through by Kimpton’s 

Project Group and the change is now embedded in Council’s Plan until 2025. 

It is a concern that yet again Kimpton does not appear to have reviewed the OIA material our 

Report is based on before he wrote to Councillors or he would see that Auckland Transport 

have NOT continued the same legacy council vegetation control methods.  As Auckland 

Transport sits on his Project Group and supplied them with same information supplied to us, 

Kimpton’s Project Group could not have been unaware of Transport’s departure from legacy 

practice, nor of their agenda to sanction a chemical regime, as we have detailed in our Report. 

 

4. During 2015 a cross-Council working team completed a review of all of our weed 

control practices and recommended improvements aligned with the Weed Management 

Policy. These include greater use of mulch, sweeping channels to remove sediment, 

greater use of mechanical methods to control weeds on slopes, planting practices that 

discourage weed growth and changing some of our weed control contracts from 

frequency to outcome based. These recommendations are being implemented as our 

weed control contracts come up for renewal.  

Once again, these reviews have been conducted by Kimpton’s Project Group without the 

oversight and guidance of the two Reference Groups or even the knowledge, input or 

agreement of the community, or elected representatives. Although the methods detailed above 

are indeed improvements, it would be intolerable if these recommendations are being 

implemented unseen and embedded in contracts without any consultation, because Kimpton 

fails to note more controversial recommendations like “adopt[ing] a consistent control method of 

using herbicide control (with glyphosate)” for all parks AND Auckland Transport road corridors.6  

                                                 
6
 Auckland Council Engagement Plan: Weed Management Project.  Sep 2015 (lines 15,19  pp4.) 



Weed Management Advisory 

 

4 

 

This recommendation is once again a fundamental departure from International Best Practice of 

minimising agrichemical use, as well as the heart of the WMP’s Vision to use “methods that 

have the least potential to adversely affect human health and the environment.” Implementing 

this recommendation essentially renders the Policy invalid.  It also confirms the chemical ’creep’ 

that we have documented in our Report and indicates this recommendation is already being 

covertly implemented by Auckland Transport.   

 

5. Aucklanders can elect not to have their road berm, or property boundary with a Local 

Park, sprayed by signing up to our No -Spray Register and accepting responsibility for 

maintaining the no-spray area themselves. Notifications for weed control using spray 

appear in local papers, and/or on the Auckland Council and Auckland Transport 

websites, and signage is in place during any spray operations on council land.  

  

Again, If Mr Kimpton had read our Report he would see that the evidence shows that 

notifications and signage about chemical spraying is in reality totally inadequate or non-existent. 

It means those people who wish to avoid the carcinogenic spray glyphosate are in the dark 

about where and when or even what is being sprayed.  It is even worse for those who are 

acutely affected by the chemical. The no-spray register is no protection here, because 

everywhere else is sprayed even if their berm is not.  Essentially they become prisoners in their 

own homes; unable to get to work, school, shops or even their doctor when the spraying is 

occurring.  And as they are not informed of the actual timing of the spray they live in a state of 

constant alertness and anxiety, further exacerbating health effects.  

The LTP decision already taken to increase chemical spraying in parks, and the 

recommendation to do the same for the road corridors, should be re-considered in the light of 

human rights issues and the questions7 raised in the legal advice noted above.  The advice 

notes that … “the key consideration for Council is whether, on the basis of the evidence it does 

have (including the evidence provided by the Weed Management Advisory) that it is reasonable 

to decide to use spraying as an option when considered alongside all of the objectives in the 

policy.”  In our opinion this is not for Kimpton’s Project Group to decide, and it should be 

referred as a minimum to the Best Practice and Political Advisory Groups, together with the 

Human Rights Impact Assessment8 that we commissioned and presented to Council and 

Auckland Transport that raised and addresses this issue.  

 

6. In New Zealand, glyphosate is regulated under the Hazardous Substances and New 

Organisms Act 1996, administered by the New Zealand Environmental Protection 

Authority (EPA), who specify national level requirements for the storage, mixing, use, 

disposal and certification of contractors for agrichemicals. The EPA have classified 

                                                 
7
 “Will a decision to increase or implement the spraying of chemicals impact on sections of the community 

(disabled, elderly, chemically susceptible) to the extent that their right to freedom of movement and health is 

impacted; and if so:  are the reasons for increasing the use of chemical spraying and the options assessment 

resulting in any decision such that it is a reasonable intrusion?”  Memo - implementation and application 

questions.4 May 2015 
8
 A Human Rights Impact Assessment of Auckland Transport’s Road Corridor Vegetation Control. Thomas A 

Kerns, EHRA. November 2014 
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glyphosate as a low toxicity herbicide and approved it for general use. It is very widely 

used in New Zealand and around the world.   

NZ EPA does NOT determine whether a pesticide like glyphosate is safe – it determines 

whether in its view the benefits to the country as a whole (largely economic for the agricultural 

and horticultural industries) outweigh the risks.  It does NOT determine that it is safe to spray on 

the streets and parks.  It does NOT even determine that the benefits of spraying on streets and 

in parks outweigh the risks. 

 

7. In March 2015 the International Agency for Research on Cancer (IARC) classified 

glyphosate - as probably carcinogenic to humans and since then a number of reviews 

have been commissioned including by the United States Environmental Protection 

Agency and the European Union. The EPA is following international developments and 

are expecting a review of the IARC classification to be issued next month. The EPA will 

review the information and assess its relevance to New Zealand before make any 

decision regarding the existing glyphosate classification in New Zealand. More 

information is available on the EPA website: 

Kimpton’s comments here are misleading.  It should be remembered that IARC is an 

independent authority not under the influence of the pesticides industry and has determined that 

glyphosate does cause cancer in animals and “probably” in humans.  But the US EPA, NZ EPA 

and EFSA9 assessments referred to by Kimpton are all based on industry-generated data, not 

on independent science.  Indeed the EFSA dossier on glyphosate was generated by the 

pesticide industry’s own Glyphosate Task Force. In this respect it should be noted that 

Distinguished Professor Baguley of Auckland Cancer Society Research Centre, University of 

Auckland, is one of 96 deeply concerned international scientists10 who recently signed a letter 

backing IARC and urging the European Commission to disregard the flawed EFSA findings 

because they were not supported by the evidence.11  

It is not Kimpton’s job to “assess” or pass judgement on IARC’s work or second-guess an 

authoritative NZ scientist like Prof Baguley. As noted at 6 above, the NZ EPA does not 

determine that glyphosate is safe to spray on our streets and parks, and Kimpton cannot 

absolve Council and Auckland Transport of responsibility to protect the health and welfare of its 

people by hiding behind the EPA.  

Glyphosate poses a number of risks to health, of which cancer is just one12 and if further NZ 

weight was needed, the opinion of NZ toxicologist Professor Ian Shaw whose job IS to assess 

risk has already been given to Council13 - and presumably ignored. Prof Shaw has stated 

publicly that with the IARC reclassification of glyphosate as a probable human carcinogen, the 

                                                 
9
 European Food & Safety Authority 

10
 Independent academic and governmental scientists who have “dedicated our professional lives to understanding 

the role of environmental hazards on cancer risks and human health” 
11

 http://www.zeit.de/wissen/umwelt/2015-11/glyphosat-offener-brief.pdf 
12

 It causes liver, kidney and nerve damage and reproductive problems.  It is also a human endocrine disrupter - 

which increases breast cancer risk - and as it acts as an antimicrobial, it probably destroys the intestinal microflora 

that digestion and general health depend on.   
13

 WMA press release 30 July 2015 - https://weedmanagementadvisory.wordpress.com/auckland-council-accused-

of-putting-public-at-risk/ 
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benefits and risks associated with using it had now shifted.  In his opinion there was now a fairly 

major negative on the risk side, and that his final assessment was that it is “probably time for 

city councils … to rethink its use.” 

 

During 2015 I circulated two memos (20 October and 6 November) providing updates 

on our weed control practices (re-attached for your information). I will continue with this 

practice in 2016 as we strive to ensure you have access to current factual information on 

weed management and best practice. If you have any concerns or queries regarding 

Auckland Council and Auckland Transport Weed control practices please email 

weeds@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz <mailto:weeds@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz> .  

Many thanks, Dean 

These two memos are actually updates on the “implementation” of the WMP being undertaken 

by Kimpton’s Project Group without any input, consultation or oversight of either of the two 

Advisory Groups or elected representatives or, yet again, the community. They are, of 

themselves, confirmation and evidence of our claims in our Report that legacy practices of 

weed and vegetation control have been subverted and overturned. 

 

Conclusion 

Nothing in this memo from Dean Kimpton has challenged the veracity of our Report or 

answered any of the serious questions we have raised in it.  We therefore repeat our call for an 

urgent public investigation into and audit of our claims.  Until then, the implementation plan and 

policy decisions already made by Kimpton’s Project Group should be revoked or put on hold to 

ensure that no further precedent setting or irreversible policy changes are being embedded 

without proper overview, consideration and consultation. 

 

Hana Blackmore  

Dr Meriel Watts 

For the Weed Management Advisory. 

 

Feb 9 2016 
 

mailbox://C:/Users/Hana/AppData/Roaming/Thunderbird/Profiles/k352x318.default/Mail/Local%20Folders/weeds@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz
mailto:weeds@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz

