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The Weed Management Advisory is an informal network of Aucklanders from across the region with 
an interest and expertise in environmentally sustainable and non-chemical weed management.  We 
promote, encourage and support non-chemical and integrated management of weeds – consult – 
research – commission – report and engage in submission processes. 
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BACKGROUND TO THIS SUBMISSION 

 
The Weed Management Advisory (WMA) was established in 2010 in response to public concern 
about the direction the new Auckland Council Supercity might take on policies around weed and 
vegetation management – particularly on roadsides.   At the time of the amalgamation of the seven 
cities and district councils and the Regional Council to form the Supercity in 2010, both the legacy 
Auckland City and North Shore City had comprehensive weed management policies that had been 
adopted in the late 1990s. Their policies established nonchemical weed and vegetation control on all 
its streets and roads and some of its parks.   These policies covered over half the population of the 
new Auckland Council.  (The rest of the Auckland Council streetscape was/is treated with 
glyphosate). 
 
After researching the other legacy council policies and consulting with various communities, the 
WMA proposed that Auckland Council harmonise its weed and vegetation methodologies by 
adopting the nonchemical policy of the legacy Auckland City.  The WMA saw no barrier to its 
implementation across the region. Auckland City’s Weed Management Policy was, and still is, a well 
thought through policy that was developed over a considerable period in collaboration with the 
community, at considerable expense. The policy objectives were 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. 
  
This WMA proposal was ignored and Auckland Council went on to develop its own Weed 
Management Policy which was adopted in August 2013.  This policy recognises that agrichemicals 
can be harmful to human health and the environment and has a vision of working together to reduce 
the adverse effects of weeds and their management on people and the environment.  
 

To achieve the vision of reducing the adverse effects of weed management and vegetation control, 
this policy promotes the concept of best practice. Best practice weed management takes an 
integrated approach to the control of weeds and vegetation, and uses methods that have the least 
potential to adversely affect human health and the environment while achieving the desired outcome.  

 
Throughout this whole period, from the creation of the earliest policies in the 1980s and 90s, through 
the development of the current 2013 Auckland Council Policy to the continuing efforts to implement 
it, the WMA and its constituent members have worked tirelessly.   The WMA have had members on 
working parties and policy development committees, Council Political Advisory and Best Practice 
Reference Groups and local advisory panels to name but a few.   
 
WMA members have presented and submitted in person to dozens of Council, Boards and Local 
committees over the years and the WMA website holds over sixty submissions, reports, reviews and 
media releases on the impact of chemicals - particularly glyphosate based herbicides (GBH) on 
people and the environment.  The WMA have engaged extensively with contractors, scientists, 
councillors and fellow community organisations in finding practical solutions and alternatives to the 
use of GBHs and other toxic chemicals used in public places.  The WMA have also supported 
community members whose health, social and economic wellbeing has been impacted by exposure 
to GBHs.  This has included providing expert support and information to lay a complaint, including 
two complainants who took their cases to the Human Rights Commission.  
 
As a result of this history and engagement we consider the WMA is uniquely qualified to respond to 
this call for information on glyphosate.    
 

https://weedmanagementadvisory.files.wordpress.com/2016/01/auckland-city-legacy-weed-management-policy-original.pdf
https://weedmanagementadvisory.files.wordpress.com/2014/08/weed-management-policy-auckland-council-august-2013.pdf
https://weedmanagementadvisory.files.wordpress.com/2014/08/weed-management-policy-auckland-council-august-2013.pdf
http://www.weedmanagementadvisory.wordpress.com/
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INTRODUCTION TO THIS SUBMISSION 
 
Even though as a community group we are considered a ‘stakeholder’ it is of concern that the form 
for this submission is only focused on “users” of glyphosate based products (GBH).  Apart from Part 
8:  Hearing your views, there are only a couple of questions out of the remaining 33 that could be 
answered by a non-user.  We do not accept this restriction.  As observer of users and the ‘recipient’ 
of glyphosate applications in public spaces we consider all questions are valid.  Our perspective is a 
vital area that the EPA should be taking into account.  This is particularly significant when considering 
who we ‘represent’. 
 
Auckland is the largest city in New Zealand with an estimated population of 1.7million - greater than 
the entire South Island.   This makes Auckland Council responsible for the health and welfare of a 
third of all New Zealanders.  So what happens in Auckland matters. This is even more important in 
the context of this call for information (CFI). 
 
As highlighted above some areas of Auckland have enjoyed nonchemical weed and vegetation 
control on its roadsides and parks for over 20 years. Auckland is also home to a third of all NZ 
children with an extra 20,000 babies born here every year.   Of greatest concern is that over half our 
youngest and poorest children live in the areas that are exclusively sprayed with glyphosate, thus 
exposing the most vulnerable in our society.   
 
Overwhelming evidence is now available that shows the detrimental impacts of chemical exposure 
on developing children’s bodies including not just cancers but developmental disorders and learning 
disabilities.  Of even more concern, it has been found that chemicals are causing serious health 
problems at lower and lower levels of exposure such as those found in roadside sprays.  We will 
cover all this and more in our detailed comments in this submission. 
 
 
 

RESPONSE TO CALL FOR INFORMATION 
 
Note:  For ease of reference, we provide comment and/or detailed information under each Part as 
sequenced in the form.  Where no comment is provided this should be taken as not applicable to the 
WMA as noted in the form.  Additionally, we have tried not to burden this submission with 
attachments and where possible we have provided a link to the documents or papers already publicly 
available on our website or in the public domain.   
 
Additional Note:  reference is made throughout this response to Auckland Transport (AT).  AT is a 
Council Controlled Organisation (CCO) of Auckland Council and is responsible for the roading network 
throughout Auckland.  This included roadside weed and vegetation control which they managed 
from Supercity inception in 2010 until 2019 when these operations returned to Auckland Council’s 
Full Facilities contractors. 
 
 

PART 1:  Product information and quantities 
 

1.2. What quantity of glyphosate products do you manufacture or import annually into 
New Zealand?  
Comment:  The WMA does not manufacture or import GBHs but why is this information on 
quantities not already collected on a national basis?  This CFI is voluntary – it can never provide an 

http://www.weedmanagementadvisory.wordpress.com/
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accurate picture – and its very lack impacts on assessing vital information to monitor and/or assess 
pollution and climate change impacts for example.  This should be remedied. 
 
 

1.3. What quantity of glyphosate products do you sell or supply annually in New Zealand?
  
Comment:  The WMA does not sell or supply GBHs but why is this information on quantities not 
already collected on a national basis?  This CFI is voluntary – it can never provide an accurate picture 
– and its very lack impacts on assessing vital information to monitor and/or assess pollution and 
climate change impacts for example.  This should be remedied. 
 
 

1.4. What is the volume of glyphosate products you use annually in New Zealand?  
 
Comment:  The WMA does not use GBHs, but information supplied under the Official Information 
Act (OIA) - including the Local Government Official Information and Meetings Act (LGOIMA) over the 
years gives some indication of volumes used in Auckland, but NOT the whole facts.  This is a concern. 
 
Data supplied by Auckland Transport (AT) and Auckland Council on the use of GBHs in its streets and 
road corridor is a moving feast.  Although there is a requirement under both organisations’ 
specifications that all contractors keep accurate records of the volumes of GBHs and other chemicals 
they use this does not seem to be properly monitored and audited.  
 
For example, whilst AT required that contractors kept a Chemical Spraying Diary (including a list of 
roads sprayed as noted below) the Master Spray sheet that records this information shows some 
contractors don’t even bother to comply.   See screenshots below of AT specification requirements 
and the Master Spray sheet, noting highlighted line with no further detail. 
 

 
 
 
 
This Master Spray Sheet of chemicals is an active document being updated every month by the 
contractors so the totals recorded in the screenshot below are only a snapshot in time.  Even though 
the dating in this document appears to show recording commenced in July 2015 with the last dates 
in November/December 2016 - (18 months) - these totals cannot be relied on.  Apart from inaccurate 
recording with contractors using different start and finish dates for example, there are too many 
anomalies – like the fact hot water appears to have been included in the chemical totals?  But it does 
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provide information on all the chemicals used on the Auckland road corridor, and although the 
column total doesn’t actually add up, it does provide an interesting comparison of volumes used.   Of 
note being the fact it appears that twice as much metsulfuron is being used as glyphosate but it is 
not clear from the data if metsulfuron is being recorded consistently – e.g. as milligrams not 
millilitres. 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
So if this volume for 18 months of glyphosate use (7,636 litres) above is converted into a year this 
provides an amount of approx. 5,090 litres used annually.  But this fails to square with figures 
provided by AT under OIA in 2018.  This second Master Chemical Spray Sheet which we have 
attached is in the same format as the one above, but has extracted and totalled the volume of 
glyphosate used from the tables.    
 
As can be seen from this screenshot below of the total volumes tab – the amount of glyphosate used 
in the year commencing 1 July 2016 to 30 June 2017 (an overlap of 6 months with previous figures) is 
recorded at 8,480 litres.  Examination of the data shows that even this figure may be 
underestimating the volumes used.   For example the figure for South Rural only covers 7 months, 
not 12 months and the North East only 5 months.   
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But maybe the error ‘corrected’ in this latest data is why the original data shows the lower figure 
estimated by us above.  5,090 litres (our est) compared to 5,919 pre adjustment in the upper table 
here.  i.e. the Master Sheet is not accurately recording dilution rates and is not to be relied on. 
 
It gets even more confusing with the most up-to-date data supplied under OIA in June 2021.  This OIA 
shows the volumes of agrichemicals used on the road corridor for the years 2015-2019 for AT, and 
Auckland Council 2017-2020.  As the final response letter notes there is some cross-over of data in 
2017, due to the transfer of management of street gardens from AT to Auckland Council.  But across 
the board responsibility for all roadside management did not fully transfer from AT to Council until 
2019.  So the total volumes of glyphosate applied annually since 2015 by both organisations is 
covered.  (Note year goes from July 1 to June 30 which accords with the AT data above). 
 
          Annual 
Year  Total AT (Ltrs) Total AC (Ltrs)   Grand Total 

2015-2016  5309 AT -    5309 
2016-2017 7955 AT -    7955 
2017-2018 7814 AT 581 Auckland Council 8395 
2018-2019 7541 AT 347 Auckland Council 7888 
2019-2020   -  11,585 Auckland Council 11585 
 
 
This is an apparent 47% increase in glyphosate use in the road corridor by Auckland Council.  We say 
apparent because this OIA response letter has two notes that suggest the totals are not comparable. 
 

 Auckland Transport and Auckland Council record agrichemical data differently, therefore the 
amounts of substance cannot be compared. 

 The Auckland Transport data is the sum of all glyphosate products used, not the total active 
ingredient.  The total active ingredient will be only a small proportion of the total. 

 

https://fyi.org.nz/request/13471-total-number-of-kilometers-treated-with-what-total-of-chemicals-and-the-cost-in-auckland?nocache=incoming-57836#incoming-57836
https://fyi.org.nz/request/13471/response/58588/attach/4/Agrichemical%20data%20Auckland%20Transport%202015%202017.pdf
https://fyi.org.nz/request/13471/response/58588/attach/3/Agrichemical%20data%20Auckland%20Council%202017%202020.pdf
https://fyi.org.nz/request/13471/response/58588/attach/5/Final%20response%20letter.pdf
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We fail to understand what this means.  Is Auckland Council suggesting their figures are for the 
glyphosate percentage of the product only without all the other ‘inert’ ingredients?  In an earlier 
response to this OIA request Auckland Council noted that 
 

… the information we have provided is from Auckland Transport and we cannot comment on 
the accuracy or completeness of the data.  In addition, Auckland Transport report 
agrichemical totals as the amount of concentrate used rather than the active ingredient used. 

 
It is noted that Auckland Council were originally going to supply this active ingredient information in 
a publicly available report.  When they notified the WMA that this report was no longer being done 
they offered the “raw agrichemical usage data” instead which is this data above.  In which case these 
totals are directly comparable and Auckland Council has increased glyphosate usage in the road 
corridor by 47% since 2019.   
 
This is not the only glyphosate being used in Auckland.  We know it is used in many of the local parks, 
reserves and regional parks but no public information on volumes is available.  Once again we know 
it is collected because it is part of the specification for Auckland Council Full Facilities contractors.  
See (b) and (f) below. 

 
Additionally, Kiwi rail and the NZTA spray their corridors that fall within the borders of Auckland.  An 
OIA response in 2019 from NZTA noted they were unable to provide details of the total quantities of 
specific herbicides used in managing road, highway and railway tracks because they “do not record 
the information.”    But the NZTA did provide information on which herbicides are used, the common 
tank mixes and the frequency of application.  The excel sheet giving this information incidentally gave 
the volume of glyphosate purchased for the year by the Auckland Motorway Alliance as 4,000litres. 
 
If this NZTA volume is sprayed annually and is added to Auckland Council’s road corridor usage of 
11,585 litres this gives an approximate volume of glyphosate used annually on Auckland roads 
alone at 15,585 litres.   
 

https://fyi.org.nz/request/13471/response/57431/attach/9/Final%20response%20letter.pdf
https://fyi.org.nz/request/10724/response/38460/attach/7/OIA%205436%20Response%20J%20Bruning.pdf
https://fyi.org.nz/request/10724-nzta-herbicide-use-on-roads-highways-and-railway-lines-across-nz#incoming-38460
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This is a substantial volume of glyphosate being applied to Auckland roads considering that Waka 
Kotahi spray 30,000 litres of glyphosate on their entire New Zealand highway and motorway network 
every year (See 1 NEWS on Sep 25 2021).  
 
1.4 Conclusion 
 
In answering this question about the volume of glyphosate products used annually in Auckland, It 
appears that we are floundering in a confusion of data that we cannot rely on.  The apparent inability 
of Auckland Transport and Auckland Council to properly record and keep track of the volumes of 
chemicals being applied by their contractors in public places in Auckland is of concern.   
 
Without rigorous monitoring and enforcement of compliance requirements and standards the ability 
to keep track of what and where and how much glyphosate products are being used is compromised.  
And this information is vital in managing the additional risks and responsibilities of organisations 
spraying in public places where bystanders will be present.   
 
The EPA should consider whether there should be changes or additional requirements on contractors 
and authorities spraying in public areas. Application in public spaces – especially at the volume and 
use as highlighted here - cannot be compared to use in agriculture and horticultural settings where 
signage and setbacks and buffer zones and re-entry times can all manage the application of 
glyphosate products.   
 
The risks are not the same for the public especially when considering the presence of vulnerable 
people like pregnant women and children during spraying in public areas.  They would not be present 
during or after field applications in the agricultural sector, therefore the risk/ benefit of any chemical 
should be weighted differently for public area use, if not banned completely.  The WMA will cover 
this later in this submission. 
 

 
 
PART 3:  Use of glyphosate products 
 
3.2. We want to know how you use glyphosate products in the non-agricultural sector (for 
example, sportsfields, council land, conservation areas, berms/edges of roads, controlling invasive 
plants, aquatic herbicide use).  Please provide specific information by filling out the use table (pp9) 
  
Comment:  The WMA does not use GBHs but observe that glyphosate is used throughout the non-
agricultural sector on a year round basis.  Its predominant and volume use is on the streets and roads 
as illustrated in section 1.4.    
 
Streets & Roads:   
Whilst its use on streets and roads is usually termed weed control it is more accurately vegetation 
control as described and differentiated in Auckland Council’s Weed Management Policy (WMP)1  i.e. 
the control of vegetation (grass/kikuyu) in the kerb and channel and berms/shoulders of both urban 
and rural sectors for “asset protection”.   
 

                                                
1
 The weed management policy 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.   

https://www.tvnz.co.nz/one-news/new-zealand/-probable-carcinogen-glyphosate-being-sprayed-most-major-nz-highways
https://weedmanagementadvisory.files.wordpress.com/2014/08/weed-management-policy-auckland-council-august-2013.pdf


Page 9 of 28 

It is not possible to fill out the EPA “use table” as there are no set standards applied to contractors 
across Auckland. The formulations and application rates differ from contractor to contractor and 
sector to sector.  Methods for application range through boom spraying, buggy and wand, gun and 
hose and knapsack application as detailed in the Master Chemical Sheet. 
 
What is of note is that glyphosate is rarely applied on its own on Auckland roads and streetscapes.   
 

 Firstly it is often mixed with additional agrichemicals like metsulfuron, as noted at section 1.4 
above and illustrated in the Master Chemical Sheet.   

 Secondly, glyphosate has been added to other ‘organic’ fatty acid formulas used in Auckland City 
(see document below).  This is being added and treated like other adjuvants which are not 
publicly acknowledged, notified or advertised.       

 Finally, other additives like penetrants, surfactants and dyes are extensively added to the 
glyphosate mix.  As can be seen from this extract below from data supplied to Auckland 
Transport by its contractors, there is a range of different formulations, additives, dilution rates 
applied.  The full document can be seen here.  contractor chemical information  

 
 

 
 
 
It is a matter of concern that the EPA has not considered additive use with glyphosate products. This 
CFI has no question that would elicit this information.  Nor has it covered knowledge about whether 
contractors and users are aware of ingredients already in the GBH formulations, like POEA.  The 
WMA consider this is highly relevant, and will cover this later in this submission. 
 
 
Parks, playgrounds, reserves and sportsfields:   
Although it is the herbicide of choice, there is a paucity of information available on the use of 
glyphosate by Auckland Council owned and managed parks, playgrounds, reserves and sports fields. 
In spite of the fact the Full Facilities Contractors (FFC) have a glyphosate reduction policy as part of 
their KPIs, information on the volumes or products used has not yet been released. 
 
As with the roads and streetscapes the majority of glyphosate use is for vegetation control at the 
edges of turf areas up against hard edgings on paths and buildings.  It is also used for control of grass 

https://weedmanagementadvisory.files.wordpress.com/2020/09/contractor-chemicals-and-additives-used-on-at-road-corridor-operations-dec-2016.docx


Page 10 of 28 

and annual weeds on soft edges of garden beds, sportsfields, drainage ditches and swales, bush and 
boundary edges and around tree bases to protect the canopy when mowing.   In the last few years 
chemical edging has supposedly been halted in all Auckland parks - particularly children’s 
playgrounds - but as documented by the WMA there have still been mistakes as illustrated by this 
story of Roundup sprayed next to a child.  
 

 
 
The Operational Review conducted by Auckland Council after adoption of the Weed Management 
Policy in 2013 details how the frequency of this vegetation control differs, with premier and high 
profile parks and reserves being mechanically edged up to 50 times a year and local and 
neighbourhood parks having glyphosate four times a year.   
 
 

 
 
The screenshot above of treatment frequencies is from the Operational Review which can be 
accessed for further details and information.  The WMA will return to this document later in this 
submission in detailing alternatives to the use of glyphosate. 

https://tewahanui.nz/health/auckland-mum-urges-council-to-keep-chemicals-away-from-kids
https://weedmanagementadvisory.files.wordpress.com/2014/09/operational-review-july-2013.pdf
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3.3. We want to know how you use glyphosate products in the residential sector.  
 

IMPORTANT NOTE TO THE EPA 
 
The WMA notes that question 3.3 is directed to commercial and professional users of glyphosate 
products.   The WMA does not use GBHs nor does it hold any information on how glyphosate 
products are used in the residential sector by professionals.  The WMA also notes there is no 
corresponding question in the rest of this section for domestic users.  As we consider this is a vital 
area of information that is not being covered by this CFI we are addressing our 3.3 response to 
information about how glyphosate is used in the residential sector by domestic users and 
householders.    
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
 
Comment:  The WMA does not use GBHs in the residential sector, but would comment on some 
experiences and information it does hold.    
 
To inform a proposed policy change, a People’s Panel survey was conducted in late 2019 by Auckland 
Council on weed and vegetation control and the use of GBHs in the road corridor. The survey elicited 
that 43% of respondents said they used Roundup or other glyphosate products at home.  In contrast 
GBHs were their least preferred method of weed control on Auckland’s streetscape, with only 11% 
selecting it as their most preferred method.  Further examination of the survey responses showed 
the most important factors in their choice of streetscape methods were:  
 

 effectiveness at managing weeds – at 87% 

 consideration of the environmental impact  - at 83%, and 

 health and safety - at 86%.  (see extract below)  
 

 
 

https://weedmanagementadvisory.files.wordpress.com/2020/10/peoples-panel-survey-weed-managment-october-2019.pdf
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These views were not further explored in the survey and it is only speculation what the reasons are 
for the inconsistency between home selection of GBHs but public use rejection of them.  But we 
would comment on aspects highlighted by this illustrated response above.   
 
Safe to use:   Health and safety obviously matters to the public.  But when it comes down to home 
use we have seen the belief that if a product like Roundup is ‘approved’ and on the shelves for public 
sale – particularly in the everyday setting of the supermarket alongside their food - that “it is safe” to 
use.    
 
The EPA essentially does the same thing by comparing the risks of glyphosate with eating red meat.2  
The ordinary citizen takes this on face value.  They eat red meat and see no risk - so obviously 
glyphosate products are no big deal.  In our experience, this has led to a casual attitude towards GBH 
use in home settings.  For example, a notable lack of PPE and other personal safety measures by the 
householder applying the agrichemical.   
 
This blasé attitude spills over into the failure to ‘treat with caution’.  Whether it is a problem of an 
inadequate label or a general lack of knowledge about the way GBHs move through the environment 
– wind, rain, dust, translocation through roots and runners etcetera – many householders appear 
completely unaware that treatments may not stay within their boundaries.   
 
Collateral damage:  Complaints over the years to the WMA, Council, and even Public Health show 
that careless householder use of GBHs too often result in drift and run-off from their properties 
which adversely impact their neighbours.   See this example below from OIA material supplied by 
Auckland Council to the WMA.   

 
 

                                                
2
 Presentation to Auckland Council – “Herbicides – regulation and control” – Stuart Creton PhD - 26 May 2016 
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The outcome of this case is unknown, but we do know from further OIA correspondence it was 
referred to both WorkSafe and Public Health – and possibly the EPA.  But it also appears to have 
caused legal confusion around who should be taking responsibility for dealing with the incident.  
Auckland Regional Public Health Service had commented/queried that: 
 

“A complaint of inappropriate use of Roundup is likely to be either a HSNO enforcement or 
nuisance question in the circumstances described.  We are unclear, at a distance, about 
whether or not either property could be considered a workplace.” 

 

Auckland Council had responded that “… the only relevant question for Auckland Council on this 
matter is whether or not the use of glyphosate on a private property constitutes a breach of any 
bylaw.”  The recommendation at the end of this email was to suggest that [Council] confirm there 
was no bylaw breach and for someone to get in touch with the complainant to advise her to take the 
matter to the EPA.    
 
So if a private garden is not a workplace, the Health & Safety at Work Act 2015 (HSWA) does not 
apply and consequently any ‘accident’ will not fall under WorkSafe jurisdiction to investigate.  
Auckland Council was suggesting that their Bylaws do not apply either, therefore there could be no 
breach to act on.  It is unclear if there was consideration of their powers under the Health Act 1956 
as suggested by the ARPHS officer above of a “nuisance”, but it does appear that the use of 
glyphosate on private residential property falls outside of any laws and controls.   
 
This is a matter of concern.  But of even more concern is the question of misuse of glyphosate by 
householders on public property and land.  The WMA has documented a number of cases over the 
years of householders spraying unlawfully outside their property line on the public kerbs and berms 
and swales and ditches.    
 
Even worse has seen the spraying of neighbouring properties where it is ‘considered’ the owner is 
not taking care of the weeds and vegetation in a manner they would wish.  In the worst cases 
handled by the WMA, we have seen medically disabled and chemically sensitive people being 
rendered violently ill and incapacitated by the deliberate targeting of their chemical-free properties 
with GBHs.   Are the private citizens carrying out these acts in the public space not subject to bylaws 
and/or regulations?    
 
Commercial users of glyphosate products in agriculture and horticulture, and professional 
contractors working for local authorities and Councils in the public space on roads, parks and 
reserves are all subject to various restrictions, regulations, policies and bylaws that are designed to 
keep them, the environment and the public safe.  But what of the private citizen? 
 
Apart from the ‘requirement’ to follow the label, there is no qualification or prerequisite to using 
GBHs in any manner they wish – on or off their property.  For example, they do not need to have 
Growsafe certification; to abide by NZS 8409:2004 or Council Weed Management Policy; to properly 
calibrate their spray equipment; to record their applications; even to abide by weather conditions.  
There is no one to monitor them or enforce the label or ensure that no action or omission on their 
part will cause adverse effects on any other person or the environment.    
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3.3 Conclusion   
 
As the WMA noted at the beginning of this section, we are concerned this CFI does not cover 
information about how glyphosate is being used by domestic users and householders and chose to 
address our response from this standpoint.   
 
The damning conclusion is that the use of glyphosate in the residential sector is to all intents and 
purposes completely unregulated.    
 
Not only unregulated but outside of any laws and controls.  How can risks be managed when there is 
no monitoring, no ability to enforce regulations and standards and no way to even know how much 
glyphosate products are being used, where and how?   
 
With the announced withdrawal by Monsanto-Bayer of all its glyphosate-based products from the 
residential market in the USA, a strong case can be made for the NZEPA to follow suit and ban all 
glyphosate products in New Zealand for home use.    
 
In this respect there is strong, public support from leading scientists in New Zealand.   To quote just 
one – Professor Jeroen Douwes of the Centre for Public Health Research, Massey University 

Glyphosate based herbicides like Roundup should be banned for private use, and we should be 
looking to restrict its use in public places … possibly banning it there as well.  (March 2018) 

 

The WMA will cover this later in this submission. 
   
 

 
PART 4:  Mitigation measures and controls 
 
 
Comment:  The WMA notes that Part 4 is directed to non-commercial users of glyphosate products 
(questions 4.3-4.11) with only two overarching questions (4.1, 4.2) to the commercial and 
professional sector.   The WMA does not use GBHs so cannot comment on the measures used in the 
agricultural sector, nor how individual glyphosate users comply with measures to manage the risks 
and minimise environmental and human exposure.    
 
The huge gap in this CFI – and this mitigation section – is the use of GBHs in the public sector on 
streets and roads, parks and reserves etcetera by local authority bodies.   Questions directed at 
professional users in the agricultural or horticultural sector do not adequately cover the extended 
range of risks and requirements to avoid, let alone mitigate, human exposure in public spaces.   As 
with section 3.3 above we consider this is a vital area of information that is not being covered by this 
CFI.    
 
Therefore we are addressing our response in this Mitigation Measures and Controls Part 4 to 
information about how Contractors and Operators comply in the public sector.   
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
 
 

  

https://www.centerforfoodsafety.org/press-releases/6421/monsanto-bayer-to-end-us-residential-sales-of-toxic-pesticide-glyphosate
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4.1. What mitigation measures do you put in place to limit environmental or human exposure to 
substances containing glyphosate? 
 
Comment:  OIA responses from both Auckland Council and Auckland Transport, observations of 
contractors at work on our streets, and complaints, photos and videos sent from members of the 
public to the WMA have illustrated the difference between what measures and standards have been 
put in place and what is complied with.  
 
 
Contract specifications for weed and vegetation control by both Auckland Transport and Auckland 
Council detail standards that need to be met.   Both have clauses that require the supplier to comply 
with best practice industry standards and Auckland Plans and Policies relating to the use of 
agrichemicals”.   These have variously included: 
 

 NZS 8409:204;  

 Auckland Transport Vegetation Control in the Road Corridor Governing Principle;  

 Auckland Unitary Plan;  

 Auckland Council Regional Pest Management Plan and 

  Auckland Council Weed Management Policy (ACWMP).    
 
Of note is that the ACWMP states that NZS 8409:2004 sets a minimum requirement.  Additionally the 
ACWMP notes that both Auckland Council and Auckland Transport have obligations under the HSE 
Act (now HSWA) and other legislation to ensure the safety of its staff, contractors and the public 
when undertaking weed management in public open space. 
 
The full contract specifications for Auckland Council and Auckland Transport both have extensive 
vegetation control sections and specific clauses relating to the use of agrichemicals.  See section 1.4 
of this submission for examples, and below. 
 

 
 

https://weedmanagementadvisory.files.wordpress.com/2014/08/weed-management-policy-auckland-council-august-2013.pdf
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Additionally, there are requirements for notifying that spraying will be carried out, and a No Spray 
Register (NSR).   The NSR includes a Medical Alert listing for people at serious risk from the GBH 
spray.  It is the contractor’s responsibility to phone the customer when their specific road will be 
sprayed to give them time to take avoiding action or vacate their home. 
 
All these measures are designed to manage the risks and minimise environmental and human health 
exposure.  The reality is that it is a pick and mix of compliance.    
 
As identified in this section of the CFI questions 4.3 – 4.10 are designed to elicit compliance of non-
commercial users with NZS 8409:2004.  Applying these questions to contractors working in public 
places leaves a lot to be desired, but more important they don’t cover some vital aspects of 
compliance that are identified in NZS 8409:2004. 
 

 
 
 
There is nothing better than an illustration to bring this home.  This short two part video of Auckland 
Transport and Auckland Council contractors applying GBHs in the roadside and parks captures a 
number of compliance issues. 
 

 Extensive overspray and ‘bounce’ across the pavement, probably caused by 

 Incorrect nozzle adjustment 

 Spray contamination of non-target property – bags awaiting collection 

 Poor PPE.  The buggy operator has no face mask,  gloves,  coverall or long sleeves 

 No signage on the buggy advising spraying in progress 

 Spray being applied to non-existent or dry, dusty dead weeds. 

 Early morning spraying probably outside application hours  

 Operator did not stop spraying when in proximity to members of the public 

 Park contractor ‘broadcasting’ GBH with hose 

 Casual garden bed application - neither spot spraying of weeds nor consistent edging. 
 
The park video was taken early morning right alongside a children’s play area.  There was no signage 
put out during application nor left behind by the operator.  The camera operator had to warn off a 
young mother arriving to play with her child in the sprayed area. 
 
This last point raises a serious and fundamental issue.   
 
As Appendix M - Notification and Signage for Application of Agrichemicals (NZS 8409:2004) advises – 
in any agrichemical application in public places and amenity areas there shall be temporary signs 
appropriately placed on all normal lines of approach so that any people approaching the target area 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=_dH8hugOwbY
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see them.   Obviously this did not happen in the incident filmed above.  But what about applications 
in the streets and road corridors?   
 
Contractors comply with notices of upcoming vegetation applications – but this is not a daily or even 
weekly, street by street list – it is a notice of Intention to Spray in whole suburbs that in some cases is 
for a blanket operation of up to 3 months.  This is the only notice that the ordinary citizen receives.  
As a result they have no way of knowing if they are going to be walking down a street on the day it is 
sprayed, or letting their child run barefoot on a pavement or berm that has just been sprayed.  As 
noted on many labels, the visible effect of GBHs “may not be apparent for 4-7 days depending on 
weather conditions, weed species and herbicide use rates”.3  
 
Contractors do not place advisory signs on the streets and roads they will be spraying or have 
sprayed as required by NZS 8409:2004 “on all normal lines of approach to an area treated with 
agrichemicals”.  And as noted above there is no visible “die-off” to warn of an application. 
 
Contractors may comply with signage on their truck or buggy, but the ordinary citizen will only see 
this once the truck has passed.  And of course once it has passed no-one will know it has been 
through.   
 
A story was shared with the WMA only this week4 that illustrates the stark reality of how none of 
these compliance measures can prevent – let alone limit – human exposure to glyphosate products in 
public places.  A woman had just pulled over to a roadside shop when she noticed a quadbike with 
spraying equipment spraying the kerb.  As related in her own words … 
 

“I saw the quadbike coming up behind me and passing me. And then the man continued spraying the 
kerb as he was passing 3 young children, walking on the road in bare feet. The operator did not stop 
the spraying, nor did he swerve to evade the children, but he sprayed right over their feet and kept 
going.  I was shocked and so outraged about his irresponsible behaviour and quickly took photos and 
then followed him to get a better picture of the vehicle. I just can’t believe this.”   

 
 

 
 
All the measures, requirements and standards that should keep people safe were of little use here.  If 
a contractor or operator fails to understand them, is inadequately trained or just basically ignores 

                                                
3
 Agpro green glyphosate 510 label 

4
 21 October 2021 
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them, how is anyone going to know?   How many of these sort of ‘incidents’ are taking place when a 
camera-ready citizen is not present?   
 
 
4.11 Do you believe these measures are adequate to keep people and the environment protected?  
Why or why not. 
 
Comment:   We have skipped to the end of this Section 4 as it is pretty clear there are no mitigation 
measures and controls outlined in these questions that can keep the environment – and more 
importantly the people - protected in public places from agrichemical (GBH) applications.  But would 
comment on a couple not touched on, and one over-riding compliance issue.  
 

 Contractors do not always spray in favourable weather conditions.  Numerous complaints to the 
WMA over the years detail spraying in high winds and rain.  Operators who have been stopped 
invariably cite time constraints and the need to complete the scheduled spray run or treatment 
block.   

 

 Medical alert no-spray registers only alert residents to a spray outside their property allowing 
them to take precautionary actions.  It does not stop the spraying.  If mistakes are made or 
someone forgets to notify a resident the consequences can be serious or even life-threatening.  
In the WMA’s experience these mistakes are far from rare which is of concern. 

 

 Mistakes with the no-spray register are also common, such that it is impossible to rely on it to 
prevent a registered berm from being sprayed.  This is of particular concern for organic growers 
or beekeepers for example - it may be days if not weeks before evidence of glyphosate 
application appears.  The resident of the property in the photo below only knew her frontage 
was sprayed because she caught the spray truck in action 

 

 
 
.  
But the over-riding issue of compliance that we come back to time after time is that contractors 
cannot comply with label requirements and/or standard NZS 8409:2004 and spray safely on public 
streets and roads.  For example, apart from the signage rules that cannot be followed as we detailed 
above, there is also the requirement to ensure that no unauthorised people are in the application 
(target) area.5    

                                                
5
 5.2.3 (k) of NZS 8409:2004 
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It is unthinkable that children would ever be “authorised” to be present in an application area under 
any circumstances, whether in an agricultural setting or in a public place.   Indeed, the EPA itself 
makes it pretty clear what it thinks about children in spray areas in its information sheet about using 
glyphosate safely.6  It states that before [you] spray you need to:  
 

“Clear children and pets from the area, and keep them well away.”   After spraying you need to do 
the same thing and:  
 

“Keep children and pets away until the spray has dried, or the amount of time indicated on the label.”   
 

Simply put, to comply with this one EPA condition alone when spraying on public streets and 
roads, is an impossibility.  Therefore all use of glyphosate in public places should be withdrawn and 
alternative nonchemical methods implemented. 
 
The WMA refers you to Section 7 for information on alternative methods and methodology. 
 

 

PART 5:  Impacts on Maori 

 

5.1. What are the positive or negative effects of glyphosate products on the relationship of Maori 
and their culture and traditions with their ancestral lands, water, sites including kainga and marae, 
wahi tapu, valued flora and fauna, mahinga kai, rongoa, and other taonga?   
 
5.2. What positive or negative impacts do glyphosate products have on the health, environmental, 
economic, social and cultural wellbeing of Maori? 
 
 
It is for Maori to speak for Maori.  The WMA witnessed and heard from Maori Members of Auckland 
Council’s Environment and Climate Change Committee on the occasion of the debate on November 
12th 2020 into a proposal to introduce city-wide glyphosate for vegetation control in its streetscapes.   
 
Andrew Brown of Ngati Whatua Orakei spoke to the committee and tabled a four page letter that is 
attached to the meeting minutes.  We have appended a full copy of this letter here to allow Maori 
involved to ‘speak’ directly to the EPA in their own words without our interpretation. 
 
At the meeting, glyphosate standardisation was rejected by Auckland Councillors with an agreement 
to introduce new funding flexibility.   
 
The full debate can be accessed from the report of the meeting on the website of the Weed 
Management Advisory together with links to Andrew Brown’s address to the committee, and the 
agenda, reports and papers, minutes and tabled papers.   
 
----------------------------------------- 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                
6
 Information sheet supplied to Auckland Council  

https://weedmanagementadvisory.wordpress.com/glyphosate-standardisation-is-rejected-by-auckland-councillors-new-funding-flexibility-adopted-for-street-vegetation-control/
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PART 6:  Technical information 
 
 
The WMA does not wish to simply repeat a list of studies and technical reports that other scientific 
responders to this CFI will have dealt with competently.  But we do endorse and recommend the 
submission from Physicians & Scientists for Global Responsibility for not only its detailing of the 
technical information and relevant studies but the complex issues we face with glyphosate products. 
 
 
 
 

PART 7:  Benefits and alternatives to glyphosate products 
 
 
7.1. If you use glyphosate, why do you choose to use glyphosate products? 
 
Comment:  The WMA does not use glyphosate but has observed and documented that there is only 
one reason why Local Body Authorities like Auckland Council and Auckland Transport choose 
glyphosate - it is cheap.  History shows the chemical companies held the floor until the advent of 
alternative methodologies. 
 
This is illustrated by an early decision in 1994 in Auckland City when there was a controversial 
decision to award a chemical control contract that was significantly cheaper than all previous 
chemical contracts, all other tenders, and Council’s own estimate. The cost differential between 
nonchemical and chemical increased from an average of 12% to 200% in just two years.  A 1996 
report 7 argued that the introduction of alternative nonchemical methods brought competition to 
the market traditionally dominated by the chemical companies and resulted in a significant drop in 
the tender price for chemical spraying.  
 
Now, after 20 years of use on the streets and roads of Auckland, a decade of price cover-up, 
alternative thermal technology in Auckland has proven to be as cheap as glyphosate.  
 
 
7.2. What are the benefits and positive effects associated with the use of glyphosate products? 
 
Comment:  For use in all public places - none. 
 
 
7.3. What alternatives are available that could replace the use of glyphosate products?  What are 
the relative costs, availability, and safety of these alternatives? 
 
Comment:  the WMA would refer the EPA to the Children’s Campaign section of our website.  Both 
the streets, roads and all public places and the parks, playgrounds and sportsfields sections detail not 
just alternatives to glyphosate but alternative methodologies and management without a ‘product’.   
 

  

                                                
7
 McGarrigle, D. Pesticides – The Costs, Issues and Trends in New Zealand Territorial Local 

Authorities. Dec 1996 

https://weedmanagementadvisory.wordpress.com/campaigns/protect-our-children-from-toxic-pesticides/protecting-our-children-on-streets-roads-and-all-public-places/
https://weedmanagementadvisory.wordpress.com/campaigns/protect-our-children-from-toxic-pesticides/protecting-our-children-in-parks-playgrounds-and-sportsfields/
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Alternatives for Streets and roads 
  
Thermal:  As noted above thermal technologies8 are available now in Auckland that already do – and 
have done for 20 years - replace the use of glyphosate and any other agrichemical for weed and 
vegetation control in public places.  But as we detail on our website, they do not operate in isolation.  
They are not a ‘silver bullet’ replacement – they are part of a fully integrated street maintenance 
programme that will include complementary treatments like mowing, strimming and street cleaning. 
 
The thermal benefits and cost saving vs a glyphosate operation on the streets and roads are not just 
confined to cost per km.9 
 

 ability to operate in most adverse weather conditions. 

 able to operate at all hours – no ‘spraying time’ restrictions across the city 

 no need to maintain spray-free registers or advertise ‘spraying times’. 

 able to provide continuous full employment for operators with no lay-off for weather stand 

downs etc, therefore 

 faster coverage and completion of maintenance rounds 

 cleaning pavements, road signs, seats, bus shelters, graffiti etc on same round 

 no need to provide full personal protective clothing or annual medical checkups. 

 no need for operators to attend chemical application courses or obtain certificates 

 reduced treatments over time as seed banks destroyed 

 etc etc etc 

 Environmental and human protection 

 No  runoff into the storm-water, waterways and ultimately our harbours 

 no chemical drift from applications or later re-entraining back into the air via contaminated dust. 

 no residual effects in the soil and the contamination of flowering plants, and therefore, 

 protecting butterflies, bees and other beneficial insects, and 

 the positive ability to create pollinator pathways and hubs, 

 confidence to develop berm gardens that are not going to be sprayed 

 BUT MOST IMPORTANT OF ALL : 

 protection of everyone using the berm or footpaths be it young barefoot children to dogs not 

tracking pesticides back into homes on shoes, feet and paws. 

 protection of our children, their health and human rights from toxic pesticides. 

  
Ultimately even thermal would become only part of maintaining our streetscape as we look to 
climate change challenges, carbon sequestration with minimal low coverage vegetation etc.  Some of 
this is explored on the website.  But for this CFI the message is - Thermal is cost effective, available 
and safe. 
 

  

                                                
8
 Hot water, saturated steam, hot foam. 

9
 See the Examination and Audit of Auckland Council’s 2020 Project Streetscapes Weed Management 

Report for expanded and detailed analysis of Auckland costs etc  

https://weedmanagementadvisory.wordpress.com/separating-fact-from-fiction/
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Alternatives for parks, playgrounds and sportsfields 
 
Dozens of parks and sportsfields in Auckland have been chemical free for over 20 years – on rural 
Waiheke Island for over thirty – so glyphosate has already proven unnecessary.    The children’s 
campaign section linked above details many alternative initiatives and up-to-date work in all areas of 
chemical free parks and sportsfield. 
 
 
7.4. If glyphosate products were no longer available for use in New Zealand, what would be the 
possible effects? 
 
Comment:  As long as they were not simply substituted with another agrichemical, there is no doubt 
that there would be great benefits for our health and the environment.  This is especially so if there 
was a positive shift to researching and finding ways to working without chemicals not just finding 
another substitute. 

 
 

PART 8:  Hearing your views 

 
NOTE TO THE EPA 

 
The WMA have confined our views to concerns we have about the impact of glyphosate products on 
people’s health.  This is not because we have no concerns about its impact on the environment or 
public spaces etcetera but that these have been touched on or articulated throughout this 
submission.  Repeating these will not add to the information you have called for. 
 
 
 
8.3. Do you have any concerns that the use of glyphosate products impacts people’s health? 
 
Comment:  Yes.  It is not possible in this space or time to detail all the impacts of glyphosate on 
people’s health and we would refer the EPA to the Glyphosate Monograph and the CFI submission 
from Physicians & Scientists for Global Responsibility for their quality research and studies.  We 
touch on a couple of areas that may not be covered in other submissions. 
 
Of particular concern is the impact on children’s health as the most vulnerable in our society.  As we 
noted in our introduction there is overwhelming evidence now available that shows the detrimental 
impacts of chemical exposure on developing children’s bodies including not just cancers but 
developmental disorders and learning disabilities.  The fact that it has been found that chemicals are 
causing serious health problems at lower and lower levels of exposure such as those found in 
roadside sprays is a concern. 
 
This is not just our concern, but that of many scientists in New Zealand.  Speaking about glyphosate: 
 

 Prof. John Potter  Former Chief Science Advisor to the Ministry of Health – Centre for Public 
Health Research Massey University - “There is no question that it is carcinogenic in humans 
but it may also be toxic in other ways that we haven't yet fully explored” … Dr Potter says it's 
high time officials reconsider its use … “Luxembourg is going to ban it by the end of this year, 

https://weedmanagementadvisory.files.wordpress.com/2017/11/glyphosate-monograph-2016.pdf
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and there are already a lot of cities in France who've banned it - we could do it locally as well 
as nationally”.  (June 2020) 

 Dr Dave Mclean Senior Research Fellow, Centre for Public Health Research Massey 
University  – Does he think roundup and glyphosate should be used in NZ?  “Well I don’t 
think it should be used – no – it certainly should not be used in the public sphere like the 
Christchurch setting where you’re effectively spraying the whole city.  I would like to see it 
limited if not stopped altogether. (Oct 2019) 

 Associate Professor Andrea ‘t Mannetje  - Centre for Public Health Research Massey 
University - I think it would be good if the EPA classifies this chemical as a suspected 
carcinogen, because that really accurately reflects what the scientific evidence is for this 
chemical.  The New Zealand public has the right to know this.  (Oct 2019) 

 Prof. John Potter - Former Chief Science Advisor to the Ministry of Health – Centre for 
Public Health Research Massey University - There are a large number of countries that have 
banned or restricted the use of it.  So we need to think seriously about what we are doing in 
NZ … we need to begin to think seriously about whether or not it should be banned for 
domestic use, which is probably a good step … Councils need to think about how they are 
using it on verges, greens and schools and so on.  They should reconsider their use …  (Aug 
2018)  

 Prof Jeroen Douwes – Centre for Public Health Research Massey University - Glyphosate 
based herbicides like Roundup should be banned for private use, and we should be looking to 
restrict its use in public places … possibly banning it there as well.  (March 2018) 

 Distinguished Professor Bruce Baguley –  Co-Director of the Auckland Cancer Society 
Research Centre, University of Auckland - … because human cancers take a long time 
(typically twenty years) to develop, exposure of populations to a low dose of glyphosate over 
a long time represents a more significant risk than exposure to a high dose for a short time.  
(Dec 2017) 

 Distinguished Professor Bruce Baguley – Co-Director of the Auckland Cancer Society 
Research Centre, University of Auckland - NZ should follow the Netherlands example in 
banning the use of Roundup for the control of weeds on municipal areas such as footpaths.  
These pose a particular exposure risk for children. (June 2016) 

 Prof. Ian Shaw – it is probably time for city councils and similar people to rethink its use. 
They should be asking … is there something else we can do instead, and if there is, let’s 
replace it. (July 2015) 

 
 
OIA work undertaken by the WMA in late 2017 revealed details of actual impacts of glyphosate on 
people’s health.  In the process of investigating an Auckland Transport report into their efforts to get 
the Auckland District Health Board (ADHB) to endorse their continued use of glyphosate on the 
roads, the WMA obtained emails from the ADHB.  These revealed that the ADHB had advised 
Auckland Transport that the NZ Poisons Centre had handled 208 reports regarding glyphosate 
exposure/ injuries or illnesses in the five years from 2010 - 2015 years.  This number was just for the 
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Auckland area and the ADHB noted this may be higher as the Centre had received a number of 
generic reports that might include glyphosate Information. 10  
 
These health concerns are why the WMA started a campaign in 2020 to protect our children from 
toxic pesticides and in particular to do something about the low-hanging fruit of street spraying with 
glyphosate.  We have provided the links elsewhere in this submission to the Campaign pages on our 
website, but would finally like to draw the attention of the EPA to the human rights issues of the use 
of glyphosate in New Zealand.   

“Human rights are indivisible, interlinked and interdependent.  A child’s right to 
health is closely linked to a child’s right to life, survival and development, and 
numerous other rights.” 
 
Baskut Tuncak was the UN Special Rapporteur on Toxics and this quote is from his Report to the 33rd 
session of the UN’s Human Rights Council.  He goes on to say: 

States have an obligation to prevent children from being exposed to toxics and 
pollution. Case after case has illustrated the myriad of rights violated when 
States and businesses fail to prevent the exposure of children to toxics and 
pollution.      
 

-------------------------------------------- 
 
 
There is no doubt in the WMA’s view that the time is right for the EPA to withdraw glyphosate from 
public use in New Zealand.  We thank the EPA for the opportunity to contribute to this Call for 
Information and hope our information has been of use. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Hana Blackmore 
For The Weed Management Advisory 
22nd October 2021 

                                                
10

 For the full story and copies of the documents see the legal section of the Examination and Audit of 
the 2020 Project Streetscapes Report.  

https://weedmanagementadvisory.wordpress.com/separating-fact-from-fiction/

