[image: image1.png]




FRIENDS OF THE EARTH POSITION ON HANCOCK VICTORIAN PLANTATIONS INTENTION TO PHASE OUT THE USE OF THE F.S.C. PROHIBITED HERBICIDE SIMAZINE BY 2006.

21/8/03
SUMMARY

1. Friends of the Earth (FoE) is philosophically opposed to continuing use of Simazine by Hancock, however FoE acknowledges that a definite phase out of Simazine by 2006 is a way forward for the company, providing key conditions are met.

2. FoE will support the 2006 phase out initiative providing that Hancock implement an ‘Independent Monitoring Group’ (IMG), with agreement from FSC member groups (WWF and FoE), Friends of Gippsland Bush, local government and the Environment Protection Authority.  This group will undertake monitoring of waterways, soil and groundwater and will include expert advice from relevant experts including an ecotoxicologist.

3. That Hancock accept the 99% trigger value for Simazine as set out by ANZECC’s National Water Quality Measurement Strategy for all of the areas that Hancock will spray with Simazine.  Australian and New Zealand Guidelines for Fresh and Marine Water Quality 2000.  That trigger value currently is 0.2UgL-1.  This trigger value is also supported by the Victorian Environment Protection Authority under their June 2003 State Environment Protection Policy Waters of Victoria document.

4. That the IMG also look into issues regarding other pesticides that Hancock currently use and that the group also test soils in plantations for concentrations of TCDD.

5. FoE requires information on areas that will be sprayed with Simazine.

6. FoE requires information regarding past use of Simazine by the company and its predecessors.

7. FoE will not support the aerial application of Simazine.

8. FoE will not support the use of Simazine in Domestic Water Supply Catchments – including Merrimans Creek and Tarra River.

9. In areas that are sprayed and are not domestic water catchments, FoE requires monitoring of Simazine residues at the plantation and at the nearest water offtake downstream of the spray area.

10. If Simazine is found in water above the 0.2UgL-1 trigger limit in any sample, Hancock will immediately suspend the use of Simazine indefinitely.  Suspension  will also occur if traces of Simazine is found in waters used by downstream users in excess of 0.0005mg/L (Australian Drinking Water Guidelines for Pesticides* – Simazine - *Friends of the Earth has problems with these Drinking Water Guidelines and believes that 0.0mg/L is the only ‘safe’ level for Simazine).

11. If Simazine is found in waterways under the guideline trigger level, Hancock will immediately suspend the use of Simazine in that catchment, until such a time that an alternative herbicide (and non-chemical) treatment can be applied or until details of why the chemical leached into the waterways can be determined and remedial plans drawn up by the IMG so that the incident doesn’t happen again.  If it happens again, Hancock will immediately suspend the use of Simazine.

12. If Simazine is not detected by tests conducted by the IMG, Hancock can continue with their phase out plan until 2006.

FRIENDS OF THE EARTH POSITION ON HANCOCK VICTORIAN PLANTATIONS INTENTION TO PHASE OUT THE USE OF THE F.S.C. PROHIBITED HERBICIDE SIMAZINE BY 2006.

Friends of the Earth (FoE) is not happy with Hancock’s recent approach to the (Forest Stewardship Council) FSC for derogation to continue to use Simazine in their hardwood ‘plantations’ in Gippsland.  Our organization does not support the continuing use of this chlorinated herbicide.

It is FoE’s understanding that Hancock intend to use Simazine in hardwood ‘plantations’, although it is known that Hancock have used Simazine in pine plantations in the past.  Some clarification on this point would be useful.  

FoE also understands that Simazine may also be used in ex – pine plantations that are currently being converted to Shining Gum plantations.  This point also requires some clarification.

For FoE to agree with the proposition that Hancock continue to use Simazine until 2006, much more information needs to be provided to our organization.  It is also vital that people who will potentially be impacted by these chemicals – ie Gippsland residents – look at this proposal in much greater detail.  Residents in Gippsland have a long history of suffering the consequences of spray regimes for weed control including weed control in tree plantations.  The current controversy which has recently ‘re-surfaced’ concerning the defoliant 2,4,5-T and health impacts on the people of Yarram is a sad reminder of the toxic history of the region.  These issues have never gone away for the people suffering the health related consequences of TCDD dioxin and pesticide poisoning.  It must be pointed out that the recent Yarram controversy is but the ‘tip of the iceberg’ with many more people suffering in silence.

For further information see:  

http://www.hancock.forests.org.au/docs/historylesson.htm
http://www.hancock.forests.org.au/docs/yarramabnormalities.htm
Grand Ridge Plantations (Hancock) operate over a vast array of country in Gippsland with different soil types and catchments stretching over almost 140 km from Mount Worth in the west to the Mitchell River catchment in East Gippsland.  Water catchments include; The Tarwin River, South Gippsland rivers, La Trobe River, Thomson River and Mitchell River.  We expect that Simazine will most likely be used in existing hardwood areas most likely on the north face of the Strzelecki Ranges (LaTrobe River Catchment) in the catchments of Jeeralang Creek, Traralgon Creek, Middle Creek, Bennetts Creek, Billy’s Creek, Merrimans Creek, Flynns Creek & Morwell River East and West Branches.  It is also possible that Simazine will also be used on the southern slopes of the Strzeleckis most notably in the Tarra River and Tarwin River catchments.

It is highly likely that Simazine will react slightly differently in each location.  What tests have been conducted into the dispersive nature of Gippsland soils – particularly Strzelecki soils?  

FoE understands that Simazine is ‘moderately’ persistent in the environment with recorded half lives of 1 to 20 weeks.  Simazine binds to clay and organic matter in soils and can be washed along with soil particles in run-off water.  Therefore a major concern will the impact of Simazine on waterways of the Gippsland region – especially after rainfall.

From information provided by the Pesticide Action Network (http://www.pesticideinfo.org/Detail_Chemical.jsp?Rec_Id=PC34340) 

Simazine is regarded as a groundwater contaminant, a developmental or reproductive toxin, a possible carcinogen and a suspected endocrine disruptor.  Friends of the Earth is putting itself ‘out on a limb’ even contemplating supporting continued use of this chemical considering the potential risks at hand.

Also see;

http://www.envirowise.gov.uk/envirowisev3.nsf/TextKey/MBEN4PBHPP?OpenDocument
However, as a member of the Forest Stewardship Council we understand that it is very important to see FSC succeed in Australia and we will support the WWF proposal that Hancock continue to use Simazine until 2006, only after the following requests have been met.  Ideally we would like Hancock to prove that the chemical is safe to use before the planned spray regimes commence.

Federal Status of Simazine

In Australia, the Australian Pesticides & Veterinary Medicines Authority (APVMA) is responsible for registering agricultural and veterinary chemical products, granting permits for use of chemical products and regulating the sale of agricultural and veterinary chemical products.  Following the sale of these products, the use of them is regulated by State and Territory ‘control of use’ legislation that is enforced by State Territory Agriculture and Environment Agencies.  

There are currently six companies producing Simazine for sale in Australia under the Record of Approved Active Constituents for Chemical Products by the APVMA.  All of these companies are located outside of Australia.  The minimum compositional standard for active constituents in Simazine is 950g/kg.  

The APVMA plays no monitoring role in Gippsland, although they do produce chemical reviews and reports which can lead to a chemical being ‘de-licensed’.  In regards to Simazine no such review or report has been undertaken by the APVMA, although they did carry out a review on the use of Atrazine.  This review includes an interesting overview of Atrazine issues by the Forest Herbicide Research Management Group (FHRMG).  

Results of the Review of Atrazine, including a summary by the FHRMG can be viewed at; http://www.apvma.gov.au/chemrev/atrazine_final.pdf
http://www.apvma.gov.au/chemrev/atrr.shtml
The Australian government also is responsible for the National Water Quality Management Strategy – Australian Guidelines for Fresh and Marine Water Quality by the Australia New Zealand Environment Conservation Council (ANZECC) which have stated water quality guidelines for toxicants which include Simazine.  

“3.4.2.1  Toxicity data for deriving guideline trigger values.  The preferred data for deriving trigger values come from multiple-species toxicity tests, i.e. field or model ecosystem (mesocosm) tests that represent the complex interactions of species in the field.  However, many of these tests are difficult to interpret and there are few such data available that meet screening requirements.  

Most of the trigger values have been derived using data from single-species toxicity tests on a range of test species, because these formed the bulk of the concentration-response information.  High reliability trigger values were calculated from chronic ‘no observable effect concentration’ (NOEC) data.  However the majority of trigger values were moderate reliability trigger values, derived from short-term acute toxicity data (from tests <=96h duration) by applying acute-to- chronic conversion factors”. Page 3.4-2 Water quality guidelines for toxicants.  National Water Quality Management Strategy.  Australian and New Zealand Guidelines for Fresh & Marine Water Quality 2000.  ANZECC.

“A trigger value is defined as a concentration level below which there is a low risk of adverse effects to the environment.  When values within the range of the trigger value are reached, this should ‘trigger’ further investigation into the issue, such as more intensive monitoring or a detailed further characterisation of the level of risk.

The trigger level can be applied at different protection levels  The high level of protection is 99%, meaning that this % of species can be expected to be protected if the environmental value does not approach the trigger value.” (Hart et al. 1999)

In regards to Simazine, in their 2000 Version of Australian Guidelines for Fresh and Marine Water Quality, ANZECC (Table 3.4.1) provides the following classification for Trigger values for freshwater (UgL-1)*.  4 categories are listed as percentage values for Level of Protection (% species).  

*(UgL-1) refers to parts per billion).

     SIMAZINE – ANZECC TRIGGER VALUES (2000).

 99%:  0.2 UgL-1
  95%:  3.2 UgL-1
 90%:  11 UgL-1
 80%:  35 UgL-1
“3.4.2.4  Altering the level of protection for different ecosystem conditions

The trigger values derived using the statistical distribution method were calculated at four different protection levels, 99%, 95%, 90% and 80% (table 3.4.1).  Here, protection level signify the percentage of species expected to be protected.  The decision to apply a certain protection level to a specific ecosystem is the preogative of each particular state jurisdiction or catchment manager, in consultation with the community and stakeholders.  State jurisdiction or catchment managers can choose to apply different levels or protection to different ecosystem conditions if there is confidence that the disturbance is due to an overall physico-chemical disturbance and not just structural alteration. . . 

In most cases, the 95% protection level trigger values should apply to ecosystems that could be classified as slightly-moderately disturbed, although a higher protection level could be applied to slightly disturbed ecosystems where the management goal is no change in biodiversity . . . The highest protection level (99%) has been chosen as the default value for ecosystems with high conservation value, pending collection of local chemical and biological monitoring data.  The 99% protection levels can also be used as default values for slightly-moderately disturbed systems where local data are lacking on bioacculumation effects or where it is considered that the 95% protection level fails to protect key test species . . .”

This quote is central to issues concerning water quality in Victoria, especially concerning the State Environment Protection Policies (SEPP’s).  Friends of the Earth argues that the 100% protection level is required in the Strzeleckis especially in regards to habitat requirements of endangered species such as the Strzelecki Burrowing Crayfish.  It is also FoE’s opinion that collection of local chemical and biological monitoring data is lacking in the catchments that Hancock intend to spray with Simazine, however we are willing to work with the ANZECC trigger criteria in this instance.

ANZECC Criteria are relevant to Victoria;

“Victoria has endorsed the NWMS Australia and New Zealand Guidelines for Fresh and Marine Water Quality.  The Guidelines specify ‘trigger levels’ (or alert levels) which initiate follow-up assessment when breached”  Water Quality Objectives for Rivers and Streams – Victorian EPA 2003.
Victorian Status of Simazine

Numerous State Laws governing pesticide application apply in Victoria.  Most specifically the Agriculture and Veterinary Chemicals (Control of Use) Act 1992 and associated legislation.

Most information concerning pesticide applications can be viewed on the Chemical Standards Website:  http://www.dpi.gov.au/Chemicalstandards
Simazine is not a restricted chemical in Victoria and application of Simazine does not come within Chemical Control Areas.

Numerous bureaucracies can be involved when a spraying incident goes wrong.  For instance when reporting incidents of spray drift it is recommended that local government, through Regional Health Officers (REHO) and the Department of Human Services be informed.  If the local shire does not have a REHO, environmental health officers or the Chief Executive Officer should be consulted.  The Environment Protection Authority also has a responsibility in regards to spray drift issues.

However, it is Friends of the Earth’s experience that monitoring of pesticide residues from plantations in Victoria is extremely limited and the following response to a Freedom of Information Application makes for interesting reading;

“6/12/02.  FOI Request – Colac Otway Shire Council

In response to your request for information relating to the use of herbicides by plantation companies, I advise that there are no records within Council, as plantation companies are not yet required to advise either Council or the Department of Natural Resources and Environment of their intentions to conduct herbicide application.

Yours sincerely,

FoEI Officer Colac Otway Shire”

Friends of the Earth does understand that notices of spraying operations have sometimes been granted to local residents and local government authorities in the Gippsland region by Hancock, but further details about such notices are limited.  Our organization also has been sent some data from Gippsland Water pertaining to some pesticide regimes conducted by the Hancock from 1999 to 2001.  But this information is scant and it was impossible to draw any information from Australian Paper Plantations (APP) about their pesticide regimes –especially when chemicals are mixed together.  

“Sep/Oct 2001.  Pine plantation logged by Australian Paper Plantations and aerially sprayed by Grand Ridge Plantations Pty Ltd on 21 September 2001.  According to John Cameron, General Manager of Grand Ridge Plantations in a letter to Friends of the Earth dated 2 October 2001. “The herbicides used were Simazine, Lontrel & Verdict.  The formulation is not available in granular form”.  Mr Cameron also included a sheet entitled Environmental Precautions Helicopter Spraying which included the point “All Permanent streams are sampled to confirm free of contamination”.  A letter sent by FoE to Mr Cameron sent October 15, 2001 asked in regard to the above point, ‘When samples were taken, who took the samples, how often the samples were taken and where the sampling took place?’  FoE also asked for a written copy of the sample results.  FoE is still waiting for a response to the letter”.

http://www.hancock.forests.org.au/docs/logging_practices_update-10-11-2001.htm
In regards to Water Quality Objectives for Rivers and Streams in Victoria by the Victorian EPA  p2  “Water quality objectives therefore refer to:  perennial rivers and streams and non – urban areas.  There is currently insufficient data available to derive objectives for intermittent/episodic streams, lakes, wetlands and estuaries”.  

Much of the spraying in Victorian plantations occurs near and in intermittent streams and drainage lines.  Furthermore existing controls for chemical use under the Victorian Code of Forest Practices are quite weak;

“3.1.2.6  Weed Control:  Goal:  The control of competition from grasses and other weeds in plantations should be encouraged to promote the efficient and economic production of timber.  Such control measures should not compromise environmental standards”  Code of Forest Practice – November 1996.

State Environment Protection Policies (SEPP’s)

State Environment Protection Policies (SEPP) are declared by the Governor in Council under Section 16(1) of the Environment Protection Act 1970.  “SEPP’s provide a framework for environmental decision making and a clear set of publicly agreed environmental objectives that all sections of the community must work together to achieve”.  Victorian Government Gazette S122 22/10/96 page 19.

In 1996 there was a variation of the State Environment Protection Policy (Waters of Victoria) – Waters of the Latrobe and Thomson River Basins and Merriman Creek Catchment that would have ramifications for plantations controlled by Hancock.

Waterways in this definition mean a river, creek, stream or watercourse or a natural channel in which water regularly flows, whether or not the flow is continuous or a lake, lagoon, swamp or marsh.

The SEPP for Waters of the Latrobe and Thomson River Basins and Merriman Creek then listed Segments; 

Segment B (predominantly forests and forestry activities): The surface waters of – 

(i) Moondarra and Tyers State Parks

(ii) Holey Plains State Park and freehold land enclosed by this park

(iii) Latrobe and Ada River and their tributaries upstream of their junction

(iv) Thomson River and its tributaries upstream of Cowwarr Weir

(v) Toorongo River and its tributaries

(vi) Loch River and its tributaries

(vii) Avon River and its tributaries upstream of Wombat Flat

(viii) Carey River and its tributaries

(ix) Barkly River and its tributaries upstream of the junction with Tiger Creek

(x) Glenmaggie Creek and its tributaries upstream of Back Creek Track

(xi) Stony Creek and its tributaries upstream of the junction with the Thomson River

(xii) Valencia Creek and its tributaries upstream of the junction with Stony Creek

(xiii) Rintouls Creek and its tributaries upstream of Fitzgibbons Road

(xiv) Eaglehawk Creek and its tributaries upstream of Eaglehawk Creek Road

(xv) Freestone Creek and its tributaries upstream of George Creek

(xvi) Tyers River and Jacobs Creek and their tributaries upstream of the wall of Moondarra Reservoir

(xvii) Tanjil River and its tributaries upstream of the wall of Blue Rock;

(xviii) Wellington River downstream of Carey State Forest

But not including any of the surface waters of Segment A

Segment C (mixed forestry and agricultural activities).  The surface waters of –

(i) Latrobe River and its tributaries upstream of its junction with the Moe Drain

(ii) Tanjil River and its tributaries upstream of its junction with Latrobe 

(iii) O’Grady Creek and Little Morwell River and their tributaries upstream of their junction

(iv) Morwell River and Morwell River East Branch and their tributaries upstream of their junction

(v) Middle Creek and Vaggs Creek and their tributaries upstream of their junction

(vi) Billy Creek and its tributaries upstream of Jeeralang Road Bridge

(vii) Bennetts Creek and Waterhole Creek and their tributaries upstream of the Churchill-Traralgon Road

(viii) Traralgon Creek and its tributaries upstream of Jones Lane

(ix) Flynns Creek and its tributaries upstream of Callignee South Road

(x) Macalister River and its tributaries downstream of the Caledonia River and the wall of Glenmaggie

(xi) Avon River and its tributaries from Wombat Flat downstream of Redbank

(xii) Perry River and its tributaries upstream of Perry Bridge and 

(xiii) Merriman Creek and its tributaries.

(It should be noted that most of Hancock’s existing hardwood plantations fitted under Segment C – although Hancock is currently converting areas of pinus radiata to shining gum in many places that may also have fitted under Segment B & D.  It is presumed however that Simazine was highly likely to be used in Segment C ‘plantations’).

In the verified 1996 SEPP for the Latrobe and Thomson Rivers and Merrimans Creek, details were given on In-stream Water Quality Indicators and Objectives.  Details were given about toxicants (formula) Max; stating that in Segment B levels had to be <0.2T* and in Segment C levels had to be <0.5T*.  (Friends of the Earth assumed that these values translated to 0.2 meaning 20% of the T Value and 0.5 meaning 50% of the T value).

*As of 4 June 2003 (p42 Victorian Government Gazette – S107) the 0.2T and 0.5T values were replaced with the T Value.  “ Part 3 – Variations of Schedules of SEPP (Waters of Victoria) Schedule F – Policy Variations.  6.  Variations or Schedules F5, F6 & F7.  (1)  The following schedules area varied (a) SEPP (Waters of Victoria) Schedule 5 Waters of the Latrobe and Thomson Rivers and Merrimans Creek by replacing 0.2T & 0.5T, whereby they exist, with T in Table 3.4.1 of the Australian Guidelines for Fresh and Marine Water Quality 2000.  In addition to replacing the objective, the decision and assessment process outlined in the Principle Policy is triggered if the T value is exceeded”.

THIS RECENT RECLASSIFICATION OF THE T VALUE BY THE STATE GOVERNMENT WILL IMPACT MOST SIGNIFICANTLY IN THE SEGMENTS B, C & G OF WATERWAYS COVERED BY THE 1996 LATROBE AND THOMSON RIVERS AND MERRIMANS CREEK S.E.P.P.  FOR SEGMENTS A, D,E & F THERE WILL BE NO CHANGE.

EFFECTIVELY THE BRACKS GOVERNMENT HAS ALLOWED FOR THE DOUBLING OF PESTICIDES ENTERING WATERWAYS BEFORE THE TRIGGER LEVEL IS IMPLEMENTED IN RIVERS AND STREAMS OF SEGMENT C OF THE 1996 LATROBE AND THOMSON RIVERS AND MERRIMANS CREEK S.E.P.P.      

IN REGARD TO IMPLEMENTING THE TRIGGER FOR TOXIC POLLUTION ENTERING WATERS THAT WERE COVERED UNDER SEGMENT B & G* OF THE 1996 ‘LATROBE’ S.E.P.P., THIS HAS EFFECTIVELY QUINTRUPLED ALLOWABLE LEVELS OF TOXIC POLLUTION BEFORE THE TRIGGER LEVEL IS IMPLEMENTED.

*(The reclassification of the T value will also impact on Segment G of the SEPP – Wetlands surrounding Lake Wellington and McLennan’s Strait, parts of the LaTrobe River, Dowds Morass State Game Reserve, The Heart Morass , the Sale Common Game Refuge and Lake Reeve south-west of the Causeway).

T (as defined by S107 Waters of Victoria 4/6/03 Government Gazette is “T in Table 3.4.1 of the Australian and New Zealand Water Quality Guidelines for Fresh and Marine Water Quality (2000). . . (2) Where the Australian Water Quality Guidelines for Fresh and Marine Waters has been referenced, the 2000 version needs to be used.  The level of ecosystem protection that needs to be used to determine the objective is:

(a) 99%  for “largely unmodified”, “natural” and “substantially natural” aquatic ecosystems;

(b) 95% for “modified” ecosystems;

(c) 90% for “highly” or “largely modified” aquatic ecosystems.

As defined in table 3.4.1 denoted as level of ecosystem protection (% species). . .”
Thus the following freshwater triggers are currently legal when applying Simazine in Victoria.  This will be the same for areas within the Latrobe and Thomson River and Merrimans Creek SEPP and areas outside the Latrobe SEPP.

S.E.P.P/ANZECC TRIGGERS FOR SIMAZINE
99%:  0.2 UgL-1
95%:  3.2 UgL-1
90%:  11 UgL-1

Under the 2003 Revised SEPP the waters of Victoria are defined as Segment Definitions.  The (b) Forests A segment consists of the upland river and stream reaches in the . . . Latrobe and Thomson catchments and streams in the . . . Strzeleckis.  This segment has minor disturbance, is mostly forested and is generally about 400 m in altitude but also includes some coastal area.

Another segment which may include Hancock plantations is (d) Cleared Hills and Coastal Plains . . . lowland river and stream reaches and their catchments in the . . . Latrobe, Thomson, Macalister, Mitchell . . . and river and stream reaches in South Gippsland.  This segment has a high level of disturbance, is generally extensively cleared, with some isolated remnant native forests  and  . . . cleared hills are generally above 200m.

The 2003 Revised SEPP (p39) for the Waters of Victoria also lists a table (A4):  

Environmental Quality Objectives for rivers and streams & estuarine & marine segments in water column & sediments.

Forests A (Strzeleckis): Non-Metal (Max) T99%.

Cleared Hills and Coastal Plains  Non-Metal (Max) T99%.

Therefore under the new SEPP, trigger T values of 99% are required by law.  

It is FoE’s submission that under Forest Stewardship Council certification we demand that the highest protection level be warranted for the use of Simazine, meaning that maximum Simazine residues entering waterways must not go higher than 0.2 UgL-1. Ideally we would argue for zero residues.   0.1 UgL-1 as stated in Victorian law up to June 2 2003 would be our next best choice.  But independent water monitoring of areas draining sprayed areas is an absolute necessity.

Also of major concern is that other herbicides used by Hancock in Victoria namely;  Sulfumeturon Methyl, Metsulfuron Methyl, and Haloxyfop are not listed under ANZECC Guidelines for Fresh and Marine Water Quality.  Hexazinone is listed but the trigger levels are listed under ID – Insufficient Data.   

Glyphosate has trigger levels of 370 UgL-1 (@99%), 1200 UgL-1 (@95%), 2000 UgL-1 @ (90%).  These levels seem exceedingly high, especially considering the recent research by the RMIT University has revealed that the acute toxicity of Roundup to two week old C.destructor (freshwater crayfish - Australian Yabby), ranged between 0.4 and 8 mg glyphosate/l (120 hour LC50) with interbrood variability. The recommended agricultural application rate for Roundup which is 5-7ml/l at the rate of 2-3 l/ha (Monsanto, 1986) may therefore pose an ecological risk to Australian freshwater crustaceans. Australian native freshwater crustaceans are more sensitive to this herbicide than similar Northern Hemisphere species. 

FoE also has concerns that plantations sprayed with 2,4,5-T  between the years 1968 and 1977 are now being logged.  It may be possible that the Dioxin TCDD may still be present in the soil (and sediment) of these plantations.  This Dioxin could also be leached into local waterways – especially after rainfall.  ANZECC guidelines for 2,3,7,8 - TCDD is ID (Insufficient Data). 

“For TCDD there may be no safety factor (U.S. EPA., 1979a; 1979b)”  The Herbicide 2,4,5-T and its use in Forestry. Peter Rawlinson Zoology Dept, Latrobe University, Bundoora, 3083.
FOE REQUIREMENTS FOR HANCOCK’S CONTINUED USE OF SIMAZINE

1) FoE would like the FSC and Hancock to consult with ecotoxicologists to determine the impacts of Simazine and other pesticides used by the company on native fish, macroinvertebrates, crustaceans, amphibians etc.  Our concern is that pesticides used in Australia are currently not tested under Australian conditions – they are tested under North American conditions.  We believe that untested chemicals under Australian conditions should not be used at all and believe that in areas where endangered species are concerned the pesticides should be banned. eg Strzelecki waterways provide habitat for the EPBC listed and FFG listed Australian Grayling, Blackfish, Freshwater crayfish (including (Engaeus rostrogaleatus and Engaeus phyllocerus), Spotted Galaxias, Mountain Galaxias, Broadfinned Galaxias and Tupong.  Platypus are also known to occur in Strzelecki streams.  

2) FoE will require information about intended plantations to be sprayed with Simazine up to 2006.  This information must include maps of all relevant areas as well as quantities to be sprayed.  We will need to know dates when the spraying will occur and would like to observe the spraying ourselves.  It is also important to know whether other pesticides will be used in conjunction with Simazine.

3) What residences are likely to be impacted by the spraying?  How close do neighbours live to plantations and who draws water downstream from the plantation in question?  What vegetation and crops exist in the target and surrounding area?  What is the type of agriculture surrounding the property?  Are any buildings surrounding the target area and what is their purpose (eg houses or schools)?  Are waterways, dams or channels near the target area?  Hancock will need to properly notify all people concerned.  All of these questions will need to be answered before spraying starts.  FoE would also like Hancock to investigate the proximity of organic farms in the vicinity of the proposed spray areas.

4) FoE requires information on past use of Simazine by Grand Ridge Plantations and their predecessor Australian Paper Manufacturers, Victorian Plantations Corporation and Australian Paper Plantations.  We require access to all historical data pertaining to the use of this chemical including the date, location and quantity that was applied and whether surfactants were used.  We need to know past spray regimes in order to put the current spray regimes into proper context.  We do not want to see a situation where Hancock increase substantially the use of Simazine for three years above what they have been spraying for the past 30 or so years because they can see a phase out date on the horizon. We need to see a phase out with less chemicals used each year.

5) Under no circumstance will FoE support the aerial application of Simazine and will insist on spray residues being monitored for off-site contamination.  It is possible that aerially applied spray can drift over a very wide area, if the conditions are not right.  “The frequency of adiabatic winds in forest areas and the difficulty of flying close to the canopy make forest aerial spraying more hazardous than the usual agricultural operation both from the point of view of the pilot and the successful application of the herbicide to the target area” Jack 1968.  This risk will be reduced substantially by not aerially spraying.  “The greatest threat to human health, apart from accidental exposures, comes from continued low level exposure . . . in the form of spray drift.  The existence of drift has been acknowledged by Government bodies, as evidenced in the Forest Commission Victoria’s Standing Instruction No.0-7-33 (18 June 1984) – point no. 9  “Off target drift constitutes one of the major problems in aerial application of pesticides.  Cold air drainage in the evening can transport suspended spray droplets long distances away from elevated target areas . . . Although the Standing Orders advice as to the optimal conditions for the least amount of drift this cannot always be heeded, especially as the weather and wind conditions of South Gippsland are noted for their sudden and dramatic changes”  Pesticides in South Gippsland – October 1985 Submission.

(6) FoE will not support the use of Simazine in domestic water supply catchments.  This will eliminate the risk of Hancock polluting domestic water supply catchments in the Gippsland region – most notably:  Merrimans Creek, Agnes River, Tarra River, Tyers River, Tarwin River, Deep Creek, Narracan Creek and Little Morwell River Domestic Water Supply Catchments.  We would need to discuss further the ramifications of spraying in decommissioned water supply catchments such as Billy’s Creek.  (It is invisaged that the biggest impact a no simazine in domestic water supply catchments will be in the Merrimans Creek Domestic Water Supply).

Gazetted Water Supply Catchments in Gippsland, where Hancock operate in, supply the following towns with drinking water;  Alberton, Churchill, Dumbalk, Foster, Glengarry, Meeniyan, Moe, Morwell, Port Albert, Port Franklin, Port Welshpool, Rosedale, Seaspray, Toora, Trafalgar, Traralgon, Traralgon South, Welshpool, Westbury, Yallourn North, Yarragon, Yarram and Yinnar.  This amounts to over 60,000 people.

Not spraying in domestic water supply catchments will avoid Hancock having to risk breaching Australian Drinking Water Guidelines for Pesticides for Simazine of 0.0005 mg/L (Guideline Value) and 0.02 mg/L (Health Value) in these water catchments.  However it is very likely that there will be local residents drawing creek water directly from creeks that will have some spraying occurring upstream.  In this situation we would recommend that if Simazine is detected above 0.0005 mg/L at stream offtakes supplying local residences then Simazine should immediately stop being used and appropriate compensation awarded to the water user – including potential health costs.

(7) FoE will require that soils be analysed for Simazine residues immediately following spraying, one week after spraying, one month after spraying, six months after spraying and one year after spraying.  Monitoring of Simazine residues will be conducted by an agreed body with expertise in monitoring.  The ‘body’ will be agreed to by Hancock, FoE, WWF, Friends of Gippsland Bush (FoGB) and local residents.  FoE would also like to see this body monitor simazine contamination in groundwater.

(8) FoE requires independent sampling of waters downstream of the plantations that will be sprayed and the details of which will be made public.  FoE recommends that the monitoring be carried out by the same ‘body’ that samples the soils.  This body will devise a satisfactory monitoring program which will agreed by interested parties.

(9) FoE recommends that the sampling of Simazine residues be carried out at locations including 1) just upstream of plantation due to be sprayed, 2) 50m downstream, 3)  200 m downstream, 4) just above water offtake of closest downstream user;

· Time of spraying.  One hour post spraying.  Hourly samples for two days after spraying.  Immediately after first rainfall (<2mm) and 12 samples after first rainfall for 1 day.  Immediately after first rainfall event (>2mm) and 12 samples for 1 day.  Immediately after first large rainfall event (>10mm) and 12 samples for 1 day.  Approximately one month after spraying after rainfall.  Approximately six months after spraying after rain.  Approximately one year after spraying after rain.  FoE also recommends that users of downstream water have their water tested – and that monitoring occur at a point immediately upstream of the nearest water user.

(10) 
If Simazine is found in local waterways, FoE, FoGB and the EPA will be notified immediately as will downstream users of the water. 

FoE proposes that if the trigger level for Simazine of 0.2 UgL-1 (and 0.0005 mg/L in water supplying downstream users) is breached, Hancock will immediately suspend the use of Simazine.

If Simazine is found in waterways under the guideline trigger levels Hancock will immediately suspend the use of Simazine in that catchment until such a time that an alternative herbicide (and non-chemical) treatment can be applied or until details of why the chemical leached into the waterways can be determined and remedial plans drawn up so that the incident doesn’t happen again.  If it happens again Hancock will immediately suspend the use of Simazine.  (We understand that Hancock were involved in a Simazine pollution incident in 2001 – 2002.  FoE requires further details of this incident.

If Simazine is not detected Hancock can continue with their phase out plan of this chemical by 2006.

Compiled by Anthony Amis

Friends of the Earth Melbourne 20/8/03.









PAGE  
1
Friends of the Earth Melbourne is a member FoE Australia and FoE International. 
FoE International is the largest environmental network in the world with member groups in 66 countries. 
FoE I campaigns on the most urgent environmental and social issues of our day whilst 
simultaneously catalysing a shift towards a sustainable society.


