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Report Overview 
 

The following report provides a summary of the outcomes of the FSC Highly Hazardous Pesticide 

Derogation stakeholder feedback, including survey responses and additional feedback received from 

public comments and communication with forest company representatives. 

This feedback was used by the independent advisory group in making recommendations to forest 

managers regarding pesticide acceptance and preferred conditions of use. These recommendations 

were then consideration in the further development of the various derogation applications.  

At the completion of the second feedback period (December 24 2015 to January 24 2016), feedback 

from both stakeholder feedback periods will be collated and submitted to the FSC International 

Pesticides Committee. 

Following the recent change in derogation process by FSC International, this report only includes 

stakeholder feedback for those derogations being submitted to FSC International at this stage. This is 

the derogation renewal applications for 1080, Amitrole, Alpha-Cypermethrin and Fipronil. 

The stakeholder report includes a brief overview of the survey respondent characteristics, and other 

responding stakeholders where information is available. Stakeholder feedback is then provided for 

each of the four pesticide derogation applications, including selected quotes from stakeholder 

comments are provided to show the range of stakeholder concerns and preferred management 

approaches. Basic comparative data for each pesticide by state is provided to show the differences 

and similarities in perceptions of the pesticides across the jurisdictions. Very little stakeholder 

comment was provided directly relating to individual forest companies and hence the analysis by 

state is provided. The report finishes with a description of the survey respondents understanding 

and acceptance of forest certification.  

Appendix 1 lists a direct copy of stakeholder feedback provided in the survey, and Appendix 2 

provides the stakeholder feedback received through public comments, email, and communication 

with forest managers. This feedback is listed by state not pesticide due to many stakeholders 

responding to multiple pesticide applications. All feedback is de-identified as far as practicable to 

assist with stakeholder anonymity. For email chain discussions stakeholders will be aware of each 

other’s identity and as such anonymity cannot be ensured. 
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Stakeholder response 
In total 125 stakeholders have provided feedback on the derogations applications as December 21, 

2015. This includes 75 survey respondents and 50 stakeholders who participated through providing 

public comment and communication with the National Coordinator or forest company 

representatives. Many survey respondents also provided feedback through other approaches such 

as email and/or communication with forest company representatives.   

The majority of survey respondents were individuals living on or owning properties adjacent to 

forested areas (63%) as shown in Table 1. These high numbers of stakeholders who live on or 

adjacent to forest areas was expected given that forest companies primarily approached those 

stakeholders registered on company databases for stakeholder feedback. The number of survey 

respondents identifying as being members of environmental groups was lower than anticipated 

given the typically high level of interest of such groups in forestry issues.  

Table 1: Types of stakeholders who participated in feedback opportunities 

Stakeholder Type (n=75) No. 
Survey 
Responses 

% of 
Survey 
Responses 

No. 
Comment 
Responses 

Total % of 
Responses 

I am a member of an environmental group 
with an interest in forestry activities 

5 7% 4 7.2% 

I am a member of the general public with an 
interest in forestry activities 

10 13% 4 12.8% 

I live on a property adjacent to or near a 
forested area (native forest and/or plantation 
forest) 

22 29% 1 18.4% 

I own or manage land adjacent to near a 
forested area (native forest and/or plantation 
forest) 

18 24%  14.4% 

I work, or used to work, within the forest 
industry 

11 15%  8.8% 

My business, or place of employment, is 
impacted by forestry activities 

4 5% 4 6.4% 

Government 3 4% 2 4.0% 

Other, or unknown 2 3% 35 29.6% 

 

State of origin (survey respondents only) 
Survey respondents were predominantly from Tasmania (49%), followed by Victoria (35%) and 

Western Australia (9%) (Figure 1), with very little response from other jurisdictions. The majority of 

survey respondents were potentially affected stakeholders from rural and regional areas, with 51% 

living on a rural property and a further 29% in regional and rural towns (Figure 2).  
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Figure 1: State of origin of survey respondents (n=75) 

 

Figure 2: Location of residence (n=75) 

 

Survey responder demographics 
Of the 75 survey respondents 41% were female, 55% male and 4% preferred not to state their 

gender. This represents a higher sample of men to women; however this is a good sample of 

women, with rural and regional women not often completing surveys pertaining to rural matters. 

Survey respondents were highly educated as shown in Figure 3, with 74% of stakeholders have a 

bachelor degree or higher. While this is not representative of the general Australian public with a 

substantially higher level of education reported, it is indicative of the education levels of those 

individuals interested in forest management with forest managers reporting that this level of 

education is typical of their stakeholder registers. 
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Figure 3: Educational achievement of survey responders (n=75) 
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Table 3 provides a breakdown of the company derogations survey respondents provided comment 

on, highlighting the high focus of stakeholders on Tasmanian and to a lesser extent Victorian forest 

companies derogations. 

Table 3: Company derogations commented on (n=75) 

Derogations Commenting On Number of respondents 

Albany Plantations Fibre Limited (WA) 14 

Hancock Queensland Plantations – HQP (QLD) 8 

PF Olsen (Aus) Pty Ltd (VIC, SA, QLD, WA) 20 

Australian Bluegums Ltd (VIC, SA, WA) 25 

Forestry Tasmania 41 

Hancock Victoria Plantations - HVP (VIC, SA) 20 

WAPRES(WA) 14 

Bunbury Fibre (WA) 13 

Forico (TAS) 30 

SFM (TAS, VIC, SA) 26 

National Coordinator (Pinnacle Quality) 9 

 

Initiation of stakeholder participation 
The majority of survey respondents were attracted to the stakeholder feedback process through 

invitations received from local forest company(s) or friends (see Table 4). Participation through 

environmental group dissemination of invitations was very low. Public comment feedback provided 

some insights into this potential low rate of interest from environmental groups, with a poor 

perception of FSC engagement processes and hence a lack of interest in participating due to 

perceived no influence on the process. 

Table 4: Participant involvement initiation (n=75) 

Participation Initiation  Response % Responses 

Direct email invitation from my local forest company  39 52% 

Direct email invitation from the National Coordinator (Kevin 
O’Grady) 

2 3% 

Forest company website 4 5% 

FSC Australia website 4 5% 

Information was provided to me from a friend 23 31% 

Information was provided to me from an environmental group 2 3% 

Information was provided to me from through my place of work  8 11% 
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Feedback on Derogation Applications 

1080 
Survey respondent’s acceptance of 1080 was fairly evenly distributed and consistent across the 

questions. As shown in Figure 4, 47% of respondents agree that 1080 should be permitted and 45% 

disagree, 7% were neutral. Similarly 47% of respondents felt that 1080 was needed for effective pest 

control, 40% disagreed that it was needed, and 44% perceived control measures used were 

sufficient compared to 45% who see them as insufficient. 

Figure 4: Stakeholder perceptions on 1080 (n=45) 

 

The disparity of views on 1080 was echoed in the broader stakeholder feedback, with many 

stakeholders concerned about the impact of 1080 on non-target species, including domestic animals: 
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mitigating impact of pest animals on wildlife: 
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though certification under the FSC would be disastrous to many threatened 

species.” 

The use of 1080 in Western Australia, where it is a naturally occurring substance, is more acceptable 

for some stakeholders who recognise the reduced impact of 1080 on non-target species in Western 

Australia, and its contribution to broader public pest control programs: 

“1080 is found naturally in WA native plants. Its use on pest species such as foxes, 

cats and dogs is well controlled and very effective.  It is used by National Park 

Managers why would we not, under controlled conditions use it on our plantation 

lands.” 

“In the South-West of Western Australia foxes (and feral cats) have a high 

negative impact on native fauna - both through predation, and competition, as 

well as on the agricultural sector through the loss of livestock (namely sheep). The 

impact of 1080 ingestion by native animals within this region is negligible, and 

extremely unlikely to result in mortality, making it an appropriate poison in the 

control of introduced pests.” 

“The use of 1080 baits by the plantation companies also make the companies 

“good neighbours” as they are supporting the community wide baiting program 

and increasing the overall effectiveness.” 

Stakeholders indicated their preference for alternative browsing control methods, despite the 

associated increased cost: 

“There are also alternative methods of controlling browsing animals (such as 

fencing, tree guards etc.) which would preclude the use of 1080 poison but forest 

managers will attempt to use the easiest and cheapest option available.” 

Overall the high toxicity of 1080 to non-target species, including native fauna, concerned many 

stakeholders, including those not in those jurisdictions seeking to use the highly hazardous pesticide. 

The public benefit of 1080 in controlling predatory pest animal species was well recognised, 

particularly in Western Australia where many non-target native species are resistant to 1080 

poisoning. 

Table 5 and Figure 5 compares the acceptance of 1080 for use on FSC certified lands for Victoria and 

Western Australia (the low number of respondents for South Australia, New South Wales and 

Queensland preclude its inclusion here with only 4 respondents across these states). As Tasmania is 

not seeking a derogation for 1080 it is not included here, however those stakeholders who 

commented on the 1080 application are included in the analysis presented above. 

As can be seen in Table 5 and Figure 5, 1080 is highly accepted for use on FSC certified lands in 

Western Australia, with 83% of survey respondents agreeing to its use, and 100% agreeing that 1080 

is needed to control pest animal species. In Victoria this level of acceptance is substantially lower, 

with only 36% of respondents agreeing that forest managers should be permitted to use 1080 on 

FSC certified forests, and 59% disagreeing. However, 68% of survey respondents commenting on 
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Victorian derogations thought that control measures used in the application of 1080 were sufficient, 

with only 9% disagreeing that control measures were sufficient.  

Table 5: A comparison of acceptance for use of 1080 across Victoria and Western Australia 
 Agree Neutral Disagree Don't Know 

1080 is presently needed for 
effective pest animal management 
and control - VIC (n=22) 

36% 5% 55% 5% 

1080 is presently needed for 
effective pest animal management 
and control - WA  (n=6) 

100% 0% 0% 0% 

The control measures used when 
using 1080 are sufficient for 
managing its potential negative 
impacts - VIC (n=22) 

68% 18% 9% 5% 

The control measures used when 
using 1080 are sufficient for 
managing its potential negative 
impacts - WA (n=6) 

83% 17% 0% 0% 

The processes for finding and/or 
developing alternatives to 1080 are 
appropriate - VIC (n=22) 

27% 14% 41% 18% 

The processes for finding and/or 
developing alternatives to 1080 are 
appropriate - WA (n=6) 

67% 17% 0% 17% 

The forest managers should be 
permitted to use 1080 on FSC 
certified forests subject to abiding by 
the conditions of the derogation - VIC 
(n=22) 

36% 5% 59% 0% 

The forest managers should be 
permitted to use 1080 on FSC 
certified forests subject to abiding by 
the conditions of the derogation - 
WA (n=6) 

83% 17% 0% 0% 
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Figure 5: Acceptance of 1080 within Victorian and Western Australian FSC certified forests 
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Amitrole 
Survey respondents on a whole are not accepting of the use of Amitrole on FSC certified lands, with 

56% of respondents disagreeing with its use and 26% agreeing (Figure 6). This is consistent with the 

perceived need for Amitrole, with 50% of survey respondents disagreeing that Amitrole is needed 

for weed management compared with 35% of respondents who agreed that its use is needed.  

There was some concern about the sufficiency of the control measures used to reduce risks 

associated with the use of Amitrole, with 53% of respondents perceiving control measures as 

insufficient, and 33% as sufficient. There was some uncertainty regarding the acceptability of 

process to find alternative management approaches with 29% responding that that ‘don’t know’ if 

approaches are appropriate, 33% perceiving current approaches as inappropriate and 27% seeing 

them as appropriate. 

Figure 6: Stakeholder perceptions on Amitrole (n=34) 

 

The broader feedback on Amitrole was similar to Alpha-Cypermethrin, with many responding 

stakeholders highly concerned about Amitrole due to it being an endocrine disrupter and hence the 
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Some stakeholders understand the increased costs associated with the use of alternative pesticides, 

but would like to see these costs absorbed by the forest management companies to protect the 

environment:  

“There can be no 'safe' levels of an endocrine disrupting pesticide in the 

environment. There are alternatives but the excuse given is they cost more. That 

cost needs to be born by forest managers and not the environment and 

communities by exposing them to an endocrine disrupting pesticide!” 

Other stakeholders see the benefit of Amitrole given that forest managers are experienced in using 

the pesticide, its use is regulated, and that its inclusion as an allowable pesticide is important to 

reduce chemical resistance: 

“Good long-standing, safe and reliable chemical that has stood the test of time. 

“Its use is effectively and efficiently controlled by appropriate local authorities / 

regulators.” 

“Can also use glyphosate a little more carefully (so as not to damage crop trees) 

but it's good to have a range of chemicals to avoid chemical resistance.” 

However, stakeholders expressed the need to ensure controls are in place to ensure risk to no-target 

area is minimised: 

“Can also use glyphosate a little more carefully (so as not to damage crop trees) 

but it's good to have a range of chemicals to avoid chemical resistance.” 

 

Table 6 and Figure 7 compare the acceptance of using Amitrole on FSC certified lands for Victoria 

and the combination of New South Wales, Queensland, South Australia and Western Australia (due 

to the low number of respondents within each state these responses were consolidated to retain 

anonymity).  
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Table 6: A comparison of acceptance of Amitrole within Victorian and Western Australian/New 
South Wales/Queensland and South Australian FSC certified forests 

 Agree Neutral Disagree Don’t Know 

Amitrole is presently needed for weed 
management - VIC (n=14) 64% 7% 14% 14% 

Amitrole is presently needed for weed 
management - NSW, QLD, SA, WA 
(n=8) 

50% 0% 25% 25% 

The control measures used when 
using Amitrole are sufficient for 
managing its potential negative 
impacts - VIC (n=14) 

79% 7% 7% 7% 

The control measures used when 
using Amitrole are sufficient for 
managing its potential negative 
impacts - NSW, QLD, SA, WA (n=8) 

50% 0% 38% 13% 

The processes for finding and/or 
developing alternatives to Amitrole 
are appropriate - VIC (n=14) 

14% 21% 36% 29% 

The processes for finding and/or 
developing alternatives to Amitrole 
are appropriate - NSW, QLD, SA, WA 
(n=8) 

38% 0% 13% 50% 

The forest managers should be 
permitted to use Amitrole on FSC 
certified forests subject to abiding by 
the conditions of the derogation - VIC 
(n=14) 

29% 7% 64% 0% 

The forest managers should be 
permitted to use Amitrole on FSC 
certified forests subject to abiding by 
the conditions of the derogation - 
NSW, QLD, SA, WA (n=8) 

50% 0% 38% 13% 

 

As shown here, Amitrole is more accepted in NSW/QLD/SA/WA than Victoria with 50% of 

respondents agreeing that Amitrole should be permitted compared with 29% in Victoria, although 

the low number of respondents means that such findings need to be treated with caution. In all 

jurisdictions the need for Amitrole and the control measure used is accepted. However respondents 

are more cautious about the processes for finding alternatives, with a high proportion of survey 

respondents either disagreeing, or do not know if processes to find alternatives are appropriate. 
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Figure 7: Acceptance of Amitrole within Victorian and Western Australian/New South 
Wales/Queensland and South Australian FSC certified forests 
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Alpha-Cypermethrin 
Responding stakeholders do not accept the use of Alpha-Cypermethrin, with 60% of respondents 

disagreeing with the use of Alpha-Cypermethrin on certified land, and 21% agreeing (Figure 8). The 

perceived need for Alpha-Cypermethrin is questioned with 35% of survey respondents agreeing that 

there is a need to use the pesticide, and 48% disagreeing that there is a need. 

Stakeholders are concerned about acceptable control measures given the perceived potential 

impacts of the pesticide, with 61% disagreeing that control measures provided in the draft 

derogations are sufficient.  

Figure 8: Stakeholder perceptions on Alpha-Cypermethrin (n=58) 

 

Stakeholders expressed significant concern over the use of Alpha-Cypermethrin due to its potential 

toxicity to the environment and human health: 

“It is a broad spectrum insecticide that is highly toxic to fish, water insects, aquatic 
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“Due to its acute toxicity to aquatic organisms, mammals and birds there is just 

too much risk involved with the use of this pesticide over such large areas in so 

many States.” 

For some, aerial application further heightens this risk due to perceived increased risks of spray drift, 

although others feel that proper control measures such as buffers, and technical advances GPS 

tracking as being important and effective in reducing this risk: 

“NO AERIAL SPRAYING [emphasis original] should be permitted of this or any other 

chemical as spray drift cannot be prevented. 

“Aerial application of pesticides results in widespread and indiscriminate impacts 

on non-target species, and can affect water quality.” 

“[Stakeholder] has concerns about Alpha-Cypermethrin due to aerial application, 

but as long as buffers are applied it can be used safely.” 

“An excellent chemical for insect pest control in hardwood plantations. Modern 

DGPS tracking systems in aircraft have ensured application is accurately targeted 

and chemical is kept out of waterways.” 

However, despite these improvements some stakeholders see that more work is needed on such 

control measures as the risks are too high for potentially affected stakeholders and the 

environment: 

“The Tasmanian Code of Practice for Aerial Spraying has not been significantly upgraded 

since 1998. … As it currently stands it does not provide adequate provisions to ensure that 

aerial spraying does not contaminate certified organic operations … If our property is 

contaminated with a hazardous pesticide such as Alpha cypermethrin, we are likely to lose 

our organic certification.” 

“Aerial spraying has great capacity to drift from target areas … The water sampling 

technique, mid level/mid stream ( relatively high flow ) is not the habitat of most aquatic 

insects and may not be location of the highest concentrations of any contaminants 

present.” 

The perceived environmental costs of using Alpha-Cypermethrin and perceived economic costs of 

not controlling pest insect populations are often difficult to reconcile, with some stakeholders 

concerned over the priorities of forest management organisations and the lack of efforts in finding 

safer alternatives: 

“One of the criteria for chemical use of alpha cyphermethrin (costs vs alternatives) makes it 

clear that economics are considered more important than human and environmental health 

… So called ‘safe’ use in a forestry context can have impacts way beyond forestry 

operations … what efforts have been made to find safer alternatives ? … Is financial gain 

more important?” 

“Invest money in the research for safer alternatives......maybe more costly now but in the 

long term it will benefit everyone … The report clearly states that there are alternatives 
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available but that they are more expensive. The forestry industry needs to factor this cost 

in.” 

“Forestry should send the money and make sure less toxic pesticides get registered in 

Australia rather than just claim there is no alternative.” 

Some stakeholders are more pragmatic on the use of Alpha-Cypermethrin and see it as being an 

important, regulated and controlled pesticide that can be used safely when sufficient controls are 

put in place: 

“The use is essential for control of leaf defoliating insects” 

“This product is widely used in the agricultural industry for management of pests on crops. 

Forestry in Tasmania has strict controls on usage and if used appropriately it should be 

available for use” 

“If leaf beetle populations are monitored to determine if controls are necessary after most 

natural predation has occurred the negative effects of applying alpha-cypermethrin are 

reduced if it is applied on this basis.” 

“This chemical has a known off-target negative impact on aquatic life. If to be used in 

environments where seasonally ephemeral wetlands and remnant water bodies are located 

- either in adjoining land or within remnants within forestry plantations; careful application 

to avoid run-off and contamination impacts must be observed.” 

 

The acceptance of using Alpha-Cypermethrin on FSC certified lands for each of the relevant states is 

provided in Table 7and Figure 9. Again New South Wales, Queensland, South Australia and Western 

Australia have been combined due to the low number of respondents within each state. 

The acceptance of Alpha-cypermethrin for use on FSC certified lands varies considerably across each 

state, with Tasmanian survey respondents critical of its use with only 29% of respondents agreeing 

that forest managers should be able to use Alpha-cypermethrin on FSC certified forests, compared 

to 79% in Victoria and 56% across the other states. This is in stark contrast to survey respondent’s 

perceptions of the need for Alpha-cypermethrin where 54% of Tasmanians agreed it was necessary, 

67% of NSW, QLD, SA and WA, and only 21% of Victorians. This acceptance of the need is similar to 

the perceived sufficiency of control measures where again those interested in Victorian derogations 

were critical, with 57% disagreeing that control measures are sufficient, compared to 57% agreeing 

in Tasmania and 67% in NSW/QLD/SA and WA. 
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Table 7: A comparison of acceptance of Alpha cypermethrin for use on FSC certified forests across 
the states 
 Agree Neutral Disagree Don’t Know 

Alpha-cypermethrin is presently needed 
to protect tree crops from insect damage - 
TAS (n=35) 

54% 14% 14% 17% 

Alpha-cypermethrin is presently needed 
to protect tree crops from insect damage - 
VIC (n=14) 

21% 7% 57% 14% 

Alpha-cypermethrin is presently needed 
to protect tree crops from insect damage - 
NSW, QLD, SA, WA (n=9) 

67% 0% 22% 11% 

The control measures used when using 
Alpha- cypermethrin are sufficient for 
managing its potential negative impacts - 
TAS (n=35) 

57% 9% 23% 11% 

The control measures used when using 
Alpha- cypermethrin are sufficient for 
managing its potential negative impacts - 
VIC (n=14) 

14% 7% 57% 21% 

The control measures used when using 
Alpha- cypermethrin are sufficient for 
managing its potential negative impacts - 
NSW, QLD, SA, WA (n=9) 

67% 0% 33% 0% 

The processes for finding and/or 
developing alternatives to Alpha- 
cypermethrin are appropriate - TAS (n=35) 

34% 11% 43% 11% 

The processes for finding and/or 
developing alternatives to Alpha- 
cypermethrin are appropriate - VIC (n=14) 

14% 7% 36% 43% 

The processes for finding and/or 
developing alternatives to Alpha- 
cypermethrin are appropriate - NSW, 
QLD, SA, WA (n=9) 

33% 11% 11% 44% 

The forest managers should be permitted 
to use Alpha-cypermethrin on FSC 
certified forests subject to abiding by the 
conditions of the derogation - TAS (n=35) 

29% 3% 66% 3% 

The forest managers should be permitted 
to use Alpha-cypermethrin on FSC 
certified forests subject to abiding by the 
conditions of the derogation - VIC (n=14) 

79% 7% 7% 7% 

The forest managers should be permitted 
to use Alpha-cypermethrin on FSC 
certified forests subject to abiding by the 
conditions of the derogation - NSW, QLD, 
SA, WA (n=9) 

56% 11% 33% 0% 

  



INTERIM Stakeholder Feedback Report December 2015 

20 
 

Figure 9: Acceptance of Alpha-Cypermethrin for use on FSC certified forests across the states 
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Fipronyl 
Survey respondents predominantly disagreed (56%) with the use of Fipronil as provided in the draft 

derogation applications, with 30% agreeing with its use (Figure 10). Additionally stakeholders did not 

accept that there was a real need to use Fipronil to protect trees (53% disagreed), or to control 

European wasps and grasshoppers (56% disagreed). Stakeholders were highly concerned about the 

sufficiency of control measures given the potential impacts of the pesticide on non-target species, 

with 64% disagreeing that control measures detailed in the draft derogations were sufficient. 

Figure 10: Stakeholder perceptions on Fipronil (n=54) 
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“The potential hazards of Fipronyl make it inappropriate to use in plantations close to 

human habitation.” 

“Fipronil was found to be highly toxic to some birds and to honey bees. Honey bees are 

already under immense pressure. No honey bees equates to long term no sustainable life.” 

“Fipronyl is highly toxic to freshwater fish and invertebrates and it should not be used near 

or about water ways as minute quantities in waterways can kill fish and crustaceans” 

There are also concerns over the use of aerial spraying to apply Fipronil given its toxicity: 

“We are also concerned about the aerial application of all pesticides and the adverse 

impact this has on communities living adjacent to and in near proximity to these 

operations. Despite the latest technology spray drift, mobilisation through water tables and 

water courses poses threats to sensitive people.” 

“Fipronyl has been banned in other countries.  We should not be using this chemical 

particularly NO AERIAL SPRAYING [emphasis original] should take place.” 

Some stakeholders questioned the need for Fipronil at all given the potential impacts: 

“Being a resident, I do not believe either of these pests are a significant problem - I have a 

real issue for the impacts on birds, mammals and bees in our area, of which there are 

many! Perhaps for employee safety, proper safety clothing should be issued for wasps?” 

“… In WA we rarely have grass hopper plagues and I haven't heard of grass hopper damage 

to blue gum plantations when they did occur. I am unsure of the European wasp situation 

however the death of beneficial insects and bees vastly outweighs any reason to use this 

highly hazardous chemical.” 

“European wasps can be controlled by other means. Use of dangerous chemicals should be 

discouraged according to FSC principles.” 

“Is it clear that the benefits of very occasional use in extreme circumstances only, outweigh 

the negatives? Again something with such acute toxicity should be a last resort not become 

part of standard practice.” 

There is concern from some stakeholders regarding the effectiveness of control measures and the 

enforcement of breaches with such controls: 

“The checks in place for its application, monitoring, frequency of use are not stringent 

enough. It is not enough that notices will be put up to notify communities....communities 

should have the right to say no to spraying in their area if the forestry industry cannot 

convince them otherwise.” 

“Fipronil spray would require very careful management of off-target spray drift onto 

grazing land, high conservation land including that found within plantations, and water 

bodies within 1.5km of the spray zone.” 
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The acceptance of using Fipronil on FSC certified lands for each of the relevant states is provided in 

Table 8 and Figure 11. Again New South Wales, Queensland, South Australia and Western Australia 

have been combined due to the low number of respondents within each state. 

Table 8: A comparison of acceptance of Fipronil for use on FSC certified forests across the states 
 Agree Neutral Disagree Don’t Know 

Fipronil is presently needed to manage 
the introduce European wasp and 
grasshopper plagues - TAS (n=31) 

26% 16% 55% 3% 

Fipronil is presently needed to manage 
the introduce European wasp and 
grasshopper plagues - NSW, QLD, SA, WA 
(n=6) 

33% 17% 50% 0% 

The control measures used when using 
Fipronil are sufficient for managing its 
potential negative impacts - TAS (n=31) 

45% 10% 32% 13% 

The control measures used when using 
Fipronil are sufficient for managing its 
potential negative impacts - NSW, QLD, 
SA, WA (n=6) 

50% 0% 50% 0% 

The processes for finding and/or 
developing alternatives to Fipronil are 
appropriate - TAS (n=31) 

29% 19% 39% 13% 

The processes for finding and/or 
developing alternatives to Fipronil are 
appropriate - NSW, QLD, SA, WA (n=6) 

33% 0% 33% 33% 

The forest managers should be permitted 
to use Fipronil on FSC certified forests 
subject to abiding by the conditions of the 
derogation - TAS (n=31) 

26% 16% 55% 3% 

The forest managers should be permitted 
to use Fipronil on FSC certified forests 
subject to abiding by the conditions of the 
derogation - NSW, QLD, SA, WA (n=6) 

50% 0% 50% 0% 

Fipronil is presently needed to protect 
tree crops from insect damage - TAS 
(n=31) 

26% 6% 55% 3% 

Fipronil is presently needed to protect 
tree crops from insect damage - NSW, 
QLD, SA, WA (n=6) 

50% 0% 50% 0% 

Survey respondents in NSW/QLD/SA and WA were much more accepting of Fipronil than Tasmanian 

respondents, with 50% agreeing to use Fipronil on FSC certified lands compared to 26% in Tasmania. 

However, the sufficiency of control measures was relatively similar with 45% of Tasmanian 

respondents agreeing they were adequate and 50% of NSW/QLD/SA and WA respondents.  

The need for Fipronil to control European wasps and grasshoppers was less accepted for 

QLD/NSW/SA and WA respondents (33%) than the need to protect tree crops from damage in 

general (50%), Tasmanian respondents did not agree with either of these needs with 55% of 

respondents disagreeing with both statements. 



INTERIM Stakeholder Feedback Report December 2015 

24 
 

Figure 11: Acceptance of Fipronil for use on FSC certified forests across the states 
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Survey respondents awareness and acceptance of forest certification 

Knowledge of Forest Certification 
Respondents had a good understanding of forest certification, with 67% having heard of forest 

certification before, and 79% having heard of FSC (see Table 9). This knowledge of certification is not 

surprising given that stakeholders informed of the derogation process were primarily those 

registered on company of FSC Australia databases and hence had dealings with certified companies 

previously. Similarly, given that this survey is relating to an FSC process it is unsurprising that a 

reduced number of survey respondents were aware of the PEFC (33%). 

However, stakeholder knowledge of certifying bodies was significantly less, with only 56% of 

responders aware of Rainforest Alliance, and less for other certifying bodies. This lack of knowledge 

of certifying bodies provides an insight into the poor depth of knowledge regarding forest 

certification of many stakeholders, highlighting that stakeholders are potentially aware of 

certification but have insufficient understanding of how forest certification works and hence limited 

capacity to engage in certification processes when requested and/or concerned about forest 

management practices of certified forest managers. 

Table 9: Knowledge of forest certification and its organisations 

Have you heard of… Yes % of Respondents 

Forest certification  50 67% 

Forest Stewardship Council (FSC) 59 79% 

Programme for the Endorsement of Forest Certification (PEFC) 25 33% 

Australian Forestry Standard (AFS) 55 73% 

FSC Australia 49 65% 

Rainforest Alliance 42 56% 

Soil Association Woodmark 20 27% 

Scientific Certification Services (SCS Global Services) 23 31% 

 

Acceptance of forest certification 
Figure 12 shows the level of stakeholder acceptance of forest certification, with 67% of respondents 

agreeing that forest certification should influence forest policy and 56% of respondents believing 

that forest certification has a positive influence on sustainable forest management. 

The forest management practices of non-certified organisations are not accepted by 67% 

respondents. However, there remains a low level of acceptance of certified organisations as well, 

with those certified to PEFC accepted by only 31% of survey respondents, and FSC certified 

organisations recording a slightly higher acceptance at 39%, with both having high levels of 

neutrality.  

Similarly the establishment and review processes for each certification standard is questioned. More 

survey respondents were dissatisfied with the establishment and review processes than satisfied for 
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both certification standard schemes, with 32% dissatisfied with PEFC processes compared to 26% 

satisfied, and 45% of respondents dissatisfied with FSC processes and 29% satisfied.  

This questioning of certification governance is further highlighted by the moderate level of 

acceptance with current opportunities for engagement in certification processes, with 40% of survey 

respondents satisfied with current engagement opportunities and 37% dissatisfied.  

Figure 12: Acceptance of forest certification as forest governance (n=75) 
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Appendix 1 – Survey stakeholder feedback  
The following details the feedback provided by survey respondents for each of the four pesticides 

where a derogation is being sought. This feedback has not been altered from the survey apart from 

formatting. 

1080 

 Survey comments on 1080 include: 

1 I have lost 2 dogs to 1080 poisoning. It is a cruel poison resulting in a horrendous death for the 
animal (whether pest or pet). There is no way to guarantee that non-targeted species will not 
be affected, nor that animals will not unduly suffer. 1080 should be banned, period!  There are 
other forms of pest control that could be utilised without the cruelty. 

2 1080 is an extremely cruel poison which has a huge impact on non targeted species refer to 
CSIRO Publishing Wildlife Research 2003 30,147-149 Effects of bait station  design on the 
uptake of baits by non target animals during control program for foxes and wild dogs. Glen and 
Dickman UNSW 2006 Australia. / The larges surviving marsupial carnivore on mainland 
Australia: the Tiger or Spotted-tailed Quoll Dasyarus maculatus, a nationally threatened forest 
dependent species. Pp 612-623 in the Conservation of species in Australia's Forests Fauna 
second edition 2004 edited by D. Lunney Royal Zoological Society of NSW  /  

3 The use of 1080 should be prohibited entirely 

4 Its use is effectively and efficiently controlled by appropriate local authorities/regulators.  

5 1080 Also has been shown to impact the native fauna, specifically endangered quolls and 
Devils. There needs to be alternatives to this toxin that mitigates this loss 

6 1080 is an effective tool in the management of pests. It is widely used in Tasmania by the 
Agricultural industry. If it is used and controlled appropriately then it should be available for 
use in specific situations 

7 whilst I agree wallaby populations are in almost plague proportions I find 1080 a most cruel 
and slow avenue in pest control. I would be more open to an agent or methodolgy that 
provides  instantaneous death than the suffering inflicted by internal haemorrhage and pain. 
Whilst the literature indicates that dosages intended for wallaby will not affect other wildlife I 
cannot condone the deaths to the native carnivores/birds of prey which forestry seems to 
think acceptable collateral damage. However there does not seem to be an acceptable 
alternative. Sadly the wallaby do not die where they are poisoned and travell often onto 
neibouring properties to die leaving landowners to dispose of cantaminated carcasses this is 
not acceptable 

8 Australian wildlife is being decimated by introduced predators. Unfortunately poisons such as 
1080 are needed to control predators that are pushing small mammals and some bird and 
reptile species to extinction. Banning the use of 1080 though certification under the FSC would 
be disastrous to many threatened species. Banning 1080 would bring into question whether 
FSC seeks to protect biodiversity or impose politicly motivated policies on privately and 
publicly owned land. /  / The conditions of the derogation should mirror those legislated or 
otherwise approved by the elected representatives of Australia. 

9 usage should be minimised and in conjuction with an education /information process for 
community. Time to remind  
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10 Use of 1080 to target native species is questionable 

11 It is irresponsible to even consider using 1080.  We have had direct disasters with working 
dogs as a result of 1080 being used in the plantations.  We witnessed the agonising death of 2 
dogs and the symptoms displayed: incontinence, diarrhea, excessive salivation, bursts of 
painful violent activity before the clonic phase with the dogs crawling, biting, eyes rolling back, 
rapid breathing before they die - an excruciating, slow and agonising death.  We were droving 
our sheep up the road adjacent to the plantations, the dogs were not inside the perimeter of 
the plantations; foxes or other wildlife obviously moved the baits or the baits were incorrectly 
laid (it is common knowledge that foxes do not eat the baits, but may store them or move 
them, as will birds).  Morally, we cannot condone the death of any animal in this way and it is 
known not to be an effective control of foxes.  We cannot, in any way, support the use of 
1080.  Working dogs are expensive, an essential part of our livelihood and take years to train. 

12 1080 is a cruel and inhumane pesticide that also impacts native wildlife 

13 1080 is a cruel and inhumane pesticide that also impacts native wildlife and domestic animals 
and will go into waterways. 

14 The only effective way to manage fox numbers in plantations is through baiting. This method is 
effective and used widely in other areas and National Parks. 

15 1080 is found naturally in WA native plants.  its use on pest species such as foxes, cats and 
dogs is well controlled and very effective.  It is used by National Park Managers why would we 
not, under controlled conditions use it on our plantation lands. 

16 I think as long as the notification process is adhered to along with all the safety measures then 
use of 1080 is acceptable. 

17 In the South-West of Western Australia foxes (and feral cats) have a high negative impact on 
native fauna - both through predation, and competition, as well as on the agricultural sector 
through the loss of livestock (namely sheep). The impact of 1080 ingestion by native animals 
within this region is negligible, and extremely unlikely to result in mortality, making it an 
appropriate poison in the control of introduced pests. Whilst the target species suffer an 
unpleasant death, the need for on-going control of these introduced predators is imperative in 
the conservation of native fauna. Ingestion by domestic animals, e.g. dogs, is unlikely if baiting 
is undertaken following the SOP's, and if adjacent landholders take note of baiting signs and 
restrain their animals accordingly to prevent them from entering the properties where 1080 
baits have been laid.   

18 1080 has no known antidote. Fsc certification should be directed away from dependence on 
toxic chemicals. Continued use of this chemical does not encourage hvp to seek alternative 
methods of pest control.  

19  / 1080 is essential for the control of rabbits, particularly in forest plantations.  / Rabbits must 
be controlled to avoid numbers building up to plague proportions.  /  

20 1080 kills quolls. The community got it banned in Gippsland in the late 1980's. The company 
developed alternatives to 1080. We are going back 30 years in re-introducing it into Gippsland 

21 I agree that the use of 1080 in FSC forests is essential to prevent these forests becoming 
habitat for feral species and to combat the damage feral animals inflict on native species and 
domestic farm animals. 
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22 no info provided on hardcopy surey 

23 Our property is adjacent to a plantation forest and as a direct result of the plantation company 
laying 1080 baits to control foxes we have lost over several years three dogs. Proponents of 
baiting DO NOT realise that wildlife pick up the baits and drop them randomly, and in the case 
of foxes, often make nests of them in burrows. We are highly sceptical of baiting effectiveness 
and consider the risks associated with its use, make the practice inacceptable. 

24 If 1080 is contained so that only the feral animals ingest it then that is OK. 

25 What work has been done to elimiate this. Why are derogations renewed when companies are 
meant to phase aout over first 5 years? I oppose all derogation renewals. 

26 Forestry is a major landholder in the region of several highly vunerable fauna species. Without 
the ability to use 1080 subject to appropriate control, the scale at which integrated pest 
management to protect these vulnerable native fauna would not be possible. Therefore we 
support its continued use in forestry to support projects conducted by other land managers in 
the vicinity. 

27 Particularly in WA, where i live, the natives are unaffected. It's THE BEST solution to managing 
pest animals here.  
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Amitrole 

 Survey comments on Amitrole include: 

1 AMITROLE (Quotes below: http://www.cdc.gov/niosh/docs/81-123/pdfs/0027.pdf) /  / 3. 
Hazardous decomposition products: Toxic gases (such / as oxides of nitrogen) may be released 
in a fire involving / amitrole. /  / The use of amitrole on food crops is now banned in the / 
United States... /  / NIOSH has also recommended that amitrole be considered / a potential 
occupational carcinogen and that exposure be / limited to the lowest feasible concentration 
[NIOSH 1992). /  / 1. Effects on Animals: Amitrole is a potent antithyroid agent / and an animal 
carcinogen. /  / A number of subchronic studies via oral routes of / administration have 
established the thyroid as the primary / target organ of amitrole toxicity. /  / In addition, rats 
fed amitrole in drinking water (12 to 14 mg/day) / developed goiter and showed histologic 
evidence of thyroid / pathology at autopsy [Clayton and Clayton 1981). Dietary exposure / of 
breeding pailS of rats to amitrole caused reduced growth and / viability of offspring [!ARC 
1986), and oral administration / to pregnant mice caused fetotoxicity [NLM 1991). In vitro / 
manunalian test systems indicate that amitrole is also / mutagenic [NIOSH 1991]. Amitrole has 
been tested for / carcinogenicity in mice (by oral administration, skin application, / and 
transplacental exposure), in rats (by oral and subcutaneous / administration), and in hamstelS 
(by oral / administration). Orally, this substance produced thyroid / tumOIS, liver carcinomas, 
and benign and malignant liver / tumOIS in mice of both sexes; it also caused benign and / 
malignant (adenocarcinomas) thyroid tumOIS in rats of both / sexes, and benign pituitary 
tumOIS in female rats [!ARC / 1987]. On the basis of these studies, the International Agency / 
for Research on Cancer (!ARC) has concluded that the / evidence for the carcinogenicity of 
amitrole in animals is / sufficient [!ARC 1987]. /  / 2. Effects on Humans: Amitrole is a thyroid 
toxin in / humans. On the basis of effects seen in animals, this substance / is also a potential 
occupational carcinogen. There / have been no reports of signs or syroptoms in exposed / 
individuals, but extrapolations from animal data suggest that / dyspnea, muscle spasms, 
fasciculations, ataxia, anorexia, / salivation, and increased body temperature could occur / 
[NLM 1991). AsingleoraldoseoflOOmgofamitrolegiven / to volunteelS inhibited thyroid iodine 
uptake for 24 hr after / administration; the volunteelS included healthy pelSOns as / well as 
individuals with hyperthyroidism [ACGIH 1991a]. / Ingestion of 20 mg/kg of a commercial 
preparation / (30% amitrole) by a 39-year-old woman did not induce / signs or symptoms of 
toxicity [NLM 1991]. A small cohort / study of Swedish railroad workers exposed for 4S days or 
/ more to amitrole, other pesticides, and organic and inorganic / chemicals revealed an excess 
number of deaths from / cancer. A subgroup of these workers exposed both to / amitrole and 
chlorophenoxy herbicides had an increase in / cancer mortality that was statistically 
significant; however, / in the subgroup exposed primarily to amitrole alone, no / significant 
excess was seen [IARC 1987]. On the basis of / this study, IARC bas concluded that the 
evidence for the / carcinogenicity of amitrole in humans is inadequate [IARC / 1987]. /  / My 
Comment:  What the above inadequate statement is avoiding is that environmental 
SYNERGIES of chemical combinations have absolutely unknown ramifications overall.  
Synergies are mercurial, almost 'immortal', complex and unpredictable.  They introduce 
profound levels of toxicity vigorously where little toxicity was (wrongly) indicated by the 
previous wholly unsophisticated paradigm of toxicology (e.g. AMPA as a metabolite of 
Glyphosate).  Toxicology studies of individual chemicals that indicate "no or low toxicities" are 
bankrupt in terms of the new reality of cumulative exposures AND environmental synergies.  
Cumulative exposures and complex environmental synergies are the developing scientific basis 
for class actions.  These lawsuits will highlight gross scientific and Public Health incompetence 
and negligence in terms of Duty of Care and The Precautionary Principle.  As well, the ever 
increasing population of those afflicted with Multiple Chemical Sensitivity will be seen as a 
Disability group particularly at risk in terms of multiple industrial (especially) pesticide 
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conveniences. 

2 Good long-standing, safe and reliable chemical that has stood the test of time. 

3 Its use is effectively and efficiently controlled by appropriate local authorities/regulators. 

4 known/probable carcinogen, known groundwater pollutant 

5 The conditions of the derogation should mirror those legislated or otherwise approved by the 
elected representatives of Australia. 

6 Amitrole causes cancer.  In 1971 the EPA cancelled the use of Amitrole on food crops.  
Although the plantations are not food crops, anything that has the potential to cause cancer 
should not be used in any form whatsoever.   Amitrole has been classified as an human 
carcinogen by EPA because of the probable evidence for cancer induction in experimental 
animals.  It is not worth the risk to human health.  There is a moderate potential for 
groundwater contamination - any potential for groundwater contamination makes it therefore 
inappropriate to use. 

7 There can be no 'safe' levels of an endocrine disrupting pesticide in the environment. There 
are alternatives but the excuse given is they cost more. That cost needs to be born by forest 
managers and not the environment and communities by exposing them to an endocrine 
disrupting pesticide! 

8 There are no 'safe' levels of this endocrine disrupting pesticide in the environment. There are 
alternatives but apparently they cost more and therefore the derogation is allowed. That cost 
needs to be born by forest managers/companies and not the environment and communities 
exposed to an endocrine disrupting pesticide!  

9 Gippsland is a goitre area. Amitrole impacts on thyroid function. It's also a carcinogen and 
suspected endocrine disruptor. 

10 Amitrole was banned in the US in 1971 on all food crops and is a human carcinogenic. Even 
with best practice risk management it is not possible to 100% guarantee no contamination due 
to spray drift. Totally disagree with using this. 

11 no info provided on hardcopy survey 

12 Highly toxic to aquatic organisms 

13 What work has been done to elimiate this. Why are derogations renewed when companies are 
meant to phase aout over first 5 years? I oppose all derogation renewals. 

14 Is the application method limited to ground application? 

15 Consideration of spray drift onto adjoining grazed land and into reserves containing native 
vegetation (including high cnservation road sides) needs to be addressed by spray contractor 
used.  

16 Can also use glyphosate a little more carefully (so as not to damage crop trees) but it's good to 
have a range of chemicals to avoid chemical resistance.  
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Alpha Cypermethrin 

 Survey comments on Alpha-Cypermethrin include: 

1 We have had plantation replanted within the last 12 months with no spraying and all seedlings 
have survived!! 

2 These insecticides are known to have adverse impacts on non target species and are mobilised 
in water post rainfall. / Refer to  Environmental Science and Technology  Effects of Pesticides 
Monitired with three Sampling Methods in 24 sites on macroinvertebrates and 
microorganisms. Shafer, Pettigrove,Rose,Wight et alACS Publications received September 2010 
Accepted December 2010 Revised December 2010 

3 Spray drift on the day of spraying is not the major migration effect evident.  Drift can also 
occur in a form that is entirely non-visible and almost totally undetectable, that is, "vapor drift 
(off-target movement when a pesticide evaporates from a sprayed surface)" (Owens & 
Feldman 2004:16). /  / Note: "...the full range of drift cannot be detected visually" (Cordell & 
Baker 1998:1).  Further: "Drift isn't limited to the period during or immediately after an 
application since it can occur hours or even days later...  Days after application, pesticides can 
volatilize into a gas.  Low levels of pesticides may be carried long distances by air currents.  
Vapor drift from a legal pesticide application is sometimes difficult to predict..." (ibid:2).  The 
distinction being made here is "...primary particle drift and secondary vapor drift" (Cordell & 
Baker 1998:1).  The somewhat lagged and staccato vapor drift is therefore pictured as 
"frequent, lower doses that drift by invisibly throughout the growing season, contaminating... 
air, water and food" (Peeples 2012). /  / See:  CHEMICAL & GMO APOCALYPSE: INDUSTRIAL 
BAD SCIENCE, CORRUPTION & FASCISM, PESTICIDE-CHEMICAL-GMO-TRANSGENE-POLLEN-
ENDOTOXIN POLLUTION, & HUMAN HEALTH & BEHAVIOR META-IMPLICATIONS / Research 
Consensus On Pesticide, Endotoxin & Transgene Mobility, Exposures & Toxicity, Environmental 
Insults, Pandemic Ramifications (Extinction Potential) & Our Dying Civilization. Briefly: The 
Right Type of Farming & Innovative Non Or Low-Toxic Herbicide Alternatives For Plantations & 
Crops As A Small, Pleading Signature of Good Sense & Potential. /  / Essay URL:  
http://poisonedpeople1.wordpress.com/2014/03/12/chemical-gmo-apocalypse-industrial-
bad-science-corruption-fascism-pesticide-chemical-gmo-transgene-pollen-endotoxin-pollution-
human-health-behavior-meta-implications/ /  / A spray event cannot avoid poisoning people, 
and that over extended periods of time, especially over the warmer and drier months. 

4 It is highly toxic to fish and highly toxic to bees...  this is disastrous given the importance of 
bees and the other issues impacting bees. There is no guarantee sprays will not drift or run off 
into our waterways and in our case the Russell RIver - totally unacceptable. Also no guarantee 
that drift will not come onto our land, pasture and vegetable gardens. 

5 An excellent chemical for insect pest control in hardwood plantations.  Modern DGPS tracking 
systems in aircraft have ensured application is acurately targetted and chemical is kept out of 
waterways. 

6 Its use is effectively and efficiently controlled by appropriate local authorities/regulators 

7 this product is widely used in the agricultural industry for management of pests on crops. 
Forestry in Tasmania has strict controls on usage and if used appropriately it should be 
available for use 

8 Effects of cypermethrin on human health and / the environment depend on how much / 
cypermethrin is present and the length and / frequency of exposure. Effects also depend on / 



INTERIM Stakeholder Feedback Report December 2015 

34 
 

the health of a person and/or certain / environmental factors. / Scientists have no data from 
work-related, accidental / poisonings, or epidemiological studies that indicate / whether or not 
cypermethrin is likely to cause / reproductive problems or birth defects in humans /  As some 
aforested areas are also used for recreation I am concerned about its toxicity 

9 This is a particularly dangerous measure that can impact across the board...'acute toxicity to 
mammals and birds and aquatic organisms'.In tasmania there are two further 
considerations....the unique native bee already threatened...and the fact that in country areas 
that often boarder forestry people live on tank rain water or water pumped from streams all 
highly susceptable to blow off. / We do not want the application of any further chemicals of 
this toxity, country tasmania has being seeing the marked improvement of wildlife and 
particularly birds numbers since the reduction of toxic chemicals previously used in agriculture 
and in particular the fruit industry. Do not allow the country to go backwards. / Invest money 
in the research for safer alternatives......maybe more costly now but in the long term it will 
benifit everyone. / One industry...plantation forestry...should not be allowed to conduct bad 
practise that puts the health of people mammals birds and aquatic organisms at risk just so 
that one industry can make a faster/larger profit.  / The report clearly states that there are 
alternatives availble but that they are more expensive.The forestry industry needs to factor 
this cost in.  

10 This is a highly toxic insecticide, (an endocrine disruptor as well as an acute toxin) in the highly 
hazardous group, and should not be allowed to be used let alone aerially sprayed  in water 
catchments. A derogation by FSC is simply unacceptable. 

11 The conditions of the derogation should mirror those legislated or otherwise approved by the 
elected representatives of Australia. 

12 The use is essential for control of leaf defoliating insects 

13 The most significant aspect of the leaf beetle problem is the very high natural predation of leaf 
beetle eggs and young larvae by a range of insect predators, particularly ladybird beetles and 
soldier beetles.  If leaf beetle populations are monitored to determine if controls are necessary 
after most natural predation has occurred the negative effects of applying alpha cypermethrin 
are reduced if it is applied on this basis. 

14 Again Alph-cypermethrin has the potential for ill effects in humans.  Exposure by animals has 
shown that there are developmental delays caused in young, and it is classified as a possible 
human carcinogen because it causes an increase in the frequency of lung tumours in femal 
mice.  Cypermethrin has been linked to an increase in bone marrow micronuclei in both mice 
and humans.  It cannot be condoned for use in the plantations, especially with our proximity to 
the plantations.  

15 Due to its acute toxicity to aquatic organisms, mammals and birds there is just too much risk 
involved with the use of this pesticide over such large areas in so many States. Forestry should 
send the money and make sure less toxic pesticides get registered in Australia rather than just 
claim there is no alternative. Spray buffers do little to protect sensitive aquatic ecosystems 
when rainfall events occur and pesticides are washed into watercourses. 

16 Toxic to fish and bees. We run a fish farm within 7 kilometres of a forestry site and the risks are 
to great to use this product. 

17 I work at a Salmon Hatchery that is within 7 kilometres of Forestry Clearing and replanting and 
this product could seriously affect the viability of this business 
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18    Due to its acute toxicity to aquatic organisms, mammals and birds there is just too much risk 
involved with the use of this pesticide over such large areas in so many States. Forestry should 
send the money and make sure less toxic pesticides get registered in Australia rather than just 
claim there is no alternative. Spray buffers do little to protect sensitive aquatic ecosystems 
when rainfall events occur and pesticides are washed into watercourses.  / This insecticide 
persists in sediments, and research is continuing to demonstrate the adverse effects of alpha-
cypermethrin - endocrine disrupting effects, neurotoxic effects  as well as those of acute 
toxicity- and it is currently classified as a highly hazardous pesticide. 

19 The potential to harm Mammals, Birds, and bees etc. It is not necessary and the expense 
would be better spent elsewhere. 

20 This broad spectrum pesticide should NEVER be permitted near any water catchment.  It is 
essentially a neuro toxin and particularly damaging to babies and young children. / There in 
nothing sustainable or environmentally responsible in permitting the use of this chemical. / If a 
derogation is provided for the use of this then the FSC standards are a farce. / The question is: 
Do you sacrifice the trees for the health of the people.  OR  Do you sacrifice the people for the 
health of the trees? 

21 This chemical is far too toxic to birds and aquatic life and should not be used at all. 
Furthermore  NO AERIAL SPRAYING should be permitted of this or any other chemical as spray 
drift cannot be prevented. 

22 toxic to some water based life in parts per trillion 

23 The broad spectrum nature of Alpha-cypermethrin concerns me with regard to its effect on 
beneficial insects and bees 

24 Has resulted in significant mortalities of marine bivalves in our catchment 

25 The use of Alpha-C poses unacceptable public and environmental health risks. It is a suspected 
endocrine disrupter with risk of acute toxicity in mammals. Although the chemical is believed 
to bind with organic matter, the method for testing its continued existence in waterways is 
inconclusive. With these plantations occurring in so many TAS water catchments, water safety 
is severely compromised, particularly given the steep topography with associated risks of 
pesticide run-off. Mono-culture eucalyptus plantations necessitate the continued use of 
dangerous chemicals due to a complete absence of natural pest resistance. 

26 Alpha-cypermethrin is a neuro - toxin and should not be permitted to be used in a water 
catchment area. 

27 If the forests were managed for biodiversity then chemical management would not be 
necessary.  It is unacceptable to be using chemicals in water catchments especially in a 
Tasmania where cancer rates are so high. 

28 What work has been done to elimiate this. Why are derogations renewed when companies are 
meant to phase aout over first 5 years? I oppose all derogation renewals. FSC can't allow this 
highly toxic substance to be used at all. 

29 We live in an area where our water catchment (including drinking water and for certified 
organic farming) will be adversely affected by the use of Alpha-cypermethrin. As it bonds to 
organic matter it can't be easily detected in water testing but studies provided by our 
community medical practitioner indicate that there are risks to health (at least in rats) as this is 
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an ED chemical - an endocrine disruptor - meaning that it can affect the health and well-being 
(and normal development of) children in particular. As all of the residents of our community 
have chosen to live here for the clean air and water, as well as the good soil for farming and 
the health of the food we produce, the use of a Highly Hazardous chemical that can enter our 
only water supply is totally unacceptable.   

30 This chemical has a known off-target negative impact on aquatic life. If to be used in 
environments where seasonally emphemeral wetlands and remnant water bodies are located - 
either in adjoining land or within remnants within forestry plantations; careful application to 
avoid run-off and contamination impacts must be observed.  
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Fipronyl 

 Survey comments on Fipronyl include: 

1 Being a resident, I do not believe either of these pests are a significant problem - I have a real 
issue for the impacts on birds, mammals and bees in our area, of which there are many!  
Perhaps for employee safety, proper safety clothing should be issued for wasps?  

2 Will need to provide attachments 

3 Environmental Science and Technology Effects of Pesticides Monitored with 3 sampling 
methods in 24 sites on macroinvertebrates and microorganisms Shafer, Pettigrove,Rose et al 
ACS Publications Accepted December 201o revised December 2010. / This paper highlights the 
fact that these insecticides are by no means benign in their application. /  / We are also 
concerned about the aerial application of all pesticides and the adverse impact this has on 
communities living adjacent to and in near proximity to these operations. Despite the latest 
technology spray drift, mobilisation through water tables and water courses poses  threats to 
sensitive people. /  / It is the accumulative effect even of doses well below accepted thresh-
holds which pose the most serious risk to many people. 

4 FIPRONYL / FIPRONIL  (QUOTES: 
https://www.beyondpesticides.org/pesticides/factsheets/Fipronil.pdf) /  / Symptoms of 
exposure to fipronil include / headache, nausea, dizziness, and weakness / -symptoms typically 
associated with / the antagonism of GABA receptors in the / brain.13 In pets, poisoning 
symptoms include / irritation, lethargy, incoordination, / and convulsions.14 It may cause mild 
irritation / of the eyes and slight skin irritation, but / is not a skin sensitizer.15 Adverse effects 
in shortterm / studies have been observed in the central / nervous system for all test species 
used, and / in the liver and thyroid for the rat.16 It has moderate / acute toxicity by oral and 
inhalation routes / in rats. It is of moderate dermal toxicity to rabbits, / and is less toxic to 
mammals than to fish, some / birds, and invertebrates. Severe skin reactions to / Frontline 
Topspot for cats and Topspot for / dogs have occurred, with skin irritation / and hair loss at the 
site of application.  /  / Once absorbed, fipronil is rapidly metabolized / and residues widely 
distributed in tissues / where significant amounts of residues / remain, particularly in fat and 
fatty tissues. / Levels of residues in fat and other tissues are / greater with repeated exposures 
to low doses / or a single high dose exposure than with / a single low dose. The long half-life 
(150-245  / hr in some cases) of fipronil in blood may / reflect slow release of residues from fat 
and / might suggest potential bioaccumulation of / metabolic products of fipronil.17 /  / 
Neurotoxicity / Fipronil has demonstrated neurotoxicity in / the acute and subchronic rat 
neurotoxicity / studies, as well as in the rat chronic/oncogenicity / and chronic dog studies... /  
/ A study by Lassiter et al. found that fipronil / inhibited DNA and protein synthesis in 
undifferentiated / neuronotypic PC12 cells and / evoked oxidative stress, resulting in reduced / 
cell numbers... /  / Endocrine Disruption / Fipronil can disrupt thyroid function – responsible / 
for the regulation of cell metabolism- / by decreasing plasma concentrations / of total 
thyroxine (T4) likely through increased / T4 clearance... /  / Carcinogenicity / Fipronil is 
carcinogenic to rats at doses of / 300 ppm, causing thyroid cancer - thyroid / follicular cell 
tumors - related to disruption / in the thyroid-pituitary status, and is classified / by EPA as a 
Group C (Possible Human) / carcinogen based on the rat carcinogenicity / study... /  / 
Metabolites / Fipronil has several break-down products / including: fipronil-sulfone 
(MB46136), / fipronil-thioether (MB45950) and fipronildesulfinyl / (MB46513). Fipronil-
sulfone, / the primary biological metabolite of fipronil, / and fipronil-thioether have a similar / 
toxicological profile to fipronil, even though / fipronil-sulfone is reportedly six times more / 
potent in blocking vertebrate GABA-gated / chloride channels than fipronil. Fipronildesulfinyl / 
however, appears to be about / 10 times more acutely toxic to mammals / and more 
persistent than fipronil itself.28,29 / Fipronil-desulfinyl is not an animal or plant / metabolite, 
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rather it is a photodegradate / of fipronil - meaning it forms when the / parent compound 
fipronil is exposed to / sunlight.30... /  / In regards to the immediately above, see my previous 
notes on vapor drift and note that both represent long-term dynamics in terms of toxicity. /  / 
Effects on Wildlife / Fipronil is highly toxic to fish and aquatic / invertebrates, highly toxic to 
bees, highly / toxic to upland game birds, and moderately / toxic to waterfowl, but is 
practically / non-toxic to mallard ducks and other bird / species. Some fipronil formulations 
present / a risk to endangered bird, fish, and aquatic / and marine invertebrates.33 The 
metabolite / fipronil-sulfone is more toxic to birds, and / both fipronil-sulfone and fipronil-
thioether / are more highly toxic to freshwater invertebrates / than fipronil itself.34 There is 
evidence that / fipronil and some of its degradates may / bioaccumulate, particularly in fish.35 
Stehr / et al. discovered that fipronil can also impair / the development of spinal locomotor / 
pathways in fish by a mechanism unrelated / to its effect on the GABA receptor.36 /  / It is 
obvious that Fipronil is an ENVIRONMENTAL DISASTER. 

5 It is highly toxic to fish and highly toxic to bees...  this is disastrous given the importance of 
bees and the other issues impacting bees. There is no guarantee sprays will not drift or run off 
into our waterways and in our case the Russell RIver - totally unacceptable. Also no guarantee 
that drift will not come onto our land, pasture and vegetable gardens. 

6 Its use is effectively and efficiently controlled by appropriate local authorities/regulators 

7 fipronil was found to be highly toxic to some birds and to honey bees. Honey bee are already 
under imense pressure. No honey bees equates to longterm no sustainable life. 

8 Is it clear that the benifits of very ocassional use in extreme circumstances only, out weigh the 
negatives? Again something with such acute toxicity should be a last resort not become part of 
standard practice. / the danger of industry becoming complacent in its use if this is passed in 
its current form are high.The checks in place for its application , monitering,ffrequency of use 
are not stringent enough. It is not enough that notices will be put up to notify 
communities....communities should have the right to say no to spraying in their area if the 
forestry industry cannot convince them otherwise.  / the only thing i can see in favour of this 
chemical is that IF there was a major outbreak of european wasp it could be used as a last 
resort to protect tasmanias native bees.  

9 The conditions of the derogation should mirror those legislated or otherwise approved by the 
elected representatives of Australia. 

10 The potential hazards of Fipronyl make it inappropriate to use in plantations close to human 
habitation. 

11 Fipronil is acutely toxic to mammals and birds. Conclusions of the worldwide integrated 
assessment on the risks of neonicotinoids and fipronil to biodiversity and ecosystem 
functioning found that the present scale and patterns of use combined with the systemic, 
toxic, and persistent nature of neon's and fipronil, pose high risks of widespread 
contamination of soils, water, wetlands, and plants. There is a growing body of evidence 
showing that this contamination poses a high risk of ecological impacts. This synthesis of the 
WIA shows that there are serious environmental risks beyond the issue of honeybee decline. 
The paper also identifies a number of critical information gaps in the published literature that 
preclude a full environmental risk assessment at this time. 

12 Fipronil is toxic to both fish and aquatic invertebrates, its use close to fish hatcheries should 
not be allowed under the derogation. It should not be used close to any water ways as it is 
toxic to invertebrates such as endangered freshwater lobster. We operate a salmomid/trout 
hatchery close to forestry in north east Tasmania and this product should not be used in 
forestry across Tasmania. 

13 Fipronyl is highly toxic to freshwater fish and invertebrates and it should not be used near or 
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about water ways as minute quantities in waterways can kill fish and crustaceans 

14    Fipronil is acutely toxic to mammals and birds. Conclusions of the worldwide integrated 
assessment on the risks of neonicotinoids and fipronil to biodiversity and ecosystem 
functioning found that the present scale and patterns of use combined with the systemic, 
toxic, and persistent nature of neonicotinoids and fipronil, pose high risks of widespread 
contamination of soils, water, wetlands, and plants. There is a growing body of evidence 
showing that this contamination poses a high risk of ecological impacts. This synthesis of the 
WIA shows that there are serious environmental risks beyond the issue of honeybee decline. 
The paper also identifies a number of critical information gaps in the published literature that 
preclude a full environmental risk assessment at this time. 

15 The potential to harm mammals, birds and bees and to humans is high and the money spent 
on this process would be better spent elsewhere. 

16 Fipronyl has been banned in other countries.  We should not be using this chemical 
particularly NO AERIAL SPRAYING should take place. 

17 European wasps can be controlled by other means. Use of dangerous chemicals should be 
discouraged according to fsc principles.  

18 possible carcinogen and suspected endocrine disruptor.  

19 Fipronyl is one of the main chemical causes blamed for the spread of colony collapse disorder 
among bees and has been classified by the US EPA as a Group C (possible human) carcinogen 
based on an increase in thyroid follicular cell tumours in both sexes of the rat. /  / In WA we 
rarely have grass hopper plagues and I haven't heard of grass hopper damage to blue gum 
plantations when they did occur. I am unsure of the European wasp situation however the 
death of beneficial insects and bees vastly outweighs any reason to use this highly hazardous 
chemical.  /   /  

20 HIghly  Toxic to aquatic invertebrates 

21 If forests were managed for biodiversity then chemicala management would not be necessary.  
It is not acceptable that chemicals be used in water catchments especially in Tasmania where 
cancer rates are so high. 

22 What work has been done to elimiate this. Why are derogations renewed when companies are 
meant to phase aout over first 5 years? I oppose all derogation renewals. FSC can't allow this 
highly toxic substance to be used at all. 

23 Fipronyl spray would require very careful management of off-target spray drift onto grazing 
land, high conservation land including that found within plantations, and water bodies within 
1.5km of the spray zone. /  
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Appendix 2 – Other stakeholder feedback 
The following details the feedback provided by stakeholders in public comments, emails or 

communication with forest company representatives and/or derogation consultants. All feedback 

received is provided here, not just that comment pertaining to the four pesticides where a 

derogation is being sought. This feedback is only altered to remove identifying information, remove 

generic email discussion that does not relate to the derogation applications, or removal of generic 

derogation administration such as invitation to participate etc.  

Tasmania 

FORICO- Contact responses 

Date Res.ID Communication 

Type 

Consultation Received Forico Response 

4/11/2015 TAS-

F1 

Survey 

response and 

follow up 

phone call 

 Does not understand 
that the derogation 
process forms an 
integral part of a 
company complying 
with FSC Principles and 
Criteria. 

 Scientific evidence 
suggests that alpha-
cypermethrin is a 
neuro-toxin and 
endochrine-disrupting 
chemical. 

 Cannot be detected in 
watercourses due to 
the fact that it binds 
with organic matter. 

 As Forico sprayed 2% of 
the plantation estate 
last season with 
insecticide, this should 
be accepted as 
collateral damage. 

 Application of spray 
from a helicopter 
cannot control where 
chemical will be 
applied. 

 Request that Forico do 
not use the chemical 
irrespective of what 
certification standard 
permits. 

 Described IPM strategy 
implemented by Forico. 

 Described spraying 
applications and 
operational controls 
with helicopter and use 
of GIS and suitably 
qualified contractors. 

31/10/2015 TAS- Survey  Queries more directed 
to National Coordinator 

 Significant 
correspondence – 
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F2 response and 

follow up email 

(Kevin O’Grady). 

 Has been liaising with 
National Coordinator. 

phone call, email, 
meetings, letter 
conducted between 
TPEHN and Forico 
during the individual 
derogation process 
initiated by Forico in 
April 2015. 

30/10/2015 TAS-

F3 

Letter received 

as a follow up 

to public notice. 

 

Forico 

responded with 

phone call. 

 Letter specific in 
relation to gorse 
infestations throughout 
Tasmania and 
appropriate control 
mechanisms. 

 Concerns raised not 
relevant to the alpha-
cypermethrin 
derogation. 

 As one of many land 
managers across 
Tasmania (albeit one of 
the largest) Forico 
adopt strategies to 
contain and where 
appropriate eradicate 
populations of gorse. 

 Forico has protocols / 
procedures to ensure 
infestations are 
detected, mapped, and 
treated where 
appropriate. 

 There are localities 
where it is not possible 
to eradicate, so 
containment is the only 
viable alternative. 

7/10/2015 TAS-

F4 

Survey 

response and 

follow up email 

 Inadvertently requested 
Forico communication 
whilst completing the 
online survey. 

 None required. 

 

Forestry Tasmania Contact responses 

Respondent Comments 

TAS-FT2 11/10/2015: had a discussion regarding alpha cypermethrin and bees. Wanted 
reassurance that FT would notify bee keepers in advance of using A-c. Was aware 
of procedures FT uses to make people awre of spraying operations.  

TAS-FT3 made contact. Fellow who filled out survey was not Fred and is presently on leave.  
Fred had concerns about toxicity of a-c. I gave a basic run down on FT's risk 
management approach. We agreed that if he had any further concerns he would 
let us know. 

TAS-FT4 left message on phone. 19/10/2015. Spoke with later that afternoon. She was 
confortable that she had provided sufficient a submission in FT's last round of a-c 
consultation and through the online survey to the National forum. 

TAS-FT5 rang back . No further discussion required. Mistakenly pressed the contact FT 
option. 

TAS-FT6 Provided a more formal submission that supported risk managmetn approach 
provied it complied with the Forest practices Code. 
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TAS-FT7 Rang on the 19th of October. I explained that wearing PPE gear for wasps is 
impractical and would likely be ineffective. Also explained that the land owner is 
responsible for preventing spread of weeds  on their property, and that FT 
endeavours to do this on its own land. 

TAS-FT8 Dion responded 

TAS-FT9 follow up meeting. Very comfortable with FT's approach to chemical application. 
Encouraged to provide formal submission. May consider managment actions 
around Taswater infrastructure if FT operations have the potetnial to impact. May 
also consider independant water monitoring near FT spraying. 

TAS-FT10 6230 8979 goes to Hobart Function centre. Henrietta is not know at this 
establishment. 6297 12324 is an invalid number. Sent email requesting contact on 
the 19th October. 

TAS-FT11 left message on phone 19/10/2015 

TAS-FT12 left message on phone 19/10/2015. Rang back on the 19th. Lives in Fitzgerald area. 
2km . Decline in health since moving to fitzgerald. He has "multiple chemical 
toxicity" and is concerned about vapour drift.  (Has degree in Environmental 
Health. Requested to be put on register of nearby spraying operations. Will put on 
notification list for spraying in local area. No specific comments beyond 
derogation.  Later on the 19th, I rang him and left him a message as I don;t think I 
informed him about the online map viewer and spray notification process. 

TAS-FT13 spoke to wife and left phone number 19/10/2015 6266 0209. Spoke to on the 20th 
October. Wanted to be kept informed about spray operations in the local area. 
Informed him of online viewer and stakeholder notifiaction process. He was aware 
of this process and indicated that this was satisfactory to him. No further concerns. 

 

 

Respondent TAS-N1 

On Tue, Oct 13, 2015 at 11:36 AM,  

Dear Kevin 

I write to make comments on the proposal to allow the continuous use of alpha-cyphermethryn---

classified as a highly  hazardous  chemical,not readily biodegradable,toxic to bees,fish,aquatic 

invertebrates,birds,beneficial insects as well as targeted species, 

(Interesting that FSC was asking for a "temporary derogation"for acm in 2008----- 

is still using it and still asking for continuing use 

 

It is obvious that the plantation estate in tasmania is certainly not sustainable  without continuous 

chemical use of such a highly toxic chemical, thus leading to continuously negative  environmental 

outcomes,and threats to human health.  Aerial spraying of this chemical is most used in the north 

east,spray drift is nigh on impossible to avoid ,spreading the poison beyond plantation boundaries 

and Into surrounding bush and waterways 

You state that decisions will be made by a group convened by the FSC board 

....do these people have experience in chemical application,environmental 

And human health,or plantation forestry? 
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One of the criteria for chemical use of alpha  cyphermethrin (costs vs alternatives )makes it clear 

that economics are considered more important than human and environmental  health. Economics 

can change according to demand, but environmental damage can be long  term and irreversible .So 

called "safe " use in a forestry context can have impacts way beyond forestry operations 

.what efforts have been made to find safer alternatives ? 

Is financial gain more important? 

These monoculture plantations are subject to insect damage because they are so unnatural,with 

little or no understory,therefore  an almost complete  absence of birds and predatory insects to deal 

with infestations . 

Compare the native bush..also subject to the same insect attacks,but able to survive without 

chemical  sprays 

FSC is fast losing credibility in the eyes of the public,one the one hand asking on a regular basis for 

input from the public ,and continuing to ignore said input Needless to say that these continuous 

requests for public involvement  in the process is increasingly being seen as no more than box ticking 

( ie classed as community consultation) for business as usual,and no change in policy or 

implementation 

 

Response 1 

Thank you TAS-N1 for this considered response. 

I will get back to you but am presently en route to NZ for family reasons. 

Economics do come into it.  FSC is governed by a 3 chamber process, economic, environmental and 

social.  Principle 5.1 of teh FSC standards says (I paraphrase) do everything you can to meet the 

social and environmental aspects of the standard but don't go broke doing it.  Having said that the 

whole point is to retire chemicals of concern if we can possibly do so.  In the first round of 

derogation some years ago 19 out of 35 were retired so this is progress.   

The efforts to find alternatives is hampered by the registration process.  This takes up to 7 years so 

repeat derogation application are inevitable.  Even if teh "chemical" is organic eg vegetable oils it 

still is subject to the registration process. 

More will follow. 

Through his e mail I am asking my technical colleague to provide more information. 

Kind regards 

 

Subject: RE: FT Deregation Application [from technical colleague] 

Hi Kevin, 

I am not sure there is much on the technical side that I can add to this conversation. 

I think statements about the sustainability of the plantations are probably best left to FT. 
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Detrimental spray drift is not impossible to avoid and our understanding of spray drift and the 

buffers necessary to prevent down-wind drift are excellent for aerial application and continually 

improving. In general, alphacypermethrin has a half life of 7-14 days, so is not very persistent in the 

environment. 

You have addressed the Economics/Social/Environmental aspect. 

The draft derogation addresses the alternatives examined and necessity for the pesticides use to 

date. 

Plantations support a diversity of animals and insects (there are a number of CRC for Forestry 

reports to support this that FT could provide). Forest Managers have an excellent understanding of 

insect lifecycles and the numbers of insects that require control. Forest Managers only apply 

insecticide when herbivorous insect numbers are not adequately controlled by predatory animals 

and insects. 

Native Forest is not immune to insect, animal or pathogen damage. In some native forests, native 

miner birds have caused extensive dieback of forest trees (eg. see first attachment). Insect pests 

have also caused damage sufficient to threaten native forest ecosystems to the extent that it has 

been necessary to spray native forest. This link 

(http://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/determinations/bellminerfd.htm) has some information on 

dieback. Tasmania is not immune from this process, as per the second attachment. 

Let me know if you want me to spend more time on this. 

Cheers, 

 

Kevin to TAS-N1 

Our experts comments FYI. 

Just a comment.  Globally there are derogations for FSC  certified native forest application.  Often for 

serious pests such as Asian Gypsy Moth in the US or for weed control to allow native forest 

regeneration after wild fires. 

Kind regards 

Kevin O’Grady 

 

 

Respondent TAS-N2 

[Tas-N2], 

FT left it to me to respond since your points were generic (across all derogations). 

I hope this is OK. 

http://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/determinations/bellminerfd.htm
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Kevin 

 

To: kopinnacle@gmail.com 

Subject: Deregation Applications 

Hi Kevin 

I refer to the joint derogation applications by Forestry Tasmania and nine other forest managers. 

I consider that there should be no derogations for any chemicals which are classified as being 

hazardous chemicals and do not concur that these FSC-Highly Hazardous pesticides are the only 

viable tool available to the forest manager.    

Many of these chemicals, such as neonicotinoids, are banned in other jurisdictions such as Europe 

and their use is primarily required due to the inappropriate selection of monoculture tree species 

(e.g. non-native e.nitens in Tasmania). 

http://www.theguardian.com/environment/2013/apr/29/bee-harming-pesticides-banned-europe 

I also consider that aerial spraying of pesticides should be prohibited. 

There are also alternative methods of controlling browsing animals (such as fencing, tree guards 

etc.) which would preclude the use of 1080 poison but forest managers will attempt to use the 

easiest and cheapest option available. 

Finally, I consider that the ongoing credibility of FSC is at stake should it agree to the new or 

continuing use of such hazardous pesticides.  

Regards 

[some not substantive communication between KO and TAS-N2 was deleted] 

 

On Thu, Oct 15, 2015 at 12:23 PM 

Thanks Kevin. 

In the interest of transparency and accountability I would like to see a summary of comments and 

responses posted on the FSC website for all stakeholders to view. 

Also, who is making the decision regarding the derogation applications and when is this expected to 

take place?    

Regards 

 

mailto:kopinnacle@gmail.com
http://www.theguardian.com/environment/2013/apr/29/bee-harming-pesticides-banned-europe
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Hi TAS-N2, 

We have set up a peer review group whose job is to advise the FSC Australia Board on the validity of 

the stakeholder process especially the responses to stakeholder comments and how we took into 

account their comments.  They will also review the derogation applications against the criteria set by 

FSC and advise the FSC Australia Board of their opinion on the process.  Note that the FSC Australia 

Board has no standing in the decision making that is done by FSC International in Bonn.  This exercise 

is an additional step, if you will, to keep the process under scrutiny.  FSC Australia will at their 

discretion advise FSC IC (or not) that the process met the requirements of the FSC IC procedures. 

Your recommendation to publish comments will go to them. 

The review panel is: 

Social perspective 

Margaret Alston OAM 

Professor of Social Work and Head of Department 

Director of the Gender, Leadership and Social Sustainability (GLASS) 

research unit 

Caulfield Campus 

Monash University 

 

Environmental perspective 

Dayanthi Nugegoda B.Sc.(Hons), Ph.D., Professor of Ecotoxicology, 

School of Applied Sciences, RMIT University, 

 

Engagement specialist 

Dr Lain Dare 

Senior Research Fellow 

Institute for Governance and Policy Analysis 

University of Canberra 

 

The ACTUAL decisions are made by a group convened by FSC International.  I am not aware of the 

makeup of that group but in the past it has been led by a technical adviser Lars Neumeister who also 

led the review of the Thresholds and believe me is no apologist to the agrichemcial use. 

http://www.pan-

germany.org/download/proceedings/03_Neumeister_Myth_of_Safe_Fruit_and_Veg.pdf 

See also Review of the Forest Stewardship Indicators and Thresholds for identifying "highly 

hazardous pesticides" Coordinated by Lars Neumeister. Expert Panel: Prof. Gerhard Verdoorn Prof. 

(emeritus) Steven Radosevich, , Kern, Lars Neumeister and Prof. Carlos Wilcken Dr. Stephanie 

Williamson, Stefan Gous, Maren Kern For Forest Stewardship Council  Final Report (April 2013). 

Regards 

 

 

http://www.pan-germany.org/download/proceedings/03_Neumeister_Myth_of_Safe_Fruit_and_Veg.pdf
http://www.pan-germany.org/download/proceedings/03_Neumeister_Myth_of_Safe_Fruit_and_Veg.pdf
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Respondent: TAS-FT1 

Sent: Saturday, 26 September 2015 9:33 AM 

Subject: RE: INVITATION TO PARTICIPATE IN THE NATIONAL FSC PESTICIDE DEROGATION 

STAKEHOLDER CONSULTATION PROCESS 

 

Dear Stakeholder Engagement Coordinator, 

Thank you for the update and invitation to be involved in the process detailed below. My main 

response to the proposed submission to FSC to be allowed to use the two insecticides below 

mentioned is quite straightforward: the proposal would receive my support only if it included the 

undertaking of efficacy and impact trials of both chemicals before an FSC exemption for wider use of 

each was granted, and that those trials were unequivocal in finding that neither chemical had wider 

impacts on the natural ecosystem into which forestry practices encroach. While I’ve no doubt that a 

quick search would reveal that similar trials have been undertaken elsewhere, Tasmania’s natural 

forests are unique and thus require tailored studies. Specifically, I would suggest the formation of a 

panel whose mandate would be to oversee two parallel studies undertaken by independent entities. 

Ideally, the panel would have balanced representation from across the relevant stakeholder groups 

and there would be an expectation on those undertaking the trials to exercise the highest integrity 

and professionalism, as we would expect in any other situation where there is so much at stake, 

both for the natural ecosystem and for commercial forestry viability. 

 

Two specific points: 

1.       Please provide all the information you have on the efficacy and impact of both chemicals in 

other forestry situations. Namely, I’d like to see (i) published accounts of fully developed trials for 

each that have been undertaken elsewhere and (ii) a draft of your proposed submission to FSC. 

2.       The use of language, such as “in which there are no effective alternative management options 

for dealing with specific threats to forest health” and “severe defoliation by insect pests” in the 

general sense is somewhat loaded. This is especially true in the context of using a chemical that is 

prohibited from use for good reason – according to the FSC guidelines, the chemicals have wider and 

unacceptable levels of impact on the health of the natural forest ecosystem, into which the 

manmade forest that the statement refers to is placed. In effect, statements like these suggest 

(intentionally or otherwise) that when a practice cannot be undertaken within acceptable limits, 

approvals must be sought to lower the bar so that the practice can carry on regardless. In doing so, 

the wider natural ecosystem is then put at risk of being impacted on to an extent that is 

unacceptable under the usual guidelines that FSC use. If the FT approach is to request and be 

granted a lowering of the bar each time such a situation is encountered, rather than finding an 

acceptable alternative, the integrity of the very body it seeks endorsement from is likely to be 

eroded in the eyes of the broader community. I suggest that FT needs to adopt a slightly different 

and perhaps more widely acceptable attitude when it views the uses of chemicals to protect against 

the threat of naturally occurring species (acknowledging the use of one of the chemicals specified 

below to protect forestry workers from an introduced pest) on a manmade ecosystem. 
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I look forward to your reply and to being involved in the wider ongoing discussion about these and 

other proposals. 

All the best 

 

Response from Forestry Tasmania 

Hello TAS-FT1, 

Thank you for your reply to our invitation to provide comment on our derogation applications to 

FSC. 

While Forestry Tasmania seeks to avoid use of pesticides, there are some circumstances in which 

there are no effective alternative management options to dealing with specific threats to forest 

health or worker safety. In these circumstances FSC acknowledges that the controlled use of 

pesticides may be preferable to alternatives, and therefore has a process which permits the 

restricted use of pesticides it considers as “Highly Hazardous” that it would otherwise restrict 

certified forest managers from using. 

The two pesticides Forestry Tasmania is seeking to continue to use are approved for use in Australia 

by the Australian Pesticide and Veterinary Medicine Authority (APVMA), the Federal regulatory 

authority. Forestry Tasmania currently uses all pesticides in accordance with the chemical label (a 

legal requirement) and relevant State legislation in particular the Code of Practice for Ground 

Spraying and the Code of Practice for Aerial Spraying. In addition Forestry Tasmania has policies and 

procedures in place to manage pesticide use which is described in our Forest Management Plan. 

In addition to the information available on the FSC National Derogation Process website, we have 

compiled a summary document for alpha-cypermethrin and fipronil the two chemicals we 

are seeking a derogation for. These documents will give you the information you have requested and 

are now made available on our website. 

A "draft submission to FSC" has not yet been prepared. This will be prepared on behalf of all the 

forest managers applying for a particular chemical and will include all feedback provided from 

stakeholders during the consultation period. 

Regards 

 

Respondent: TAS-N3 

Hi Kevin, 

Many thanks for the information regarding applications to use pesticides.  

As owners and business operators next to a coupe on Bruny Island we are wholly opposed to these 

applications. FT is well advised to comply with all FSC requirements. 

http://dpipwe.tas.gov.au/agriculture/agvet-chemicals/codes-of-practice-guidelines-and-information-sheets/codes-of-practice
http://dpipwe.tas.gov.au/agriculture/agvet-chemicals/codes-of-practice-guidelines-and-information-sheets/codes-of-practice
http://dpipwe.tas.gov.au/agriculture/agvet-chemicals/codes-of-practice-guidelines-and-information-sheets/codes-of-practice
http://www.forestrytas.com.au/topics/2015/09/forestry-tasmania-s-forest-management-plan-now-available
https://au.fsc.org/fsc-highly-hazardous-pesticide-derogation-2015.397.htm
http://www.forestrytas.com.au/uploads/File/pdf/pdf2015/stakekholder_summary_document_alpha_cypermethrin.pdf
http://www.forestrytas.com.au/uploads/File/pdf/pdf2015/stakekholder_summary_document_fipronil.pdf
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Kind regards, 

TAS-N3 

 

Respondent TAS-N4 

Hello Mr O'Grady, It has come to my attention that Forestry Tasmania are applying for derogation in 
regards to the use of Alpha Cypermethrin. 
I am against this use, I and 3 of my friends were subjected to an overspray by Gunns ltd when they 
were using alphacypermethrin on their plantations at Weegena in Tasmania. 
We all suffered from blurred vision, nausea, inability to concentrate and focus after this event. 
This chemical is highly toxic to all insects and aquatic vertebrates, many of the plantations in 
Tasmania are in the upper catchments and as such the spray gets into waterways.  
I have photos and evidence of Alphacypermethrin being used around the Huntsman Lake, which is a 
water supply at the head of the Meander River that supplies town water to Deloraine, Exton, 
Westbury, Carrick, Hagley and West Launceston. 
This is not a specific insecticide for eucalypt beetle but a broad spectrum chemical that kills all 
insects, including any  beneficial ones. It also affects threatened species such as the giant freshwater 
lobster. 
I am totally against the use of this chemical by any FSC or non FSC certified forestry companies. 
I can supply more detailed evidence if you require it. 
yours sincerely 
TAS-N4 
 

Hello Kevin, I am happy for anything I send on alphacypermethrin to be shown to the company so 
that they can respond. 
The attached document if a slide show of a presentation that I gave in Launceston a few years back, 
there were around 300 people at the Tailrace centre for a meeting on pesticide use and aerial 
spraying. 
Many of the photos I have are from the days when Gunns ltd were spraying their plantations but the 
information also applies to Forestry Tasmania as well. Many of their plantations are in the same 
areas as Gunns ltd plantations were. The Huntsman area above the Meander Dam is filled with both 
companies plantations as is the area above the Western Creek area. 
I have also included an adverse incident report that I filed with the Department of Primary Industries 
and Water. Unfortunately the investigator did not take any action against the company or the 
helicopter pilot. Even though there are very clear breaches of the aerial spraying code evidenced by 
my photographs. The investigator acutally tried to tell me that parallax error may have made the 
helicopter look closer to the river than it was. 
As you can see from the google images there is no way that the helicopter could spray the coupe at 
Weegena without being close to the river and parallax error does not affect a camera. 
I hope that the information helps 
yours Sincerely 
TAS-N4 
[short text deleted to ensure anonymity] 

 

Respondent TAS-N5 

Telecon 12.48 pm 1/10/2015 with Kevin O’Grady 

Has started discussions with Forestry Tas over derogations. 
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 Has few concerns about Fipronil because of the way it is uses direct into wasp nests.  More concerns 

about Alpha Cypermethryin due to areia application but event then as long as buffers are applied it 

can be uses safely. 

Has not had detections from Forestry for some time although from Agriculture detections are 

iincreasing. 

 

Respondent TAS-N6 

On Thu, Nov 5, 2015 at 12:46 PM  

Dear Mr O'Grady 

I am writing to you about the Forico FSC derogation application for alpha cypermethrin. 

Your name has been mentioned in a letter we received. 

We are stakeholders in any FSC process over forestry in Tasmania. 

I seek to be advised by you of your role and your relationship with any forestry companies please. 

It is our intention to make a representation on the subject. We have a range of concerns about the 

proposal to certify the use under FSC, certainly in regards to Tasmanian conditions and governance. 

I would welcome any background information you may have please about the process and the 

standard please. 

 

PS Are you the Kevin O'Grady who used to work at Timbercorp? 

I hope to hear from you. 

Sincerely 

 

On 5/11/2015 7:01 PM, Kevin O'Grady wrote: 

Hi [Tas-N6].  

Yes I was formally of Timbercorp (formally a company).  I think we me when I was Chairman of FSC 

Australia doing the consultation on the FSC Australia controlled wood risk assessment.   

To explain the process and my part in it. 

I am contracted to develop the derogation nationally, that is one derogation for each chemical 

rather than one per company per chemical.  This is allowed for in the FSC standard.  I am also the go 

to person for the national stakeholder process.  Although the process for the consultation has been 

managed by an Engagement specialist Dr Lain Dare Senior Research Fellow, Institute for Governance 

and Policy Analysis, University of Canberra.  An important point is that there is a national 

process  with responses via me but analysis by Lain Dare.  BUT there is a local process for each 

company, That is that Forico should be your first point of contact.  However feel free to copy me in. 

For the wider process. 

There are 2 groups involved in the process and none of them are the forest 

managers or derogation applicants since that would be a conflict of 

interests. 
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We have set up a peer review group whose job is to advise the FSC Australia 

Board on the validity of the stakeholder process especially the responses to 

stakeholder comments and how we took into account their comments.  They will 

also review the derogation applications against the criteria set by FSC and 

advise the FSC Australia Board of their opinion on the process.  Note that 

the FSC Australia Board has no standing in the decision making that is done 

by FSC International in Bonn.  This exercise is an additional step, if you 

will, to keep the process under scrutiny.  FSC Australia will at their 

discretion advise FSC IC (or not) that the process met the requirements of 

the FSC IC procedures. 

 

The review panel is: 

Social perspective 

Margaret Alston OAM 

Professor of Social Work and Head of Department 

Director of the Gender, Leadership and Social Sustainability (GLASS) 

research unit 

Caulfield Campus 

Monash University 

 

Environmental perspective 

Dayanthi Nugegoda B.Sc.(Hons), Ph.D., Professor of Ecotoxicology, 

School of Applied Sciences, RMIT University, 

 

Engagement specialist 

Dr Lain Dare 

Senior Research Fellow 

Institute for Governance and Policy Analysis 

University of Canberra 

 

The ACTUAL decisions are made by a group convened by FSC International. 

I am not aware of the makeup of that group but in the past it has been led 

by a technical adviser Lars Neumeister who also led the review of the 

Thresholds and believe me is no apologist to the agrichemcial use. 

http://www.pan-germany.org/download/proceedings/03_Neumeister_Myth_of_Safe_F 

ruit_and_Veg.pdf 

 

See also Review of the Forest Stewardship Indicators and Thresholds for 

identifying "highly hazardous pesticides" 

Coordinated by Lars Neumeister. Expert Panel: Prof. Gerhard Verdoorn Prof. 

(emeritus) Steven Radosevich, 

, Kern, Lars Neumeister and Prof. Carlos Wilcken Dr. Stephanie Williamson, 

Stefan Gous, Maren Kern For Forest Stewardship Council  Final Report (April 

2013). 

http://www.pan-germany.org/download/proceedings/03_Neumeister_Myth_of_Safe_Fruit_and_Veg.pdf
http://www.pan-germany.org/download/proceedings/03_Neumeister_Myth_of_Safe_Fruit_and_Veg.pdf
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Regards 

 

This section includes Response from KO 

Sent: Monday, 9 November 2015 12:32 PM 

Subject: Re: Forico derogation application 

Dear Mr O'Grady 

 

I confess I am unsure whether we have met. I would have to troll though my diaries.  

 

We have limited interaction with FSC Australia and indeed, although I requested (of FSC Aust) to be 

kept advised about the new standard  and the attendant consultation nothing has been forwarded 

by FSC Australia. 

 

I consider we are a stakeholder. 

 

Thank you for the explanation.  

 

I expect we will have a few questions over the next day or so. The first ones are below. 

 

Who is contracting you (Pinnacle) specifically regarding A/ the derogation and B/ the national 

stakeholder process?   

Both are in a single contract which is funded by the applicant companies. 

 

Regarding Dr Lain Dare's involvement, to which process are you referring? 

Lain is an independent engagement specialist.  She designed the SH process and is doing work 

analysing the results.  I am just the “organiser” of the process she is the expert.  She was 

recommended by the Board of FSC Australia and has worked with Jackie Shirma.  To anticipate the 

next question Pinnacle is engaging Lain and on charging to the applicants. 

 

Mr O'Grady please advise whether you (Pinnacle) currently work directly or on a contract basis for 

any forestry company? If so which ones? 

Yes I do.  I have a “cluster group” where companies receive updates on FSC especially where policy 

or standards change from the point of view of what the impact is on their systems and certification 

and what they need to do about it.  When they want work done in other areas I often get called 

on.  All the applicants except 1 (WAPRES) are in the cluster group.  The current size is about 17 

companies.  Most if not all big companies in Australia are involved in the group and It would be 

easier to say who is not a member. Namely WAPRES, 141 Plantations (Formally Forestry SA), Forest 

NSW. 
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I would welcome some explanation from you, providing us with an understanding as to how you 

were contracted to develop the national derogation for alpha cypermethrin. 

For all derogations the idea was that, rather than company by company applications it would be 

better to do an industry based one covering all companies.  This was because, with only minor 

details, most companies have the same use and approach to the chemicals they use.  I used an 

expert in the chemicals to draft the technical stuff and I facilitated.  FYI and for the sake of full 

disclosure I was also contracted by companies in South Africa to do the same for them. 

 

I would also like to know who is on the Pesticide Derogation Group please, as we are not clear about 

that aspect. I would also welcome knowing their fields of expertise and the name of their employer. 

The FSC IC group who will deliberate on these is not known to us.  The FSC IC person involved, who 

can probably give a better responses is  Pasi Miettinen <p.miettinen@fsc.org> 

 

Finally, given there would be a range of jurisdictions  and regulations from state to state what was 

FSC's rationale in taking a national approach? Or was it not FSC who decided? Indeed who decided? 

Good point.  FSC standards allow for a national approach but the decisions to do so was the 

companies.  The regulations were taken into account but in general the criteria from FSC go beyond 

regulatory minima. 

 

I await your early response to our questions please. 

Sincerely 

 

Monday, 9 November 2015 6:13 PM 

Dear Mr O'Grady 
 
Thank you for the answers to our first batch of questions. Our second batch follows. 
 
Easier for you but not us!  NB: It cannot be assumed I know to whom you are referring when you 
state: "Most if not all big companies in Australia are involved in the group and It would be easier to 
say who is not a member. Namely WAPRES, 141 Plantations (Formally Forestry SA), Forest NSW..".  I 
do not in fact. [TAS-N6] thus seeks the names of all the 17 or so companies (the "cluster group") who 
have engaged you over the derogation matter please and whether all are "the applicants".  

  

[text edited due to business confidence] 

The companies who have engaged me on the derogations are the applicants see also 

https://au.fsc.org/fsc-highly-hazardous-pesticide-derogation-2015.397.htm 

  

mailto:p.miettinen@fsc.org
https://www.canberra.edu.au/owa/redir.aspx?SURL=w-Zz9iyGb-SCjV7XkjSC4GpBaQMmgSnw6XRtzxniMC1GMpC9BPPSCGgAdAB0AHAAcwA6AC8ALwBhAHUALgBmAHMAYwAuAG8AcgBnAC8AZgBzAGMALQBoAGkAZwBoAGwAeQAtAGgAYQB6AGEAcgBkAG8AdQBzAC0AcABlAHMAdABpAGMAaQBkAGUALQBkAGUAcgBvAGcAYQB0AGkAbwBuAC0AMgAwADEANQAuADMAOQA3AC4AaAB0AG0A&URL=https%3a%2f%2fau.fsc.org%2ffsc-highly-hazardous-pesticide-derogation-2015.397.htm
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Chemical Companies Seeking Derogration     

1080 

Albany Plantations Forest Company, HQ Plantations, PF Olsen Australia, 

Australian Blue Gum Plantations, HVP Plantations, WAPRES, Bunbury Fibre 

Plantations, SFM Forest Products 

    

Amitrole 
Albany Plantations Forest Company, Australian Blue Gum Plantations, Bunbury 

Fibre Plantations. 
    

Alpha 

cypermethrin 

Albany Plantations Forest Company, PF Olsen Australia, Australian Blue Gum 

Plantations, Forestry Tasmania, WAPRES, Forico, Bunbury Fibre Plantations, 

SFM Forest Products 

    

Fipronyl PF Olsen Australia, Forestry Tasmania, HVP Plantations     

Cuprous oxide 
Albany Plantations Forest Company, PF Olsen Australia, HVP Plantations, 

Bunbury Fibre Plantations 
    

Copper sulfate HQ Plantations     

Picloram HQ Plantations     

Glufosinate 

ammonium 
HQ Plantations, PF Olsen Australia      

Pindone PF Olsen Australia 
  

  

Is the "single contract" a public document? If so we would welcome a copy please. Why are both 

matters in the one document?  

The is no contract per se.  I put up a proposal (below) and it was accepted.  The process has changed 

slightly especially with the appointment of an independent engagement expert.  

  

.           Introduction 

The members of the FSC certified forest cluster group for Australia all have derogations for use of 

Pesticides on the FSC Highly hazardous list.  These are temporary derogations and in cases where 

alternatives are not available and need to be renewed. 

This proposal is to manage a derogation process that combines all the derogations and to offer a 

consistent approach to renewal in order to maximize the chances of success. 

This process must take into account new additions to the list recently published in FSC-STD-30-001 

Indicators and thresholds for the identification of ‘highly hazardous’ pesticides (HHP) 
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 2.         The Issues 

The FSC derogation process is currently under the existing standard FSC PROCEDURE PROCESSING 

PESTICIDE DEROGATION APPLICATIONS 

FSC-PRO-01-004 (Version 2-0) EN. 

Although this is imminently going to be replaced by Pesticide Derogation Procedure - FSC-PRO-30-

001 V1-0 (currently a draft) it is expected that the preparation and criteria for derogations will be 

unchanged. 

FSC have said that derogations are temporary and that there is no expectation renewal 

automatically.  Therefore all derogations have to go back through the approval process. There are 

three key criteria to be met for the renewal of these derogations  

 There is no available alternative for the delegated chemical  
 The delegated can be used safely  
 There is an active programme looking to replace a chemical with a non-chemical or 

alternative non highly hazardous chemical approach  
For most of the current derogations no alternatives have been developed or registered.  Therefore 

the case has to be put to FSC that the derogation should continue.   

This will require an updated literature search on alternatives to the chemical in question and will 

require information to be presented on the actions by the certificate holders to find a replacement 

for the chemical.   

Finally there will need to be a stakeholder engagement process that demonstrates substantial 

support for the use of the chemical. 

  

3.         Proposal and investment costs. 

In this project some of the work will be done by companies since technically derogations are on the 

company by company basis.  For example the company will be expected to run their own local 

stakeholder consultation for their own affected stakeholders.   

However some of this work can be done collectively and it shared cost.  

The proposed process and division of labour is shown below. 

NOTE the timeline for the process is not able to be shown since this will depend on the groups set up 

to review the derogations.  A 

Task Action 

Collate existing derogations into common drafts by chemical and 

by chemical application method. 

Pinnacle Quality 

Review of alternatives since the last derogation by chemical and Pinnacle Quality 
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by Chemical application method. 

Review and update of toxicological and environmental 

information since the last derogations. 

Pinnacle Quality 

Update draft derogations to incorporate new information. Pinnacle Quality 

Review of drafts and personalization of company derogations 

e.g. adding outcomes of affected party consultation. 

Companies 

Development and management of a national stakeholder process 

including engagement with NGOs, FSC Australia and the eventual 

IPM groups set up by FSC Australia under the Pesticide 

Derogation Procedure - FSC-PRO-30-001 V1-0 D2-0  

Pinnacle Quality 

Development of a Company stakeholder process to known 

affected stakeholders. 

Companies 

Submission of derogations  Companies 

 

Is there a consensus among the "applicant companies" over the desired outcome regarding the 

seeking of a derogation over alpha cypermethrin? 

I am not sure what you mean here.  Alpha c was approved last time and there is no 

alternative.  Technically there was one alternative that was looking promising (Imadocloprid - 

applied as a tablet in the seedling root zone and absorbed through the plant as a anti feedant to 

insects)  that would have replaced Alpha C at the seedling stage but it was itself elevated to the HH 

list.  That was frustrating since it was considered toxic to bees but its use in Australasia (Plantation 

trees don’t flower until year 7 and bees don’t feed on them) would have replaced Alpha applications 

in a large number of cases and negated any aerial spraying. 

 

Which states of Australia would be affected by the proposed derogation?   

Alpha cypermethrin        Albany Plantations Forest Company WA, PF Olsen Australia WA and VIC, 

Australian Blue Gum Plantations WA VIC SA, Forestry Tasmania TAS, WAPRES WA, Forico TAS, 

Bunbury Fibre Plantations WA, SFM Forest Products TAS. 

 

Who initiated the decision to seek a national derogation? 

Long story. 

At the 2011 General assembly a motion was passed to allow national initiatives to allow national 

initiatives to manage the process collectively and this was approved in March 2015 in a new 

procedure http://ic.fsc.org/download.fsc-pro-30-001-v1-0-en-pesticides-derogation-

procedure.2187.htm. 

https://www.canberra.edu.au/owa/redir.aspx?SURL=DvpBx1QeQoJyabqdIYuxowMqgJCH86Tg5s6K07wzOdNGMpC9BPPSCGgAdAB0AHAAOgAvAC8AaQBjAC4AZgBzAGMALgBvAHIAZwAvAGQAbwB3AG4AbABvAGEAZAAuAGYAcwBjAC0AcAByAG8ALQAzADAALQAwADAAMQAtAHYAMQAtADAALQBlAG4ALQBwAGUAcwB0AGkAYwBpAGQAZQBzAC0AZABlAHIAbwBnAGEAdABpAG8AbgAtAHAAcgBvAGMAZQBkAHUAcgBlAC4AMgAxADgANwAuAGgAdABtAA..&URL=http%3a%2f%2fic.fsc.org%2fdownload.fsc-pro-30-001-v1-0-en-pesticides-derogation-procedure.2187.htm
https://www.canberra.edu.au/owa/redir.aspx?SURL=DvpBx1QeQoJyabqdIYuxowMqgJCH86Tg5s6K07wzOdNGMpC9BPPSCGgAdAB0AHAAOgAvAC8AaQBjAC4AZgBzAGMALgBvAHIAZwAvAGQAbwB3AG4AbABvAGEAZAAuAGYAcwBjAC0AcAByAG8ALQAzADAALQAwADAAMQAtAHYAMQAtADAALQBlAG4ALQBwAGUAcwB0AGkAYwBpAGQAZQBzAC0AZABlAHIAbwBnAGEAdABpAG8AbgAtAHAAcgBvAGMAZQBkAHUAcgBlAC4AMgAxADgANwAuAGgAdABtAA..&URL=http%3a%2f%2fic.fsc.org%2fdownload.fsc-pro-30-001-v1-0-en-pesticides-derogation-procedure.2187.htm
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FSC Australia declined to form a national group due to lack of resources to manage it.  However the 

procedure still allowed for (in fact encouraged) joint applications so that is what we did. 

7 Joint applications and ‘late-comers’ 

7.1 In order to minimize the administrative burden, certificate holders located in the same country 

are encouraged to submit a joint application if they are facing similar challenges and have identified 

similar needs for the use of ‘highly hazardous’ pesticides. 

 

Have you handled other FSC chemical derogations? And if so for what chemicals? 

Over the years (eg for Timbercorp) we have looked at many chemicals eg Simazine, Hexazanone, 

Tubuthylazine, Haloxyfop,  

 

What level of confidentiality would be accorded if our submission were made to you and with whom 

would it be shared? 

What every you like.  The peer review group would see it and our response to it.  However you 

should also make the submission to the local (TAS) applicants since their response to you is more 

important as you are locally interested stakeholders. 

 

Within the FSC derogation process what is the ability for and scope of a confidential submission? 

Happy to do this. 

 

To whom within FSC are we entitled to make a representation over this derogation matter? 

The representation is via the local Stakeholder consultation process.  Approaching FSC International 

directly will get a stock answer (NO) and you will be directed back to the process since the process is 

prescribed in standards and they must follow it.  Note also FSC Australia has no part or standing in 

the decision making process.  They are just facilitating the process as a National initiative.  

If we made a submission through you would we be entitled to a copy of your report and any other 

report on the matter? 

Our expert Lain Dare is preparing a report on the consultation and you can see that report.  Lain 

Please copy [TAS-N6] and his in on the report. 

I look forward to your response. 

Sincerely 

 

Tuesday, 10 November 2015 10:35 PM 

Dear Mr O'Grady, 

I find it hard to accept your request for confidentiality in such a  process, especially given what you 
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have told me so far. 

Please explain the reason. 

Sincerely 

 

Wednesday, 11 November 2015 12:27 PM 

Sorry looking at this again I think we are at cross purposes. 

The names of applicants in the table below are in the public domain.  You however asked for all my 

forestry clients so I have provided the remainder.  These are nothing to do with the derogation 

process.  I would prefer my competitors not to know the full list of my forestry clients thus I ask for 

this to be confidential. 

Regards 

KO 

Sent: Thursday, 12 November 2015 1:59 PM 

To: kopinnacle@gmail.com 

Subject: Applications for derogation - Seeking further information 

 

Dear Mr O"Grady 

I am seeking please, from your office as the coordinator of the group of applications, the completed 

application form (and its enclosures) from the forestry company/s involved for each chemical and 

thus each application so we may consider and ensure the application is correct and adequate. See 

section 5.3 of Pesticide Derogation Procedure 

FSC-PRO-30-001 V1-0 EN. 

All Full applications are on the FSC Australia web site provided previously.  Note that some parts of 

the application happen after the stakeholder engagement and some may change as part of the SH 

process. 

 

For clarification we are now interested in all the chemicals proposed for derogation Australia wide 

not just the ones being applied for use in Tasmania. 

OK 

 

I am also seeking that you advise us the details which constitute the "similar challenges" and advise 

whether there have been identified "similar needs" for the use of ‘highly hazardous’ pesticides 

under FSC across Australia?  And if so what those are please? 

These are in the full applications.  All contents are considered common challenges unless other wise 

stated eg Fipronil is used in Tasmania for controlling European wasps but not elsewhere. 

 

Also please advise whether you are aware whether there would either possibly or likely be "late 

comers" who plan to, would or even may join in any of the chemical derogations you are handling 

and whether any of those would or could be your current customers, the names of whom you have 

provided but asked remain confidential? 



INTERIM Stakeholder Feedback Report December 2015 

59 
 

I can't answer that.  This is a matter for the companies.  Any seeking certification (some of the list 

are not certified) they may do their own derogations based on the work done here.  However I am 

not aware of any companies in that situation. 

 

Finally I seek to be advised by you whether  the use of the ‘highly hazardous’ pesticide/s is/are likely 

to be continued or repeated and whether the submission of a ‘normal’ derogation application/s is 

occurring regarding the repeated or ongoing use of any of the pesticides which it would seem you 

have had listed on the FSC Australia website. If that is the case I seek details about the nature of the 

ongoing use. 

I'm sorry I can't understand what you're asking here. 

 

Finally I seek to be advised about and also to receive a copy of the Integrated Pest Management 

Plans for each applicant company please. 

That will have to be a question for/to each individual company.  I don’t have these documents.  The 

IPM approach is going to be scrutinised as part of the application but I can't see why companies 

would not be open to such a request.  

 

I await your earliest response and look forward to the information and answers. 

Sincerely 

 

On 11/11/2015 12:31 PM, Kevin OGrady wrote: 

Please note the enclosed. 

Thanks for your constructive engagement so far. 

KO 

Sent: Wednesday, 11 November 2015 3:08 PM 

To: kopinnacle@gmail.com 

Subject: Pesticide Derogation Advisory Group 

Dear Mr O'Grady 

Please advise the membership of the Pesticide Derogation Advisory Group and its location. 

From what I understand of your emails including the one on the 5th November, this is not the above 

group but I await your advice and clarification. 

I would seek to know the convenor of the Pesticide Derogation Advisory Group and how I might 

contact it please.  

Sincerely 

 

Wednesday, 11 November 2015 5:35 PM 

I am the convenor but am not taking part (due to conflict).  The best contact is Lain Dare. 
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Note this group will not make any decisions on the derogations.  That is done by FSC International in 

Bonn.  The role of the group is detailed in the e mail I sent earlier today but is copied at the end of 

this message for your convenience. 

The 3 experts named earlier will take part.  Repeated below for clarity.   

Social perspective 

Margaret Alston OAM 

Professor of Social Work and Head of Department 

Director of the Gender, Leadership and Social Sustainability (GLASS) 

research unit 

Caulfield Campus 

Monash University 

  

Environmental perspective 

Dayanthi Nugegoda B.Sc.(Hons), Ph.D., Professor of Ecotoxicology, 

School of Applied Sciences, RMIT University, 

  

Engagement specialist  ( Lain Dare will chair the group). 

Dr Lain Dare 

Senior Research Fellow 

Institute for Governance and Policy Analysis 

University of Canberra 

  

2 company people will be there to answer technical questions on behalf of the industry.  I think 

these are from HVP and PF Olsen in which case they will be the people  in the public contacts list for 

the derogations. 

  

Here is the full list for your reference (scroll to the bottom) 

https://au.fsc.org/fsc-highly-hazardous-pesticide-derogation-2015.397.htm 

  

https://www.canberra.edu.au/owa/redir.aspx?SURL=HKwRt3roRgbMaCuZZ4NWVpoNkQK6k9XF6I8A8dICJMc8pmIxBPPSCGgAdAB0AHAAcwA6AC8ALwBhAHUALgBmAHMAYwAuAG8AcgBnAC8AZgBzAGMALQBoAGkAZwBoAGwAeQAtAGgAYQB6AGEAcgBkAG8AdQBzAC0AcABlAHMAdABpAGMAaQBkAGUALQBkAGUAcgBvAGcAYQB0AGkAbwBuAC0AMgAwADEANQAuADMAOQA3AC4AaAB0AG0A&URL=https%3a%2f%2fau.fsc.org%2ffsc-highly-hazardous-pesticide-derogation-2015.397.htm
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Roll of the Pesticide Derogation Advisory Group 

At the completion of the stakeholder period a full report will be prepared for the Pesticide 

Derogation Advisory Group. This report will synthesise all of the feedback received from 

stakeholders across the survey, public comments, and phone/email discussions with forest 

managers and the National Coordinator. Please note that all information provided in the public 

report will be de-identified to ensure the anonymity of stakeholder participants. 

Following the preliminary meeting of the Pesticide Derogation Advisory Group on Tuesday 

November 24, the derogation applications will be amended in response to the stakeholder feedback. 

The amended derogations and stakeholder feedback report will be made available for comment 

prior to the final Pesticide Derogation Advisory Group meeting on December 16 2015. Those 

stakeholders who have indicated their interest in the derogation process will be sent the amended 

derogations and stakeholder feedback report directly, and the derogations and report will also be 

made available on the FSC Australia website at https://au.fsc.org/fsc-highly-hazardous-pesticide-

derogation-2015.397.htm.   

While every effort will be undertaken to reach an agreement on the derogation applications and the 

conditions they entail, if an agreement within the Pesticide Derogation Advisory Group cannot be 

reached the matter will be referred to the FSC International Pesticides Review Group for 

consideration. A copy of the stakeholder report will be provided to the review group as well. 

Kind regards 

KO 

 

Wednesday, 11 November 2015 3:20 PM 

Dear Dr Dare, 

I am emailing you seeking to have a conversation regarding the current  

FSC multiple chemical derogation process please. 

If you have any description of your role I would welcome that additional  

information. I understand you have been employed by Pinnacle consulting. 

I tried phoning your published number at the University but there was no  

answer. 

My number is [number removed]. 

I hope to hear from you. 

Regards 

 

Wednesday, 11 November 2015 11:58 PM 

Hi [TAS-N6], 

Sorry for my delay in responding, I am currently in north eastern China and my internet connection is 

patchy. 
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I have been informed of your email correspondence with Kevin so will attempt to give you as much 

detail as I can now via email, and I will call you when I return on Nov 23rd. I know that this date is 

later than the 16th deadline but I can include your response at that late notice. If this is not suitable I 

can try to Skype you if that is preferred. 

 

I am contracted through Pinnacle Consulting to provide independent expertise around the 

stakeholder engagement. This includes preparing the stakeholder engagement plan, writing and 

running the online survey, and analysis of the open feedback from stakeholders via comments, 

emails and phone conversations. I will also facilitate the online forum, and the pesticide derogation 

working group meetings. I am not involved in the FSC International group that makes the final 

decision on the derogation appliations.  

 

I am a Senior Research Fellow at the Institute for Governance and Policy Analysis, University of 

Canberra.  I completed my PhD in community engagement in the Australian forest industry in 2011 

and hence am well aware of the industry and the regulatory and political environment. In light of 

this I prepared the stakeholder engagement plan for the derogation process which provides a range 

of opportunities for engagement from interested stakeholders. 

 

In this role as an independent engagement expert I am committed to providing an open and 

inclusive engagement process and look forward to talking with you about your concerns as soon as is 

practicable. 

 

Kind Regards, 

Lain Dare 

 

Thursday, 12 November 2015 11:31 AM 

Hello Dr Dare, 

Thank you for your email, especially in the circumstances. 

I do not have Skype. 

I can see you have been copied on our correspondence. 

I have been working on forestry issues since 1989. Some [TAS-N6] members have been working on 

forestry issues from as far back as 1973. We are not a member of FSC. 

We have been raising concerns over FSC in Australia and Tasmania as well  

as other certification schemes since the mid 1990s. We consider Governance over forestry in 

Tasmania is completely inadequate, a sham and a disgrace. Likewise spraying legislation and 

regulation is completely inadequate and does not protect the safety of residents and others in 

proximity. 

I would seek to read the 'stakeholder engagement plan' you prepared please. 

I would also welcome reading your papers on governance. Can I access them easily, electronically? 

We are absolutely not satisfied with the FSC derogation process and consider there to be far too 

many conflicts of interest. I consider you also have too great a stake in too many aspects of this 

process. I can set those conflicts out for you if you wish. 
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[TAS-N6] is also concerned in the way this cornucopia of chemicals is being promoted. Until recently 

we were not aware of the plethora of chemicals over which derogation is being sought. We were 

only told of Forico and FT's request. 

I note that conservation minded people and organisations continue to remove themselves from any 

association with FSC. There are good reasons that is occurring  in our view. 

At this stage we have formed a view: Any submission [TAS-N6] makes to this derogation application 

process would be under sufferance. 

 

Sincerely 

 

Monday, 16 November 2015 5:19 PM 

Dear FSC International and Others (as per list in our attached letter) 
 
Please find attached our representation, objection and complaint  
opposing Australian Forest Managers FSC Highly Hazardous Pesticides  
Derogations 2015. 
 
Sincerely 

 

On 24/11/2015 2:03 PM, Kevin OGrady wrote: 
> [TAS-N6] thank you for your considered response. 
> 
> I note that it has many audiences not just the current derogation applicants. I note that those 
audiences, like FSC IC and FSC Australia are copied in here and they may choose to reply to you 
separately. 
> 
> Notwithstanding your reticence about the process we will take those comments about the 
derogations on board in the process going forward. 
> 
> Thank you again for your submission. 
> 
> Regards 
> Kevin OGrady 
 

Dear Mr O'Grady 
 
Thank you for your acknowledgement of our representation of the 15th November, which we 
considered to be also a complaint. 
 
To clarify [TAS-N6’s+ 26 page submission expressing  in some detail a lack of confidence about the 
current derogation process and the propositions for derogation could not in our view be interpreted 
as reticence. 
 
By all means however consider our submission, outlining significant concerns to be an objection to 
the applications and the process. 
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[TAS-N6] 
 

Thu 11/26/2015 5:42 PM 

Dear Dr Dare 
 
I am following up our missed 3 pm appointment of today. I was under the impression you were 
phoning me today. I have tried to phone you twice since 3 pm but gone to your message bank, 
hence the email. 
 
I will be out much of tomorrow, though you may reach me early in the AM.  
You mentioned that any change to the process needs to be ratified or approved by The FSC Board. 
 
Our view about the process and your proposal to change it half way though is that this represents 
potential unevenness problems, including for those who have not so far participated, possibly 
because they felt it was unfair. In other words the change you proposed on the phone to me would 
need to be explained and advertised. 
 
Should applications which are not final applications be advertised as applications? Indeed are the 
applications in essence unassailable because they can always be further amended under FSC. If 
indeed this is the case then they should obviously be  advertised as such. 
 
The change proposed by you does not address the several other issues and concerns we have with 
the process. We can only say we are very concerned about the process. 
 
I hope to have the discussion we had planned please. 
[TAS-N6] 
 

Summary of phone conversations with [TAS-N6] November 23 and 30th 

 Not 1st time unhappy with FSC process, unfortunately when concerned on process and issue 

at stake – much of representation about process 

o Serious concerns about this and past processes, including unresolved issues  

o 1 past one application for FT certification, [TAS-N6] wanted to take CB to places to 

provide evidence about FT activities, became a shambles and they refused to go to 

the places – yet they wanted to invite us to other places not known or on issues- 

[TAS-N6] declined to meet with CB 

o Another incident regarding Forico recent certification through WoodMark. Late 

representation organised, yet told too late. Hence sensitive over process aspects of 

FSC. A lack of confidence. 

 If had more confidence in process would have spent more time on chemicals and the laws 

around the application of the chemicals which concern [TAS-N6] a lot 

 If benign (like ag lime) wouldn’t matter if they blew around the landscape 

 Inadequacy of laws become the major issue as FSC signs off to any countries laws 

o FSC by providing a derogation (or an abrogation) they more or less accept the 

country laws 

o National process (KO organised – sold idea) 
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 Problems of FSC difficult for 1 person to overcome – be an org or an engagement expert. 

 Often no feedback on their representation – “they know what we think but we they don’t 

know what they think”. Made to be ‘difficult’ – with unevenness comes a lack of confidence 

and qtns on probity of the process, no one likes to be disadvantaged. 

 If more resources would have commented on more chemicals. But limited confidence, and 

in order to prove something to them it is almost at the level of reasonable doubt.  

 Concern with national standards process – tried to be involved and receive information – 

policy officer “out to lunch – hasn’t sent stuff that he says he will”  

 A satisfactory process in incredibly important – when not fair and injust someone will 

inevitably get disadvantaged. Very important the process be good and just. 

 FSC board haven’t managed to create a IPM working board but got expert to design process  

 

 Incident not changed overall of FSC – this hasn’t improved matters, in fact has made things 

worse.  

 1st time made a comment on a derogation. Certifying bodies rang back. 

 Concerned that national process took a process and tacked other processes onto it. 

 Concerned that 1 plantation grower can do something with 1 chemical and another grower 

can do it with 6 chemicals – not that much difference across the states/areas. Growing 

conditions with some similarities, Tassie is hilliest and windiest which is higher risk. 

 AR grows trees without chemicals and they grow alright 

 Some changes have occurred, Forico has improved 

 FSC subsidised by TFPP process – not right 

 Range of process problems that can not necessarily be blamed on My O’Grady – in the 

broader picture the process, form the FSC international point of view (that FSC sets and 

published) 

 From 1989 could see that the forest industry was an atrocious industry and should be 

changed – a lot of things have not changed in Tasmania. 

 

Wed 12/2/2015 1:27 PM 

Thank you Lain. 

 

[TAS-N6] had made a decision regarding that report. 

 

May I ask why and how you came to be 'Lain' when your name is 'Melanie'. I always find such things 

fascinating. I hope you do not mind me asking. 

 

I would welcome some background regarding the project over which you are seeking to interview 

myself next year please. 

 

From what I can see of your published work you have mainly done reports on forestry rather than 

governance, except the one 'Tasmanian drought evaluation project' which again was not really 
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governance. That project in itself is interesting.  

 

I find the characterisation of climatic anomalies  as drought rather than perceiving them as cyclic 

climate changes to be a fascinating issue and a vital one for agriculture Australia wide. It is 

interesting that Flinders Is. was included. So often overlooked. 

 

A couple of questions re the current FSC Derogation process:  

1. When will you be advising about the revised/ amended process?  
2. Will it be in the form of a codicil or a version 2 of your process description?  

Hoping to hear from you. 

[TAS-N6] 

Wed 12/2/2015 3:55 PM 

Hi [TAS-N6], 

With my name, my brother could not say Melanie so called me Lanie and somehow it became ‘Lain’ 

– I have never really been called Melanie other than my health professionals as it is still me legal 

name. 

Yes – my more recent research is on governance with publications being prepared and coming out 

now. A research life-cycle means there is often a delay, especially given the short contracts and 

hence constant need to find the next bit of funding. 

As for the FSC Derogation process – there has been some changes at FSC International and FSC 

Australia is seeking clarification on that. We are waiting on those details so as we can advise 

stakeholders of everything at once – I am hoping by the end of the week but it is out of my hands at 

the moment.  

I think the revised process is more than a codicil in that it is more important than what some may 

perceive an ‘appendix’ to be – it will be an integral part of the derogation application process.  

I will send some background to the other project in the coming weeks – I am preparing some 

information around that in an attempt to clarify the project objectives. This derogation process is 

enabling me to reflect on my original ideas and tighten the scope of that project. 

Kind Regards, 

Lain Dare 

[See following public comment] 
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Respondent: TAS-SFM1 

Sent: Monday, 26 October 2015 3:36 PM 

Subject: FSC Derogation Stakeholder Comment 

Phoned TAS-SFM1. 

TAS-SFM1 had made a submission regarding our FSC derogation on the 5/10/2015. 

TAS-SFM1’s concerns were around the spread of gorse on the West Coast within tree plantations. 

I advised TAS-SFM1 that SFM does not manage plantations on the West Coast of Tasmania and that 

on properties we manage controlling the spread of weeds is important. She was happy with this 

response. 

TAS-SFM1 thanked me for the phone call. 

Cheers Dan 

 

 

Respondent TAS-SFM2 

Monday, 16 November 2015 3:10 PM 

Hi TAS-SFM2, 

 Thanks for your call today. Not sure exactly what documents you couldn’t access today. 

Please let me know and I will try and source for you. 

Regards Dan 

 

Dan,   

Your advice yesterday was sufficient for our meeting and I have since accessed the FSC website and 

completed the attached public comment form.  I would appreciate any feedback on this submission 

and on the outcome of the derogation application.  

As indicated in the form, if you need further detail on the contents of the [TAS-SFM2] comments 

please let me know  

Thanks  

Please select which FSC Highly Hazardous Pesticide Derogation(s) you are commenting on: 

Pesticide  
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1080  

Amitrole  

Alpha cypermethrin  

Fipronyl  

Cuprous oxide  

Copper sulphate  

Picloram  

Glufosinate ammonium  

Pindone  

Please select the forest company(s) you are interested in providing comment to: 

Forest Company  

Albany Plantations Fibre Limited (WA)  

Hancock Queensland Plantations – HQP (QLD)  

PF Olsen (Aus) Pty Ltd (VIC, SA, WA, QLD)  

Australian Bluegums Ltd (VIC, SA, WA)  

Forestry Tasmania  

Hancock Victoria Plantations - HVP (VIC, SA)  

WAPRES(WA)  

Bunbury Fibre (WA)  

Forico (TAS)  

SFM (TAS, VIC, SA)  

 

Provide comment here (please use as many pages as you require): 

Thankyou for the opportunity to provide comment to this derogation application process.   

Commercial beekeeping in Australia is highly dependent on access to a wide range of forest systems 

throughout the country for nectar and pollen resources.  This access is managed through a system of 

licences issued for the intermittent occupation of ‘bee sites’ according to the sporadic availability of 

pollen and nectar.   Bee Site licenses are administered through state land management departments.  



INTERIM Stakeholder Feedback Report December 2015 

94 
 

The [TAS-SFM2] has commercial beekeeper members who manage bees on licensed public land bee 

sites throughout North Eastern and Central Victoria and some in Gippsland and the South coast of 

NSW.  

Application of the identified chemicals above has the potential to significantly impact beekeeping 

operations where the forage range of apiaries located on bee sites overlaps with nearby plantations 

and application of those chemicals coincides with occupation of bee sites.  The potential forage range 

of an apiary is around 6km radius.   

Chemical applications can impact on honey bee colonies in a number of ways including;  

 Direct contact through spray application on flowering plants  

 Residual contact through bees foraging on flowering plants sprayed some time recently 

[varies with chemical and weather conditions]  

 Spray drift directly contacting apiaries   

 Spray drift contacting bee foraging on nearby non target species  

 Honey bees foraging on non flowering plants (ie: pines) for resin (propolis) or ‘honey dew’ 

secretions  

It is the view of the [TAS-SFM2] that with adequate notification and liaison between forest managers 

and apiarists conflict between the welfare of beekeeping operations and forest managers can be 

avoided.   

As indicated above, use of any given bee site is discontinuous and dependent on adequate floral 

resources being available.  Occupation of bee sites can often be planned some months ahead of time 

due to the budding and flowering habits of eucalypts.   Therefore, with adequate notice and planning 

it should be possible to separate chemical applications and foraging honey bees through timing of 

forestry or apiary management actions.  

With reference to the inclusion of Cuprous Oxide and Copper Sulphate in this comment I would like to 

stress that fungicides are a recognised stressor of honey bee colonies. This is because fungicides 

inhibit the conversion of raw pollen (the source of protein in a honey bee colony) to a substance that 

can be digested by honey bee larvae.  This seriously impacts the long term health of hives resulting in 

colonies unfit for honey production or pollination services.  

The [TAS-SFM2] requests that it be notified as a stakeholder to all or any of the above forest 

companies who manage forests adjacent to public land forests (including conserved forests) in 

Victoria and Southern New South Wales.  Where notification of the intended application of the above 

chemicals can be given well in advance, the [TAS-SFM2] will be able to inform it’s members with 

sufficient notice to minimise disruption or loss to its members.   

Once again, thankyou for the opportunity to make these comments. Should you wish to discuss any 

of this submission further please do not hesitate to contact me.  

 

Sincerely  

TAS-SFM2 
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Wednesday, 18 November 2015 1:47 PM 

 

KO to TAS-SFM-2 
  

Dear TSA-SFM2, 

Thank you for your submission. 

My preliminary comments follow but your submission will be considered as part of a review of 

submissions on 24th November. 

Regards 

KO 

  

It is the view of the [TAS-SFM2] that with adequate notification and liaison between forest managers 

and apiarists conflict between the welfare of beekeeping operations and forest managers can be 

avoided.   

This is a very important point.  Forest managers already consider sensitive stakeholders in 

application plans.  It could be possible to not spray within a 6 KM radius of active bee hives as long 

as they are aware. 

As indicated above, use of any given bee site is discontinuous and dependent on adequate floral 

resources being available.  Occupation of bee sites can often be planned some months ahead of time 

due to the budding and flowering habits of eucalypts.   Therefore, with adequate notice and 

planning it should be possible to separate chemical applications and foraging honey bees through 

timing of forestry or apiary management actions. 

Again, as long as companies realise this they can adapt their application plans to the planned 

placement of hives. 

With reference to the inclusion of Cuprous Oxide and Copper Sulphate in this comment I would like 

to stress that fungicides are a recognised stressor of honey bee colonies. This is because fungicides 

inhibit the conversion of raw pollen (the source of protein in a honey bee colony) to a substance that 

can be digested by honey bee larvae.  This seriously impacts the long term health of hives resulting 

in colonies unfit for honey production or pollination services.  

This is important information.  Once again companies should be able to work with bee keepers to 

avoid these impacts. 

The [TAS-SFM2] requests that it be notified as a stakeholder to all or any of the above forest 

companies who manage forests adjacent to public land forests (including conserved forests) in 

Victoria and Southern New South Wales.  Where notification of the intended application of the 

above chemicals can be given well in advance, the [TAS-SFM2] will be able to inform it’s members 

with sufficient notice to minimise disruption or loss to its members.   



INTERIM Stakeholder Feedback Report December 2015 

96 
 

This is eminently possible, in fact there is an obligation on the companies to keep full and inclusive 

stakeholder lists and have a strategy to communicate with stakeholders. I would anticipate, as 

part of this process, the companies will become aware of the apiarists and the need to work 

closely with them. 

 

Respondent TAS-N7 

Sent: Monday, 16 November 2015 8:53 PM 

To: Kopinnacle@gmail.com 

 

Dear Kevin, 

My name is TAS-N7. I am a PhD Research candidate at UTAS and I am a resident in Lorinna, Kentish 

council and a father of two kids, drinking the water from the cathments where Forestry Tasmania 

planning to use chemicals. 

Our friends [TAS-N8] digged in deeper in this topic, so I totally agree with their opinion below. 

 

Dear Kevin, please help us to save our water and provide a healthy environment to our kids. 

Regards 

TAS-N7 

 

[following from TAS-N8] 

Firstly, if FSC is to maintain any credibility with respect to its claims of environmental responsibility 

and sustainability, then I fail to see how a system of 'rolling derogations' - which allows for the 

continued use of chemicals classified as 'Highly Hazardous', by forestry companies ostensibly 

engaging in a 'business as usual practice - can be justified. It would appear that the dictates of the 

market are, once again taking precedence over the negative social and environmental impacts of 

these practices.  

 

For example, It is my understanding that FSC has been giving derogations for alpha-cypermethrin 

(ACM) since 2008, basically stating that the economic imperative for plantation tree survival 

supersedes environmental and health concerns. On what basis are such derogations decisions 

made? Are the grounds made publicly available? We believe that if a company is fairly confident that 

it can continue the same practice via obtaining a rolling derogation, then there is no real incentive 

for them to adopt best practice, either now or into the foreseeable future.  

 

Fundamentally, it would seem that the intensive chemical inputs required by monoculture 

plantation are incompatible with the principles of best forestry practices described by FSC 

Guidelines. At some point, the old vanguard of 'short term gain' forestry practice will need to topple 

if the companies managing plantation forests are to have any credibility with respect to their claims 

of responsible environmental and social practices. 
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Further, any such derogations should only be granted under extenuating circumstances and for a 

prescribed (perhaps 5 years) maximum period. If a forestry company's continued existence is 

dependent on using toxic chemicals with a known risk to human and environmental health, then 

that company should not be entitled to any form of endorsement by FSC (including endorsement 

contingent on the prospect of best practice being adopted at some unspecified time in the future). 

To do otherwise is to mislead consumers - to engage in a sort of 'greenwash' - and will ultimately 

taint the market credibility of the FSC label. 

 

We are Tasmanian residents living in a remote valley where the continued use of ACM (and other 

chemicals) poses a real threat to the integrity of our water catchment. As demonstrated by Dr Alison 

Bleaney, research is continuing to demonstrate the adverse effects of ACM - endocrine disrupting 

effects, neurotoxic effects  as well as those of acute toxicity- and it is currently classified as a highly 

hazardous pesticide. No credence is given by FSC to modern toxicological research on mixture 

effects, endocrine disrupting effects, reproductive and developmental toxic effects, epigenetic 

effects  and the adverse social and long term health effects when using pesticides. 

 

The position currently held by FSC (International and Australia) regarding the cost/benefit risk of 

using hazardous pesticides without any consideration of the  health and social costs/ 

consequences  of their use on landscape/water catchments is no longer acceptable. The 

precautionary principle should be applied in such matters, and stringent rules should apply to ensure 

cessation of use of all chemicals which have been classified Highly Hazardous.  

 

In conclusion, the current position held by FSC regarding 'environmentally friendly' plantation wood 

certification is simply untenable.  

 

Thank you for taking the time to consider our submission. 

 

Kind regards, 

TAS-N8 

 

Respondent TAS-N9 

Sent: Sunday, 15 November 2015 10:40 PM 

To: kopinnacle@gmail.com 

Subject: FT Derogation Application 

 

Dear Kevin, 

Please find attached stakeholder comment on the FSC Highly Hazardous Pesticide Derogation 

applications. 

I have included Forico and SFM because in addition to neighbouring Forestry Tasmania property, we 

also have adjoining Blue Gum plantations formerly belonging to Gunns whose future ownership is 

unclear. 
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Regards 

TAS-N9 

 

Please select which FSC Highly Hazardous Pesticide Derogation(s) you are commenting on: 

Pesticide  

1080  

Amitrole  

Alpha cypermethrin 
  

Fipronyl 
  

Cuprous oxide  

Copper sulphate  

Picloram  

Glufosinate ammonium  

Pindone  

Please select the forest company(s) you are interested in providing comment to: 

Forest Company  

Albany Plantations Fibre Limited (WA)  

Hancock Queensland Plantations – HQP (QLD)  

PF Olsen (Aus) Pty Ltd (VIC, SA, WA, QLD)  

Australian Bluegums Ltd (VIC, SA, WA)  

Forestry Tasmania 
  

Hancock Victoria Plantations - HVP (VIC, SA)  

WAPRES(WA)  

Bunbury Fibre (WA)  

Forico (TAS) 
  

SFM (TAS, VIC, SA) 
  

 

Provide comment here (please use as many pages as you require): 
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Concern about adequacy of controls to prevent overspray on certified organic properties. 

Our property in [location removed to protect anonymity] in southern Tasmania is certified organic in 

conversion by Tasmanian Organic-dynamic Producers (now a subsidiary of Australian Certified 

Organic)for timber and beef production. 

The applicants propose to apply Alpha cypermethrin by aerial spraying. The Tasmanian Code of 

Practice for Aerial Spraying has not been significantly upgraded since 1998. There was a review 

process but due to resistance from agricultural and forestry industries, so far this has not resulted in 

a revision of the code. As it currently stands it does not provide adequate provisions to ensure that 

aerial spraying does not contaminate certified organic operations.  

If our property is contaminated with a hazardous pesticide such as Alpha cypermethrin, we are likely 

to lose our organic certification. There have been instances of aerial spraying contaminating non-

target properties both in Tasmania and on the mainland. In certain weather conditions this has 

occurred over significant distances, up to 25km, and is difficult to predict. 

Fipronyl could be carried onto our certified organic property by targeted wasps. 

Some years ago there was some dialogue initiated between members of the forestry industry and 

the organic industry with a view to developing protocols for ensuring the protection of organic 

properties, but these discussions fell by the wayside with the domination of the industry by Gunns, 

and to date have not been resumed. 

 

Concern about impacts on natural predators of target species 

Natural predators of these target species do exist, but usage of broad spectrum pesticides such as 

Alpha cypermethrin can also kill these predators. If populations of natural predators are reduced 

then further outbreaks of the targeted pests, or other pests, may occur, possibly outside the target 

areas. 

The pests targeted by Alpha cypermethrin are native to Tasmania and in native forestry operations 

they are not normally a problem. The problems with them only seem to arise in monoculture 

plantations where the lack of biodiversity results in an imbalanced ecology where their natural 

controls are reduced or absent. Rather than further disrupt the ecology with the use of pesticides, it 

would make more sense to take measures to increase biodiversity and to create habitat for natural 

predators and other controls. 

 

Concern about environmental impacts 

Aerial application of pesticides results in widespread and indiscriminate impacts on non-target 

species, and can affect water quality. Alpha cypermethrin is highly toxic to fish and insects. 

 

Concern about potential impacts on threatened species. 
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The statements by the applicants do not appear to consider potential impacts of the application of 

these pesticides on threatened species, particularly the Swift Parrot. The southern coastal forests of 

Tasmania, where our property is located, contain significant habitat for the Swift Parrot. Its 

dwindling numbers are a major concern, and in some years a large proportion of the birds can be 

concentrated in an area of good foraging. If a mishap with one of these highly hazardous pesticides 

affected this species it could be a disaster. Code of Practice for Aerial Spraying does not include any 

reference to threatened species. 

 

Potential effect on honey producers  

Our property is sometimes used by a commercial honey producer to place their hives. Bees can 

forage up to 10km, so any pesticides applied in this area could contaminate the honey, or even kill 

the bees.  

 

Derogation of these hazardous pesticides would be a disincentive to the development of safer 

alternatives 

Allowing the applicants to continue using these pesticides will simply entrench their use and 

encourage their reliance on these hazardous chemicals. If they are not allowed to use them then 

they will have a strong incentive to develop safer options.  

Within the organic industry there are numerous examples of safe pest management options being 

developed as a result of operators not being permitted to use hazardous pesticides. For this reason 

we would be opposed to the derogation of these pesticides. 

 

 

Respondent TAS-SFM3 

Friday, 13 November 2015 12:48 PM 

Hi TAS-SFM3, 

Thank you for getting in contact with us in regards to our application to FSC for a derogation to use 

Alpha cypermethrin (ACM). 

SFM are very conscious of the concern the public has around the use chemicals and its potential to 

have impacts on water quality. SFM has management policies and procedures designed to minimise 

the use of chemicals and where required that they be applied under suitable conditions. 

SFM do not currently manage any forest upstream or within the catchment of your property at 

Targa. 

SFM will look to use alternative chemicals whenever possible and will look to minimise the use of 

ACM. 
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Landowners such as yourself would be made aware of any planned spraying operations. Operational 

spray plans are completed that nominate buffers on water courses and establish the weather 

conditions (e.g. Low wind) under which the potential for any spray drift is minimised. These plans 

would be discussed with you as a stakeholder prior to the operation commencing.  Within sensitive 

catchments water testing would be carried out pre and post operation.         

I have included details below for an online/phone forum if you would like to participate. 

If you have any further questions please don’t hesitate to get in touch with me. 

Regards Dan 

 

Friday, 13 November 2015 1:57 PM 

I rang [TAS-SFM3] this afternoon to follow up on email. 

His primary concern is that he and his family are domestic users of water that flows down from 

Georges Plains (plantation managed by Forico). 

He wants to know that chemical will not cause any adverse health impacts on his family. 

I explained that SFM do not manage this plantation and gave him Simon Cook’s name (Forico). 

He was appreciative of the phone call 

 

Respondent TAS-SFM4 

Friday, 13 November 2015 9:27 AM 

Hi Lain, 

I called TAS-SFM4. [identifying details removed]  

Water quality is paramount to his industry/business and as you know the Georges Bay catchment 

has been controversial in the past. Many of Oyster farmers believe forestry chemical use in the past 

were the cause of a extensive oyster fatalities after a large flood event. 

TAS-SFM4 does not support the use of Alpha-cypermethrin, particularly how it has been applied in 

the past. He hopes that this process will lead to further research into alternatives for other chemicals 

and that if ACM is required its usage is minimised. 

If FSC certified companies receive a derogation and can show that they are using chemical 

responsibly and not impacting upon water quality he is somewhat supportive of the process.  

TAS-SFM4 is supportive of a sustainable forest industry and the benefits it provides to regional 

Tasmania. He just wants the forestry industry to ensure it doesn’t impact on his business 

downstream. 
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I reminded him of the opportunity to participate in the forum. 

Regards Dan 

 

Respondent TAS-F8 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on Forestry Tasmania and Forico's applications for a 

derogation to use Alpha-cypermethrin insecticide. While Forico is to be commended on ceasing to 

apply the majority of pesticides on the FSC Highly Hazardous list [TAS-F8] holds concerns for the use 

of Alpha-cypermethrin for the following reasons  - 

 It is a broad spectrum insecticide that is highly toxic to fish, water insects, aquatic 
invertebrates and bees. 

 A five year derogation time seems excessive 

 The target plantations are monocultures of Eucalyptus nitens or Eucalyptus globulus planted 
as a result of clear felling. This species is not suitable for sawlog production and its short 
term crop rotation has the adverse effect of lowering water tables.   

 The history of monocultures shows that increasing doses of insecticides are necessary and a 
long term successful outcome is not guaranteed   

 Aerial spraying has great capacity to drift from target areas 

 The water sampling technique, mid level/mid stream ( relatively high flow ) is not the habitat 
of most aquatic insects and may not be location of the highest concentrations of any 
contaminants present. 

 [TAS-F8] concern is for the maintenance of water quality in our rivers and lakes and we believe that 

in the past, sustainable long term forestry sawlog production has achieved this. It is hard to 

support short term rotation forestry for the production of woodchips with its inherent problems that 

this derogation is endeavouring to address.  

 [Tas-F8]  

 

Respondent TAS-FT13 

From: Lain.Dare [mailto:Lain.Dare@canberra.edu.au] 
Sent: Monday, 28 September 2015 5:49 PM 
Hi [TAS-FT13], 
 
I do apologise for your problems with the survey, it has worked effectively for many other 
stakeholders but not for you which is most frustrating I am sure. 
 
I have checked the data and yes your feedback has been recorded in the database. 
 

mailto:Lain.Dare@canberra.edu.au


INTERIM Stakeholder Feedback Report December 2015 

103 
 

I would like to thank you for your patience and diligence in this process and once again apologise for 
the issues you have faced. 
 
Kind Regards, 
Lain Dare 
 
[email chain relating to technical issues with accessing the survey has been removed] 
 
From: Lain.Dare [mailto:Lain.Dare@canberra.edu.au] 
Sent: Friday, 9 October 2015 4:12 PM 
To: [TAS-FT13] 
 
Hi [TAS-FT13] 
I did reply to this on Tuesday but it bounced as you inbox was full. Did you eventually get it? 
 
I will give you a call this afternoon. 
 
Sorry for the mix-up. 
 
Lain Dare 
 
________________________________________ 
From: Lain.Dare 
Sent: Tuesday, 6 October 2015 3:46 PM 
 
Hi [TAS-FT13] 
I am independent and have been contracted to provide a plan for the engagement and the survey 
design and platform. I am a Senior Research Fellow at the Institute for Governance and Policy 
Analysis, University of Canberra. 
 
I can talk to you about the complaint, or you can talk with Kevin O'Grady who is the National 
Coordinator for the derogation process, a consultant with Pinnacle Consulting. His details are 
kopinnacle@gmail.com or 03 9439 2314 (office) 0428 570 762 (mobile). 
 
If you wish to talk to me I can arrange a time to call you at your convenience. 
 
Kind Regards, 
Lain Dare 
 
________________________________________ 
From: [TAS-FT13] 
Sent: Tuesday, 6 October 2015 8:50 AM 
To: Lain.Dare 
 
Hello Lain 
Are you with FT or similar or are you independent and part of the survey process only... I wish to 
lodge a complaint about a phone call I received at 8am this morning from SFM? 
 
Regards 
[TAS-FT13] 
 

mailto:Lain.Dare@canberra.edu.au
mailto:kopinnacle@gmail.com
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Fri 9/10/2015 4:46 PM 

Hello Lain and Kevin .. and thanks for your phone call Lain - I just got in.. 
 
I am not wanting to cause any issues here but I feel in your role you need to be aware: 
 
I received a phone call 8.00am Tuesday morning.. just a little early for us retiree's.. so I was not fully 
awake.. guy was called [name withheld]. 
 
He simply said you filled in a form and said you wanted to know what was happening with the 
Forestry.. anyway.. what do you want to know... I was a bit put out by the approach and attitude.. 
but proceeded to explain I am concerned about the sprays being used on plantations near our house 
and Community river... and that SFM had contacted me in the past and I was kept advised by them.. 
I just want to be sure I am kept updated etc... something like that. And he said well we have you 
details... 
 
I looked back at what I said in my survey - I did ask to be kept updated..but I also asked to be 
contacted on email NOT on phone. 
 
So small complaint.. but I did not appreciate the tone of the call, the time of the call and the fact I 
received a phone call from a Forestry person who says he has all my details.. I have had enough of 
bully boy tactics in this area. 
 
I hope this helps somehow and I do hope my details are just a little bit confidential and I am not 
labelled as another greenie against Forestry.. I just have genuine concerns about the use of these 
two poisons as I said in my survey. 
 
Thanks and regards 
[TAS-FT13] 
 

Mon 23/11/2015 4:17 PM 

Hello Kevin and Lain (and forgive me for copying in the original list of “inadvertently disclosed” 

stakeholders) 

I am at a total loss over what just happened this afternoon…  

By way of background I feel the need to advise that I consider myself to be a mere citizen and a 

“spectator” on the fringes of the Forestry issues (in Tasmania) and in this case the Derogation 

process to allow poisons be used whilst still maintaining or gaining FSC Approval.  

I am a smallholder in Tasmania and my property borders the Russell River (already under threat from 

the local Huon Aquaculture hatchery discharging 26 million litres of sewage water from several 

thousand fish into our river every day of the year), and a former Gunn’s plantation, now 

Forico.  Because I am concerned about the intended use of highly toxic poisons impacting our local 

habitat and fauna, our river and ultimately my property – I expressed an interest in taking part in this 

process and asked to be kept fully informed – of which I have been to date.  
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During this afternoon’s teleconference/Webinar I fully expected to be a part of a broad ranging and 

engaging discussion on the issues facing the Forest industry and why there are concerns in the 

Community about the proposed use of these highly toxic poisons. 

Unfortunately the first 20 minutes consisted of technical audio issues and then after another dial in 

number was provided we were underway. 

When the first “poisons” slide came up on my computer screen (Webinar) about “1080”... and no 

one in the teleconference had any comments to make (I did not speak up since 1080 is not on the list 

of poisons being requested for use in Tasmania by Forestry and since Gunns blitzed our Forests a 

number of years ago with 1080)… I began to wonder what is happening … 

Then onto Alpha-cypermethrin and Fipronyl – both being proposed for use in Tasmania – and I 

spoke up. No one else had any comment to make – apart from Lachie Clark (ForestryTas) and Dan 

Ryan (Souther Forests Management), and then yourself as facilitator.  

The process began to appear to be a fait accompli and it now appears to me that the Forestry 

companies are just going through the motions to get the Derogation process approved whilst still 

maintaining or seeking FSC approval. For the benefit of those who did not log on… showing the 

Powerpoint slides that are already available up on the web and then speaking to them is not a true 

consultation process. The slides simply show what poisons Forestry wish to use, why – because of 

cost, or number of doses etc, and how they will be dispersed and delivered into the forests. When I 

questioned why was expense a concern and another about application – you provided me with well-

considered answers that supported the reason these poisons have been selected. There was no 

suggestion of discussion that life can go on without using these poisons… I feel we are simply being 

told this is what has to happen. 

When Lain then asked who else is on line.. and we discovered it was ONLY ME… for all of Australia… 

apart from yourselves and others from the Forestry Companies – then I simply had to say let’s not 

waste everyone’s time.. this is not working, I am out of here. 

Therefore, the only comment I can make from this afternoon’s attempt at a Stakeholder meeting is 

this process appears to be severely flawed and I implore you to attempt another approach in order 

to ensure any credibility at all. A statistician would rule today’s attempt as inconsequential, null and 

void, a totally farcical. 

Can you please advise: 

1. Who is paying Pinnacle Consulting to act as the mediator of the Derogation Process – is it 
FSC or are the Forestry Companies your employer or is it a Government department 

2. Was today’s seminar merely a “tick box” process so that the Forestry Companies can now 
state they have been through a process of involving the public 

3. And where to from here with respect to this derogation – since we did not get to that part of 
the Agenda 
 

Thank you for the personal seminar – I trust you too are frustrated and hopefully very concerned 

about this process failing. Surely it is now a matter of community meetings in town halls or similar – 

at whatever cost. FSC approval is vitally important to the Forest Industry – but so too is the health 
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and wellbeing of our Communities and we all have a right to be heard. I do remind you once again 

(and I have suffered an attack on this by another), but Tasmania is 53% functionally illiterate and 

informing our Communities takes a lot more than a couple of emails and links to a website.  

I look forward to hearing from you. 

 [TAS-FT13] 

 

Mon 11/23/2015 4:51 PM 

Hi [TAS-FT13] 

Yes the turnout was disappointing, we cannot control who chooses to participate in the 

opportunities provided and I was certainly hoping for more involvement to enable an engaged 

discussion. Only 4 stakeholders previously registered to participate so I was aware that stakeholder 

number were low. 

I can however say that we have had some excellent feedback through the other opportunities 

provided, including the survey, public comment and forest company representative contacts with 

initial counts indicating that over 100 people have participated thus far. The quality of the feedback 

has been excellent with some valuable insights shared. 

We did not mean to 'consult' using the previously provided information and I apologise for that. I am 

glad that you did get some information from the discussion - eventually. I can assure you the process 

is not a fait accompli - there is a lot of work happening to systematically analyse the stakeholder 

feedback received and incorporate this into the derogation applications. The online forum was 

meant to provide another opportunity for feedback - but as you saw there was insufficient interest. 

Similarly the survey indicated that there was very little interest from stakeholders to participate in a 

public forum - hence the online forum. 

From a meeting earlier today we are going to reopen the consultation process after the revised 

derogation applications are developed - at this stage they will be complete applications but still able 

to be revised based on feedback. This will give stakeholders another opportunity to comment. Final 

details on that process will be advised once determined.  

I thank you for your ongoing feedback and once again apologise for today's technical issues and poor 

response, it is certainly frustrating. 

Regards, 

Lain Dare 

 

From: Kevin O'Grady [mailto:kopinnacle@gmail.com]  

Sent: Monday, 23 November 2015 4:36 PM 

To: [TAS-FT13] 

 

mailto:kopinnacle@gmail.com
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Hi [TAS-FT13] 

I was also disappointed with the participation in today's meeting.  A lot of preparation went into it 

and given that we have had over 100 responses in the consultation to date I cant understand why so 

few took part.  My apologies for the technical failure especially for those on phones.  Lain will be 

contacting each of those people soon. 

I will give a full response to your questions when I get back to my office. 

Kind regards 

KO 

 

From: [TAS-FT13]  

Sent: Monday, 23 November 2015 4:40 PM 

To: 'Kevin O'Grady' <kopinnacle@gmail.com> 

 

Thanks Kevin…. I only put aside today for this… I am sure you have spent HOURS on  this. 

Personally sorry I have very little to contribute… just one small voice 

 [TAS-FT13] 

 

Hi [TAS-F13] 

Your questions refer. 

1.           Who is paying Pinnacle Consulting to act as the mediator of the Derogation Process – is 

it FSC or are the Forestry Companies your employer or is it a Government department 

Pinnacle Quality is an independent consulting company specialising in ISEAL alliance standards like 

FSC, RSPO and MSC etc.  see www.pinnaclebypinnacle.com 

I tendered for the contract to develop the derogations collectively for all the companies (Note FSC is 

not paying anything for the process).  FYI I also did this for derogations from South Africa. 

2.           Was today’s seminar merely a “tick box” process so that the Forestry Companies can 

now state they have been through a process of involving the public. 

I can see this point of view.  The Stakeholder process IS part of the requirements of the FSC 

Procedure for derogation applications.  Without it the derogation won’t be considered.   So, yes we 

have to do this but we also have to do it right.  The FSC review team is the arbiter of this. 

3.           And where to from here with respect to this derogation – since we did not get to that 

part of the Agenda. 

mailto:kopinnacle@gmail.com
http://www.pinnaclebypinnacle.com/
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We have an independent group (Today) considering stakeholder responses and telling us what they 

think we should be doing about these.  From there the derogations will be updated and re posted for 

a further consultation before the applications are submitted by each company to FSC International 

via their certification body. 

Regards 

KO 

 

 

Respondent TAS-F9 

Alpha-cypermethrin Derogation Application 

Simon Cook 

Certification & Compliance Manager 

Forico 

PO Box 5316 

LAUNCESTON 

Tasmania 7250 

 

                        17 November 2015 

 

To Whom It May Concern 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment in respect of the use of this chemical. 

Our opinion on the use of Alpha-cypermethrin remains unchanged from that held earlier this year, 

and on which this submission is significantly based. 

We therefore continue to find Forico’s application for a “temporary derogation” to allow the use of 

Alpha-cypermethrin completely unacceptable in any context, and for any reason, given its 

classification as a known ‘highly hazardous’ pesticide (FSC-GUI-30-001a V1-0 EN). 

The earlier application came at a time when Tasmania’s State Government claims it was seeking to 

reduce the level of pesticide and chemical testing the state’s waterways, (Forestry downturn reduces 

pesticide and chemical testing of Tasmanian waterways: ABC Rural 15 October 2014), with the 

potential for serious public health concerns in respect of contaminated and poisoned water supplies. 

These public health concerns remain valid. 

Forest Stewardship Council previously considered the use of Alpha-cypermethrin to be 

unacceptable, and removed it from the list of acceptable pesticides to be used by forestry industries. 

Given the toxic nature of this pesticide we find it extraordinary that Forico is seeking to contravene 

an important regulation designed to safeguard public health. 
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According to Wikipedia the effects of exposure to Alpha-cypermethrin can cause:  

“nausea, headache, muscle weakness, salivation, shortness of breath and seizures. In humans, 

cypermethrin is deactivated by enzymatic hydrolysis to several carboxylic acid metabolites, which are 

eliminated in the urine. Worker exposure to the chemical can be monitored by measurement of the 

urinary metabolites, while severe overdosage may be confirmed by quantitation of cypermethrin in 

blood or plasma.(R. Baselt, Disposition of Toxic Drugs and Chemicals in Man, 8th edition, Biomedical 

Publications, Foster City, CA, 2008, pp. 389-391.) 

The chemical is also highly toxic to insects, bees and aquatic life, and therefore risks upsetting the 

balance of fragile ecosystems vital for the health of our soils, plants, wildlife, and the wider 

environment  generally. Including humans. 

Again from Wikipedia: 

“A recent study at Xuzhou Medical College in China showed that, in male rats, cypermethrin can 

exhibit a toxic effect on thereproductive system. After 15 days of continual dosing, both androgen 

receptor levels and serum testosterone levels were significantly reduced. These data suggested that 

cypermethrin can induce impairments of the structure of seminiferous 

tubules andspermatogenesis in male rats at high doses.[2] 

Long-term exposure to cypermethrin during adulthood is found to induce dopaminergic 

neurodegeneration in rats, and postnatal exposure enhances the susceptibility of animals to 

dopaminergic neurodegeneration if rechallenged during adulthood.[3] 

If exposed to cypermethrin during pregnancy, rats give birth to offspring with developmental delays. 

In male rats exposed to cypermethrin, the proportion of abnormal sperm increases. It causes genetic 

damage: chromosomal abnormalities increased in bone marrow and spleen cells when mice were 

exposed to cypermethrin.[4] Cypermethrin is classified as a possible human carcinogen, because it 

causes an increase in the frequency of lung tumors in female mice. Cypermethrin has been linked to 

an increase in bone marrow micronuclei in both mice and humans.[5] 

One study showed that cypermethrin inhibits “gap junctional intercellular communication”, which 

plays an important role in cell growth and is inhibited by carcinogenic agents.[6] Studies have shown 

that residue from cypermethrin can last for 84 days in the air, on walls, the floor and on furniture.[7] 

Any pesticide with this degree of toxicity and potential to cause harm should not be used anywhere, 

for any reason, and while we acknowledge and appreciate Forico’s consultative approach in the use 

of pest control on its plantation estate,  we believe the use of Alpha-cypermethrin should not be 

considered for use given its highly toxic properties. These toxic concentrations will not only risk 

poisoning Tasmania’s unique flora, fauna, and a significant section of the state’s economy by 

threatening the ‘clean, green’ brand of our agricultural, horticultural, dairy, tourism and apiary 

businesses etc, but they will also threaten the health and wellbeing of all Tasmanian citizens. 

In our opinion therefore the application for its use should be summarily and permanently rejected, 

and a more benign alternative sought. 

Perhaps you could check out this alternative for a start: 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Xuzhou_Medical_College
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Reproductive_system
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Androgen_receptor
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Androgen_receptor
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Testosterone
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Seminiferous_tubules
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Seminiferous_tubules
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Spermatogenesis
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Cypermethrin#cite_note-2
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Cypermethrin#cite_note-3
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Cypermethrin#cite_note-4
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Micronuclei
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Cypermethrin#cite_note-5
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Cypermethrin#cite_note-6
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Cypermethrin#cite_note-7
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http://truthstreammedia.com/2015/10/21/the-patent-that-could-destroy-monsanto-and-change-

the-world/ 

Ref: http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Cypermethrin 

 [TAS-F9] 

 

Respondent TAS-E3 

Unfortunately I was otherwise engaged at an international conference.....What a deplorable process 

this has been.....simply a box ticking exercise to demonstrate you have gone through the process of 

community engagement...shame on you... guess you have met your obligation for good corporate 

citizenship.......NOT. 

You may remove myself from this list I echo [other respondents] comments....absolutely deplorable 

"The notice of the meeting was very short and I work today and have been unable to take time off 
for a very short meeting with really unclear outcomes. There is as yet no agenda (7am my time) and 
no terms of reference given for the group we are referring to (PAG)or even the current make up of 
the group. 

FSC IPMs policy (Kevin was a co-author) states there can be no national IPM as factors vary region to 
region, so in the vast area that is Australia, how can there be national (supposedly temporary) 
derogations for HHP with some in fact ongoing for over 10 years? 

And there has been no discussion in company IPMs on species of tree change rather than use a HH 
pesticide (the cost seems to be the imperative rather than the harm to the environment and 
communities)as per FSC policy.  

The proposal goes against many of FSCs 10 guiding principles and is disingenuous.  

Frankly the process so far is disappointing and discourteous to stakeholders."  

[TAS-E3] 

 

Respondent TAS-F10 

Simon Cook  

Certification and Compliance Manager,  

PO Box 5316,  

Launceston 7250 

forico@forico.com.au 

 

December 16, 2015 

Re: Forico: Alpha-Cypermethrin Derogation Application to FSC - 2015 

http://truthstreammedia.com/2015/10/21/the-patent-that-could-destroy-monsanto-and-change-the-world/
http://truthstreammedia.com/2015/10/21/the-patent-that-could-destroy-monsanto-and-change-the-world/
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Cypermethrin
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As a longstanding water catchment focussed community group in North East Tasmania, we 

wholeheartedly support the comments and statements by the Tasmanian Public & Environmental 

Health Network (TPEHN) in their submission (20 January, 2015) to the FSC community engagement 

process for the above derogation application.  

We believe the TPEHN submission clearly articulates the outstanding technical and scientific issues 

concerning the temporary re-introduction of Alpha-Cypermethrin for use in the Forest Industries, 

and as such, we will restrict this submission to brief comments on our concerns regarding chemical 

management practices within the Forest Industry and its regulators, drawn from our own 

experience. 

Tasmania is known for its abundance of surface water, making the aerial application of any chemical, 

especially one known to be toxic to aquatic life, problematic and risky. Over many years Department 

of Primary Industries, Parks, Water and the Environment (DPIPWE) conducted water monitoring for 

chemical residues in 55 waterways. The results continued to show levels of pesticides and other 

chemical residues from agriculture, forestry and urban sources,  all presumably invoking industry 

"Best Practice",  until the monitoring ceased in 2014. The results offers little certainty that adequate 

safeguards are in place under current Best Practice protocols to ensure a listed hazardous chemical 

such as Alpha-Cypermethrin would be safe to apply aerially in Tasmania's surface water rich 

environment. 

Our  group has participated in numerous Community Based Audits reported in the journal Upper 

Catchment Issues, Tasmania in conjunction with hydrologists, ecologists and other scientists. We 

were able to document the somewhat elusive nature of upper catchment headwater streams where 

flow continually shifted between surface water to sub-surface water and then back to the surface 

again, making watercourses hard to detect and map correctly. Some of our auditing revealed that 

due to the often unrecognised complex hydrology of upper catchment streams,  at times timber 

harvesting and spraying activities have taken place without appropriate streamside buffers. Should 

an oversight of this nature take place with the application of Alpha-Cypermethrin on upper 

catchment plantations, the local and downstream offsite environmental damage could be great. 

North East Tasmania  has experienced a number of detrimental environmental incidents and 

activities in our water catchments that have impacted both on human health and wellbeing and 

rivers and streams. In 1994, one week after an inspection by DPIPWE officers gave the all clear to a 

Scottsdale based essential oil extraction plant on the banks of the Great Forester River,  a Pyrethrum 

spill into the river from the  plant  saw aquatic life decimated  from the site of the spill spreading 

some 45 kms to the ocean. As such, we are well aware of the potential for locally devastating 

impacts when pyrethroids are unintentionally introduced into the aquatic environment and that 

failure to adequately conduct risk assessment can deliver unexpected and unintended results. 

In 2003 a helicopter carrying pesticides for plantation spraying crashed 250 mts from a stream 

feeding into Georges Bay in North East Tasmania. At that time it took 16 weeks for crash scene 

investigators to attend the crash site which they did only after an 80% mortality rate in the Georges 

Bay oyster farms following a heavy rain event. While no links to the discharge of pesticides at the 

crash site, including Alpha-Cypermethrin, were ever confirmed to have caused the deaths, it once 

again highlighted a lack of risk assessment and delayed incident response by Tasmanian authorities 

in relation to the potentially damaging accidental discharge of chemicals into the environment.  



INTERIM Stakeholder Feedback Report December 2015 

112 
 

Through the years our group has recorded instances of chemical overspray by forest industry spray 

operators into areas of human habitation, inadequate application of streamside buffer zones and 

aerial overspray of rivers and streams that might have been avoided had adequate risk assessment 

been employed. Should this Apha-Cypermethrin derogation application be successful we can 

foresee, by looking to the past, an increased and unwarranted risk to Tasmanian waterways. 

In closing, from a commonsense angle it bears mentioning that if regulators continue to grant 

exemptions to industries requesting the use of hazardous materials, there is no incentive for 

industry to invest in new technologies that deliver a good outcome for their bottom line and a 

better, safer deal for the environment and the public. 

References: 

Gschwendtner A., Eastman K., Tattersall P. and Mills D., 2000, 'Catchment issues in the North Eastern 

Highlands of Tasmania - a community based study', Upper Catchment Issues Tasmania, vol. 1, no. 1, 

Resource Publications, Beauty Point Tasmania. 

Bleany A., 2004, 'Chemical Incident Preparedness and  Response in Catchments Above St. Helens in 

North Eastern Tasmania', Upper Catchment Issues Tasmania, vol. 2, no. 3, Resource Publications, 

Beauty Point Tasmania. 

Eastman K. and Jaehne K., 2005, 'Audit of Chemical Spraying Activities on Coupe SF165A, North 

Eastern Tasmania, Australia', Upper Catchment Issues Tasmania, vol. 3, no. 1, Resource Publications, 

Beauty Point Tasmania. 

 

 

[see various public submissions as follows] 
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Western Australia 

Respondent: WA 1 

Please select which FSC Highly Hazardous Pesticide Derogation(s) you are commenting on: 

Pesticide  

1080 x 

Amitrole  

Alpha cypermethrin  

Fipronyl  

Cuprous oxide  

Copper sulphate  

Picloram  

Glufosinate ammonium  

Pindone  

Please select the forest company(s) you are interested in providing comment to: 

Forest Company  

Albany Plantations Fibre Limited (WA) x 

Hancock Queensland Plantations – HQP (QLD)  

PF Olsen (Aus) Pty Ltd (VIC, SA, WA, QLD) x 

Australian Bluegums Ltd (VIC, SA, WA) x 

Forestry Tasmania  

Hancock Victoria Plantations - HVP (VIC, SA)  

WAPRES(WA) x 

Bunbury Fibre (WA) x 

Forico (TAS)  

SFM (TAS, VIC, SA)  

 

Provide comment here (please use as many pages as you require): 
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In Western Australia 1080 baiting is a widely used and well researched method for controlling feral 

predators – particularly foxes and cats. Research has shown that 1080 baiting has no detrimental 

effect on native animals in Western Australia. It is a cheap and effective mechanism to successfully 

reduce predation on native animal species and is one of the most effective management tools for 

the protection of native animals in remnant bushland on plantation estate. The use of 1080 baits by 

the plantation companies also make the companies “good neighbours” as they are supporting the 

community wide baiting program and increasing the overall effectiveness.  I wish to provide support 

for the use of 1080 by the plantation companies in Western Australia.  

One of the issues I see with the FSC Highly Hazardous Pesticide Derogation guidelines is that they are 

nationwide – one size fits all. However for Western Australia 1080 does not have the issues that are 

pertinent to the other states. I feel that for WA 1080 should be removed from the FSC Highly 

Hazardous Pesticide list. 

From http://www.dpaw.wa.gov.au/management/pests-diseases/westernshield/189-managing-the-

threats?showall=&limitstart= 

A toxin that occurs naturally in pea plants from the Gastrolobium genus provides a natural 

advantage in controlling introduced predators in Western Australia. These plants contain sodium 

fluoroacetate, which is synthetically produced under the name '1080' ('ten eighty'). Our native 

animals are tolerant of the poison, but it is lethal, even if tiny amounts are eaten, to introduced 

foxes and feral cats (as well as domestic cats and dogs). 

1080 breaks down quickly in the soil without any environmental side effects. However, baits, and the 

flesh of animals that have died from 1080 poisoning, can remain toxic to dogs and cats for months. It 

is, therefore, important that neighbours are well informed of the baiting program to avoid the 

accidental death of pets or working dogs. 

The Department of Parks and Wildlife in Western Australia are focusing on controlling introduced 

predators, foxes and feral cats, through baiting with the poison 1080 (ten-eighty) across nearly 3.9 

million hectares of parks and other conservation reserves. 

 

 

Respondent WA2 

[see following public comment]

http://www.dpaw.wa.gov.au/management/pests-diseases/westernshield/189-managing-the-threats?showall=&limitstart
http://www.dpaw.wa.gov.au/management/pests-diseases/westernshield/189-managing-the-threats?showall=&limitstart
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Respondent WA-3 

I just want to add [to email chain] from Western Australia that the increasing applications of 

Glyphosate to kill mature marri and karri trees in our southwest forests (ironically used to justify 

increasing Jarrah species) is serious cause for concern in WA. 

These applications are also in groundwater catchments and with dramatically increased 

departmental controlled burn offs in these areas on top off the increasing incidence of out of control 

fires dues to arson and climate change, I am concerned about the toxic effects Glyphosate and other 

pesticides, fungicides, insecticides and biocides that are used in our forests may cause to human 

health through combustion. 

Has there ever been any analysis or studies into potential long term health and environmental 

impacts? 

It is certainly alarming to see our forests sprayed for weeds and pests one week and then set alight 

another! Surely this can’t be good for our environment or the many species that rely on our forest 

ecosystems for survival.  

Best regards 

[WA-3] 
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Victoria 

HVP Contact responses 

No. Stakeholder Comment Company Response 

HVP-1 OK with proposed uses assuming they are 
well managed. Thanked us for the 
opportunity to comment 

Thanked him for comments 

HVP-2 No problems with them as they are 
registered for use 

Thanked him for comments 

HVP-3 Not happy with the use of any insecticide or 
1080. In particular against any aerial 
application. 

Thanked her for her comments 

HVP-4 Considers 1080 a highly cruel poison and has 
lost 2 dogs to it in the past (not from 
forestry application).  Other techniques such 
as shooting etc better. Even a more specific 
and faster acting poison would be better 

Talked through the issues and thanked him 
for his comments 

HVP-5 Concerns over aerial application and 
potential contamination. Acknowledged 
that we did a good job of working with the 
community and that he had observed our 
aerial application and felt it was accurate. 
Concerns over drinking water contamination 
off his roof. Also concerned over potential 
1080 poisoning of locals dogs and wildlife. 
Concerned that fipronil and copper oxide 
was toxic to fish.   

Talked for some time. I explained that we 
had no plans to use fipronil and it was 
extremely unlikely to be used in his area. 
Explained that his area was not prone to 
copper deficiency or dothistroma so 
extremely unlikely that copper would ever 
be used. He was happy with that and our 
controls but would be concerned if copper 
of Fipronil were used.  
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National 

Respondent: NAT-1 

Kevin, I believe the Final Solution to toxic pesticides may come in the form of a variety of 
Diatomaceous Earth (DE) preparations.  The fine "mist" or powder preps could be used for European 
Wasp nests. 
Even chopper mist/powders or DE solutions could likely be used as a complete, non-toxic (and yet 
residual) substitute for aerial pesticide spraying of plantations. 
 
In the face of this approach's vast potential, I believe only inappropriate industry pressures could see 
toxic pesticides continue to be used on a large scale. 
 
I do not as yet have any info on what the effect of DE would be on non-target insects. 
 
Cheers, 
 

Reply 
Thanks [NAT-1] 
Do you have any references for this alternative?  We are obliged to look at all possibilities. 
FSC also run a database of such alternatives (I put it together myself) although this is currently not 
being managed as an on going resource. http://pesticides.fsc.org/strategy-database  They are always 
looking for candidate strategies. 
 
Regards 
 

Respondent: NAT-3 

Reply – another STAKEHOLDER NAT-3 
Subject: Re: Pesticides: The Solution 

Hi NAT-2, 

My wife successfully used DE to control ants around the veranda of the house. 

It dries out the exoskeleton of insects. 

I recon it would effect any insect the same way target or not. 

DE was not really that expensive either. 

I'm wondering if Tasmania has deposits of DE? 

It maybe able to compete with the toxic chemical industry on price alone. 

(no point appealing to people's intelligence is there?) 

Cheers 

 

Response from KO 

Dear all 

A reply from out expert follows.  A mixed bag but certainly worth keeping on the agenda.  We will 

run this by the independent ecotoxicologist who is doing the peer review  but any return comments 

welcome. 

http://pesticides.fsc.org/strategy-database
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Diatomaceous_earth
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DE (Diatomaceous Earth) preparations are a very useful and safe option for pest control (subject to 

product used, some DE products may have crystalline silica which has been shown to be 

carcinogenic if inhaled). 

There are currently several registered pesticide products that contain DE, some of which also 

contain other insecticides. Most of these are registered as insecticides for grain storage for which 

the product is particularly useful as it can be produced in food grade quality, lasts well in silos and 

has no or little non target impact – although there is some impact on grain storage as DE reduces 

bulk density (the weight of grain that can be stored in a given volume of space) and increases wear 

on equipment as it is abrasive. There are also a number of products registered for the home garden 

use, for pet insecticides and also as feed additives for a range of animals (in this use case the product 

is not registered as a pesticide). In other countries it is also registered for some relatively novel use 

situations such as for control of bed bugs and carpet lice. 

For the uses listed the product is ideal, silos, pets and home gardens are all relatively small 

contained areas where it is preferable to not use more toxic products. They also do not demand that 

a lot of product is used, which means that the cost impacts are minimal. 

Currently DE is not registered in any pesticide product for forestry or any other large scale 

agricultural or horticultural production system in Australia. The reasoning behind this is that there a 

number of limitations of the product; 

•             DE is a contact pesticide, in that it is necessary for contact to occur between the insect pest 

and the DE. For example, many insect pests may inhabit the undersides of leaves and hence 

application needs to be made to the underside. In the home and garden this is not a problem as 

pests are generally relatively isolated on perhaps a couple of plants only, for which it is easy enough 

to achieve full coverage. In forestry and agriculture this is more difficult to achieve as we are dealing 

with very large canopies. It is not clear how much product would be required to achieve full 

coverage. Based on a similar use case scenario (in pine) using ultra low volumes (liquid application) 

for full canopy coverage, the amount required may be as little as 2-8kg, but may also be much more. 

In eucalypts where application would more than likely need to occur aerially, it may be impossible to 

safely achieve full coverage of both the upper and lower sides of leave. 

•             Based on a use case of the median point of 5kg, the cost would be approximately $50/Ha 

(based on an approximate cost of $10/kg). This compares with alphacypermethrin products for 

example that cost as little as $2/Ha (based on $130 for a 20L drum used at 300ml/Ha). Clearly when 

scaled up to 100’s or 1000’s of hectares the cost difference has a significant impact.  

•             DE is not a selective pesticide and hence the impact on non-target pests is essentially 

equivalent to a broad spectrum synthetic or natural pyrethroid 

•             Due to DE being a contact pesticide only, it will not be efficacious against any pests that 

either live inside the leaves or stems. 

•             Being a contact insecticide, DE will have minimal or no lasting impact on pests that arrive 

after the initial application. For example, at any given time generally multiple life stages of a pest are 

present. If DE is applied and a week later, new eggs hatch, another application would be required. 
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•             DE is sensitive to moisture (as it’s principle method of efficacy is to dehydrate insects) and 

therefore, where rainfall occurs or even dew, fog or mist, the efficacy is likely to reduced 

substantially. 

•             Given DE is not systemic (does not enter or have efficacy inside plants) and is essence a 

dust, after any rain events or possibly strong wind events, DE would need to be re-applied. 

•             DE does take some time to control pests. There are varying reports on timing, but some 

reports suggest several days. For certain forestry pests of young eucalypts such as wingless 

grasshoppers and spring beetles, complete destruction of small trees (under 6 months old) can occur 

in this period. 

In short, DE is not likely to be economical in a forestry environment and has few advantages (it will 

impact non-target insects and also has some toxicity to humans if inhaled) over other more reliable 

alternatives for which strong risk control mechanisms are in place. 

 

 

Respondent: NAT-2 

Hi, 
 
As you may be aware, I am in the middle of the CW systems disaster, there is a lot of 
correspondence after the failure of the Working Group to get a grip on the Economic members. 
 
At the same time, I am in the "Complaint" procedure. FPC WA received a CW certificate to supply 
WAPRES/Marubeni with karri timber from HCV. 
 
It is no wonder that NGOs are leaving FSC, now the Economic Chamber is gaining more and more 
influence. 
 
The same will happen with the chemicals. In Western Australia, the "good" plantation managers 
hardly used chemicals. 
 
We (NGOs) had contact about the chemical abuse of Midway Plantations and Hancock. In other 
words, there is a lot to do. 
 
Greetings 
 

 

Respondent NAT-4 

Thanks NAT-4. 

All good questions  

My preliminary response below 

[deleted communication re online forum details] 
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Sent: Monday, 9 November 2015 1:56 PM 

Subject: Re: EDCs and further comments to Australian applications for pesticide derogations from 

FSC 

Why don't FSC certified companies release public information pertaining to pesticide testing and 

results of such testing? 

Testing is often a derogation condition and the certifiers need to monitor that testing as part of the 

audit where HH chemicals are used.  Making the results available is not part of the conditions BUT 

it’s a suggestion that I think could be made to the applicants in this process.  

What systems are in place for FSC companies that use pesticides regarding monitoring of off-site 

pollution e.g. pesticides? 

Testing is normally spoil or water testing.  Typically samples in waterways are at entry to the 

property, In the middle and on exit of the property.  Personally I think that sampling waterways is a 

bit pointless.  If there is was contamination event it would be  short-lived and result in a spike of 

detectable readings.  If you miss that period you may miss the problem.  

air pollution and water pollution, sediment etc 

I raised this issue with smartwood and they said in terms of their standard monitoring is not 

included!!! 

True but it is often part of the derogation conditions. 

I submitted something into the national standard regarding monitoring and nothing more has 

occurred. 

I can’t comment on that but I see that Tim Anderson is on this list and is on the standards 

committee. 

If a company uses pesticides, there should be conditions attached that mean that a monitoring 

regime is implemented and not just for a a couple of days. hexazinone was still being detected 4 

years after it was used by hancock in the moorabool catchment. 

the results of the testing need to be made public so that if pollution occurs people are aware that 

the pollution has occurred. this is turn will mean that companies using these products will not act 

like cowboys. 

This is a fair comment.  Can we take this forward to the reviewers?  

simazine was still being detected in 2012 in middle creek (strzelecki ranges) 9 years after it was last 

used and forestry is the only activity upstream of where the EPA took their tests. 

why doesn't fsc support the precautionary principle in terms of pesticide use. they seem to base 

their ongoing need for pesticide on a risk based system. 
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This is complex and part of FSC Policy. 

The intention has always been to avoid the use of chemicals and there has been dramatic reductions 

in use as a direct result of FSC, I think in the first round 19 out of 35 derogated chemicals have been 

retired.  Also Forestry remains only 0.7% of total agrichemical (both in Australia and Globally) use 

BUT that’s no reason not to keep the eye on the ball.  However FSC quickly realised that a blanket 

ban was not a well thought out policy since there were no alternatives in many cases and the 

replacement of HH Chemicals was a logically longer term aim.  Thus derogations arose.  There is a 

review of all of this under the FSC IC governance structure with a working party being called soon. 

 

Monday, 9 November 2015 3:54 PM 

Hancock "only" used 132 tonnes of hexazinone in Victoria over 2011/12. 

No testing has ever been made available to the public. 

Hancock stopped using Simazine in their plantations in the Strzeleckis in 2001, because it was being 

detected in waterways. 

Then FSC comes along and allows derogations for simazine for other companies. 

Aerial spraying of Glyphosate is on the nose with many on the community in the north east 

FSC have now certified this company Midway who hold the Victorian record for Simazine 

pollution!!!! Tens of thousands of tonnes of sediment has also run off the site. If this is world's best 

practice, please show me the worst. 

Midways are also spraying in the Warrnambool water supply. No monitoring for their operations has 

ever been made public https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=gwyJx0wjuP8 

 

Tuesday, 10 November 2015 2:35 PM 

I don’t think Midway have a forest management certificate, just controlled wood which does not 

cover chemicals.   

KO 

 [from discussion thread] 

Sunday, 15 November 2015 11:40 AM 

FSC has been on the skids in Australia since 2006. 

I want no part in it. It is beyond reform and fast losing credibility. Why are forestry consultants 

steering the derogation reviews? What happened to objectivity? Could information revealed in 

stakeholder processes be used against those giving the information. 

https://www.canberra.edu.au/owa/redir.aspx?SURL=THmFdwbecTLBUJ_etmaCmX7FC58_mI1Mw9q8iaTtwAvqJxOzBfPSCGgAdAB0AHAAcwA6AC8ALwB3AHcAdwAuAHkAbwB1AHQAdQBiAGUALgBjAG8AbQAvAHcAYQB0AGMAaAA_AHYAPQBnAHcAeQBKAHgAMAB3AGoAdQBQADgA&URL=https%3a%2f%2fwww.youtube.com%2fwatch%3fv%3dgwyJx0wjuP8


INTERIM Stakeholder Feedback Report December 2015 

132 
 

Simazine not a HH pesticide, what recourse do we have with FSC International? None. 

 

Even the Tasmanian Government stopped spraying simazine in plantations only 20 years ago!!! But it 

can now be applied by FSC companies. Hancock stopped using Simazine in 2001, prior to their FSC 

certificate, because it kept on being detected in Gippsland waterways. 

This explains why I lost faith in FSC in 2006, 

http://www.foe.org.au/sites/default/files/Forest%20Stewardship%20Council%20and%20Rainforest

%20Management.pdf 

 

http://www.foe.org.au/sites/default/files/Strzelecki%20Koala%20Issues%20and%20Forest%20Stew

ardship%20Council%20Certification.pdf 

 

Respondent: NAT-5 

> Sent: Wednesday, 7 October 2015 3:27 PM 
> Subject: Deregation Applications 
 
> Dear Kevin, 
> I am really surprised that it seems you only have forest managers on  
> the Pesticide Derogation Group that deals with derogations for FSC 
Australia. 
> Have I read this wrongly? If not, can you explain why there has been  
> no invitation to other groups who deal with human and environmental  
> health such as PAN, NTN, FoE to be on the panel? Might not the  
> forestry group be perceived by the general community as biased if they  
> are applying for derogations for HH pesticides to be used in water  
> catchments by the forestry industry? 
> I await your reply. 
> Regards 

NAT-5 

 

> On 7 Oct 2015, at 9:59 pm, Kevin OGrady <kopinnacle@gmail.com> wrote: 
>  
> Hi NAT-5 
> > Plenty of other groups have been circulated but any suggestions from  
> you welcome.  We would  be interested in any contact you can suggest  
> (that I don't have) such as  PAN (Ros McKendry?). NTE, FoE  - I have  
> circulated though Anthony Amis and Leonie van Der Maesen but I don't  
> thing Anthony is still with FoE so would appreciate a steer on this. 
>  
> Keen on as wide a debate as possible so any help would be appreciated. 
>  
> My current list follows. 
>  
> Sent 

https://www.canberra.edu.au/owa/redir.aspx?SURL=bomdTS13kSUKp1e0xXUyiLT4zsHLg6KZxrbKEoYDHA0qRFzICvPSCGgAdAB0AHAAOgAvAC8AdwB3AHcALgBmAG8AZQAuAG8AcgBnAC4AYQB1AC8AcwBpAHQAZQBzAC8AZABlAGYAYQB1AGwAdAAvAGYAaQBsAGUAcwAvAEYAbwByAGUAcwB0ACUAMgAwAFMAdABlAHcAYQByAGQAcwBoAGkAcAAlADIAMABDAG8AdQBuAGMAaQBsACUAMgAwAGEAbgBkACUAMgAwAFIAYQBpAG4AZgBvAHIAZQBzAHQAJQAyADAATQBhAG4AYQBnAGUAbQBlAG4AdAAuAHAAZABmAA..&URL=http%3a%2f%2fwww.foe.org.au%2fsites%2fdefault%2ffiles%2fForest%2520Stewardship%2520Council%2520and%2520Rainforest%2520Management.pdf
https://www.canberra.edu.au/owa/redir.aspx?SURL=bomdTS13kSUKp1e0xXUyiLT4zsHLg6KZxrbKEoYDHA0qRFzICvPSCGgAdAB0AHAAOgAvAC8AdwB3AHcALgBmAG8AZQAuAG8AcgBnAC4AYQB1AC8AcwBpAHQAZQBzAC8AZABlAGYAYQB1AGwAdAAvAGYAaQBsAGUAcwAvAEYAbwByAGUAcwB0ACUAMgAwAFMAdABlAHcAYQByAGQAcwBoAGkAcAAlADIAMABDAG8AdQBuAGMAaQBsACUAMgAwAGEAbgBkACUAMgAwAFIAYQBpAG4AZgBvAHIAZQBzAHQAJQAyADAATQBhAG4AYQBnAGUAbQBlAG4AdAAuAHAAZABmAA..&URL=http%3a%2f%2fwww.foe.org.au%2fsites%2fdefault%2ffiles%2fForest%2520Stewardship%2520Council%2520and%2520Rainforest%2520Management.pdf
https://www.canberra.edu.au/owa/redir.aspx?SURL=u5OM4SaKcyPTdAAR6X5jdqRUhhnep-kuytsoO_rml3gqRFzICvPSCGgAdAB0AHAAOgAvAC8AdwB3AHcALgBmAG8AZQAuAG8AcgBnAC4AYQB1AC8AcwBpAHQAZQBzAC8AZABlAGYAYQB1AGwAdAAvAGYAaQBsAGUAcwAvAFMAdAByAHoAZQBsAGUAYwBrAGkAJQAyADAASwBvAGEAbABhACUAMgAwAEkAcwBzAHUAZQBzACUAMgAwAGEAbgBkACUAMgAwAEYAbwByAGUAcwB0ACUAMgAwAFMAdABlAHcAYQByAGQAcwBoAGkAcAAlADIAMABDAG8AdQBuAGMAaQBsACUAMgAwAEMAZQByAHQAaQBmAGkAYwBhAHQAaQBvAG4ALgBwAGQAZgA.&URL=http%3a%2f%2fwww.foe.org.au%2fsites%2fdefault%2ffiles%2fStrzelecki%2520Koala%2520Issues%2520and%2520Forest%2520Stewardship%2520Council%2520Certification.pdf
https://www.canberra.edu.au/owa/redir.aspx?SURL=u5OM4SaKcyPTdAAR6X5jdqRUhhnep-kuytsoO_rml3gqRFzICvPSCGgAdAB0AHAAOgAvAC8AdwB3AHcALgBmAG8AZQAuAG8AcgBnAC4AYQB1AC8AcwBpAHQAZQBzAC8AZABlAGYAYQB1AGwAdAAvAGYAaQBsAGUAcwAvAFMAdAByAHoAZQBsAGUAYwBrAGkAJQAyADAASwBvAGEAbABhACUAMgAwAEkAcwBzAHUAZQBzACUAMgAwAGEAbgBkACUAMgAwAEYAbwByAGUAcwB0ACUAMgAwAFMAdABlAHcAYQByAGQAcwBoAGkAcAAlADIAMABDAG8AdQBuAGMAaQBsACUAMgAwAEMAZQByAHQAaQBmAGkAYwBhAHQAaQBvAG4ALgBwAGQAZgA.&URL=http%3a%2f%2fwww.foe.org.au%2fsites%2fdefault%2ffiles%2fStrzelecki%2520Koala%2520Issues%2520and%2520Forest%2520Stewardship%2520Council%2520Certification.pdf
mailto:kopinnacle@gmail.com
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>  
> Friends of the earth 
> Chris Taylor 
> ACF 
> Wilderness soc 
> My Env 
> APVMA 
> APFA 
> Greenpeace 
> FSC IC 
> Other forestry companies 
> FSC BoD 
> Aboriginal land councils 
> FoE international 
> WWF 
> National Toxics network 
> FWPA 
> State regulators 
> Rabbit free Australia 
> Uni Tasmania 
> Pest smart 
> Tas weed management committee 
> Bee Keepers 
> Landcare (National) 
>  
>  
> Seeking contacts for 
>  
> Australian Koala Foundation 
> Australian Network of Environmental Defenders Offices Australian  
> Student Environment Network Australian Youth Climate Coalition  
> Australian Wildlife Conservancy Banksia Environmental Foundation Birds  
> Australia Blue Wedges Clean Ocean Foundation Environment Victoria  
> Foundation for National Parks & Wildlife Greening Australia Keep  
> Australia Beautiful Wildlife Watch Australia 
 

Sent: Wednesday, 7 October 2015 11:16 PM 
Subject: Re: Deregation Applications 
 
Dear Kevin, 
But are any of the groups below part of the Pesticide Derogation  Group or is it made up only of 
forest managers? 
My list below details those who have knowledge about adverse effects from pesticide use in 
Australia and surely need to be included in the 'expert' group? 
Jo Immig from NTN 
Meriel Watts from PAN 
Anthony Amis from FoE (and he has contacts for koala foundation) And I would include the 
beekeepers, ornithologists, aquaculturalists and recreational fishermen. 
Regards 
NAT-5 
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Thanks [NAT5] 
 
Sorry for the late reply. 
I think I am at cross purposes with you on the 'expert group'. 
There are 2 groups involved in the process and none of them are the forest managers or derogation 
applicants since that would be a conflict of interests. 
We have set up a peer review group whose job is to advise the FSC Australia Board on the validity of 
the stakeholder process especially the responses to stakeholder comments and how we took into 
account their comments.  They will also review the derogation applications against the criteria set by 
FSC and advise the FSC Australia Board of their opinion on the process.  Note that the FSC Australia 
Board has no standing in the decision making that is done by FSC International in Bonn.  This exercise 
is an additional step, if you will, to keep the process under scrutiny.  FSC Australia will at their 
discretion advise FSC IC (or not) that the process met the requirements of the FSC IC procedures.  
 
The review panel is: 
Social perspective 
Margaret Alston OAM 
Professor of Social Work and Head of Department Director of the Gender, Leadership and Social 
Sustainability (GLASS) research unit Caulfield Campus Monash University 
 
Environmental perspective 
Dayanthi Nugegoda B.Sc.(Hons), Ph.D., Professor of Ecotoxicology, School of Applied Sciences, RMIT 
University, 
 
Engagement specialist 
Dr Lain Dare 
Senior Research Fellow 
Institute for Governance and Policy Analysis University of Canberra 
 
The ACTUAL decisions are made by a group convened by FSC Internaitonal.  I am not aware of the 
makeup of that group but in the past it has been led by a technical adviser Lars Neumeister who also 
led the review of the Thresholds and believe me is no apologist to the agrichemcial use. 
http://www.pan-germany.org/download/proceedings/03_Neumeister_Myth_of_Safe_F 
ruit_and_Veg.pdf 
 
Seee also Review of the Forest Stewardship Indicators and Thresholds for identifying "highly 
hazardous pesticides" 
Coordinated by Lars Neumeister. Expert Panel: Prof. Gerhard Verdoorn Prof. 
(emeritus) Steven Radosevich, 
, Kern, Lars Neumeister and Prof. Carlos Wilcken Dr. Stephanie Williamson, Stefan Gous, Maren Kern 
For Forest Stewardship Council  Final Report (April 2013). 
 
[NAT5] I very much hope you will continue to be involved in this discussion. 
It looks like at least a webinar or two will be held on the applications. 
Thanks also for your recommendations of participants. 
 
I note that Anthony Amis has a new e mail so my invitation to him as been lost in the ether.  Thanks 
for getting us back in touch. Leonie is a valued 
contact and has already been cuircultated.   I welcome all comments and 
referals to people who will comment on the applications BUT remember the criteria (and no other) 
that FSC will judge the applications on are: 

http://www.pan-germany.org/download/proceedings/03_Neumeister_Myth_of_Safe_F
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Does the application demonstrate that the applicant has not alternative chemical or non chemical 
alternative to the active ingredient in question to control the pest issue.  Note economic arguments 
(cost vs alternatives) are considered valid. 
Does the application demonstrate safe use of the chemical in the forestry context. 
Does the application demonstrate that there are efforts being made to find alternatives to the HH 
Chemical in question. 
 
Kind regards 
KO 
 

To:'Kevin OGrady' Subject:EDCs and further comments to Australian applications for pesticide 

derogations from FSC  

Hullo All, 

I think it important for all groups interested in ‘sustainable catchment activities’ to consider the 

findings contained in the Executive Summary of the Endocrine Society’s 2nd Scientific Statement on 

EDCs (EDC-2), just published this month. The full report will be released soon and includes a review 

of over 1300 articles, most from the peer-reviewed literature. The overall conclusion is that EDCs are 

a real and relevant health concern. 

In consideration of the derogations applied for by companies managing forestry in Australia for 

pesticides to FSC, it must be pointed out that the established  EDCs  are amitrole, alpha-

cypermethrin, fipronil, copper, picloram, glufosinate with no full knowledge regarding 1080 and 

pindone (the full science is not yet in and so they cannot be considered ‘safe’ chemicals). 

The summary’s concluding remarks include the following statements: 

         There are other points that several of the authors of this statement would like to raise with 

respect to precaution. It simply is not reasonable to assume a chemical is safe until proven otherwise. 

         Educate the public, the media, politicians, and governmental agencies on ways to keep EDCs 

out of food, water, and air and to protect developing children in particular. 

FSC projects itself as a ‘green and sustainable certification’. 

It needs to be at the forefront of current knowledge on chemicals and practices which are known to 

damage environmental and human health – it needs to divest itself from such current activities.  

FSC needs to consider this when giving out derogations for hazardous pesticides. 

Regards 

[Nat-5] 
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From: Kevin OGrady [mailto:kopinnacle@gmail.com]  

Sent: Monday, 9 November 2015 12:39 PM 

To: NAT-5 

Subject: RE: EDCs and further comments to Australian applications for pesticide derogations from 

FSC  

Thank you [Nat-5] 

FSC recognise EDC as a risk and some chemicals require us to apply for derogations for just that 

reason. 

I guess the question for us is the relationship between dose and risk. In otherworld’s can there be 

safe use. 

Hope you will be able to take part in web based consultation events scheduled (I think) for 24th Nov. 

Regards 

KO  

 

From: Nat-5  

Sent: Tuesday, 10 November 2015 12:53 AM 

To: 'Kevin OGrady'  

The question you ask re dose and risk is – can there be safe use? 

Perhaps the real question is – are the chemicals safe to use in the first place? The Endocrine Society 

really spells the issue out – EDCs work in minute doses (biological impacts at exposure dosages of up 

to concentrations of 10 to the minus 12) in non-monotonic ways and their effects have to be 

regarded as mixtures- not as individual chemicals used concomitantly in the environment, and there 

is no safe threshold dose. If there is no safe threshold dose, a case for ‘safe use’ in ecosystems and 

drinking water catchments does not hold; especially if the gain is private industry profits. 

Regards 

Nat-5 

 

On Tue, Nov 10, 2015 at 10:26 AM, Kevin OGrady <kopinnacle@gmail.com> wrote: 

Comment from our experts 

I agree, it highlights the issue of EDC’s. It particularly focuses on and target’s the non-disclosed 

chemicals we come in contact with everyday, such as those used in food packaging etc. Most people 

don’t think twice about the cleaning products they use, they adhesive they use around the home, 

the colouring, UV stabilisers, biocides etc. in paint, toys plastics, baby’s pacifiers etc. 

mailto:kopinnacle@gmail.com
mailto:kopinnacle@gmail.com
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Fortunately, in Australia for pesticides the risks are well assessed. For Amitrole, there is a body of 

work indicating that it is toxic, but in Australia we assess both hazard and risk, much like the FSC 

derogation process. So, while Amitrole is deemed an EDC, the levels at which workers are exposed to 

is below acceptable thresholds (professional applicators are in sealed cabins with air filtering 

systems). There are examples of workers exposed through hand application where excessive levels 

have not been reached and no impact has been observed on the thyroid compared with before 

exposure (see PubChem). The risk to aquatic areas is minimised through buffers and good practice 

(avoiding excessive wind) and more generally, through the high level of canopy present when the 

herbicide is applied. Amitrole is not particularly residual, in that it has a short half life, being actively 

broken down through metabolism in plants, metabolism in soil by microbes and by photolysis, 

meaning that the greatest risk posed is to applicators. 

I agree with both the report and [Nat-5+, that EDC’s are a real and relevant health concern, as I am 

sure all the forest managers do. That is why forest managers have so many risk mitigation strategies 

in place. 

  

My [KO] Comment 

I think this raises concerns for all of us. Especially the minute levels at which impact may be felt. 

We need to look closer at this. FSC does review its indicators and thresholds regularly.  This is the 

proper place for this debate.  (note Kim and Achim from FSC copied in here) 

  

5.1 A pesticide is considered ‘highly hazardous’, if 
it contains any active ingredient that is classified 
as:  

a) Category 1 (Substances for which endocrine 
activity have been documented in at least one 
study of a living organism), or Category 2 
(Substances without sufficient evidence of 
endocrine activity, but with evidence of biological 
activity relating to endocrine disruption) according 
to the EU7 list of potential endocrine disruptors, 
OR  

  

b) Category 2 (Suspected human carcinogens) of 
the classification for carcinogens of the GHS6, 
AND  

  

c) Category 2 (Suspected human reproductive 
toxicant)of the classification for reproductive 

Sources 

  

EC (2000): Towards the establishment of a 
priority list of substances for  

further evaluation of their role in endocrine 
disruption – preparation of a candidate list of 
substances as a basis for priority setting, 
European Commission, Delft EC (2004): 
Commission Staff Working Document SEC 
(2004) 1372 on  

implementation of the Community Strategy for 
Endocrine Disrupters – a range of substances 
suspected of interfering with the hormone 
systems of humans and wildlife (COM (1999) 
706), Europäische Kommission, Brüssel EC 
(2007): Commission staff working document on 
the implementation of the "Community 
Strategy for Endocrine Disrupters" – a range of 
substances suspected of interfering with the 
hormone systems of humans and wildlife (COM 
(1999) 706), (COM (2001) 262) and (SEC (2004) 
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toxicants of the GHS6  

  

1372), SEC(2007) Regulation (EC) No 1272/2008 
of the European Parliament and of the Council 
of 16 December 2008 on classification, labelling 
and packaging of Substances and mixtures, 
amending and repealing Directives 67/548/EEC 
and 1999/45/EC, and  

 

On Tue, Dec 1, 2015 at 5:58 PM, [NAT5] wrote: 

Please also include this latest research from Dr Hasenbein; another set of reasons why EDCs, HHPs 

and many other pesticides should not be used in water catchments, in particular when various 

pesticides have been used in them historically and this information is not taken into consideration 

when forest management plans are drawn up and pesticide use decided upon. 

Derogations for HHPs are no longer environmentally and socially acceptable. 

Regards 

[NAT5] 

http://www.sciencecodex.com/waters_are_more_polluted_than_tests_say-170702 

”Bodies of water are "sinks", and thereby bind contaminants particularly well. If even slightly toxic 

concentrations in water are to be detected, the growth and swimming behavior of small 

crustaceans, mini-snails and copepods should be used for ecotoxicological assessments. 

In scientific research, these effects are referred to as "sublethal effects". However, worldwide 

standard methods of pesticide analysis and the risk assessments associated with them only consider 

the lethal (deadly) effects. For the first time, three studies published in "Ecotoxicology", 

"Environmental Science and Pollution Research" and "Environmental Toxicology and Chemistry" 

demonstrate the sublethal effects on swimming behavior and growth, caused by widely used 

pesticides on the animals being studied. Moreover, the results indicate that the substances influence 

the underwater world for weeks, even if they are no longer detectable using standard methods. 

Therefore, study author Dr. Hasenbein is advocating this approach in particular: "Sublethal 

endpoints need to be integrated into the methods used in ambient water monitoring, to allow long-

term negative effects on aquatic ecosystems to be detectedreliably, even when the pesticide 

concentrations in the water are low", says the scientist. "A crustacean population which is exposed 

to low-level contaminant pollution could be more susceptible to invasive species, changes in water 

temperature or different salt concentrations, because the permanent, low-level pesticide 

contamination increases stress on the animals." This is an important aspect, especially in the light of 

http://www.sciencecodex.com/waters_are_more_polluted_than_tests_say-170702
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climate change, and should therefore be taken into consideration in future ecotoxicologic 

assessments.” 

From: [NAT5] 
Sent: Sunday, 22 November 2015 6:21 PM 
To: Lain.Dare 
Subject: RE: Revised informal email discussion list 
 
Hi Lain, 
As yet we have no agenda and only an hour for a meeting with an unknown 
number of attendees, so could you please send out ASAP. 
Before the meeting tomorrow, could you please send the terms of reference 
for the Pesticides Advisory Group Aus, with details of how members are 
chosen and a current list of who is on this group. 
Incidentally who pays Kevin  O'Grady of Pinnacle to act as a facilitator for 
national derogations for Australia? Is that FSC and/or the timber companies 
he represents for derogations? 
BTW I don't think BCC get replies so please pass onto the others on your new 
email list please. 
Regards 
NAT5 

From: Lain.Dare [mailto:Lain.Dare@canberra.edu.au] 
Sent: Sunday, 22 November 2015 6:32 PM 
To: [NAT5] 

Cc: kopinnacle@gmail.com 
Subject: RE: Revised informal email discussion list 
 
Hi [NAT5], 
 
I will send the agenda out tonight, I agree the timing is tight. I apologise I should have done this 
earlier. 
 
I am not aware of the registration numbers for the forum as Kevin is handling that, Kevin can you 
advise this ASAP please. 
 
I will leave it to Kevin to provide the other details you have requested. 
 
Regards, 
Lain Dare 
 
 
On 25 Nov 2015, at 12:53 AM, [NAT5] wrote: 

This was the initial email articulating my strong objections to the way FSC 

engages with stakeholders. 

As it turned out only 1 (one) stakeholder attended for a brief period of 

this important meeting on setting derogations for HHP in Aus as a national 

programme with the 'independent facilitator' being employed by business to 

mailto:Lain.Dare@canberra.edu.au
mailto:kopinnacle@gmail.com
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support a national derogation process. These are governance issues for FSC 

Int. and I would appreciate your response.  

Regards 

[NAT5] 

 
Mon 23/11/2015 8:23 AM 

Hi Lain and Kevin, 

This is to inform you that I will not be attending this meeting today, due to poor process. 

The notice of the meeting was very short and I work today and have been unable to take time off for 
a very short meeting with really unclear outcomes. There is as yet no agenda (7am my time) and no 
terms of reference given for the group we are referring to (PAG)or even the current make up of the 
group. 

FSC IPMs policy (Kevin was a co-author) states there can be no national IPM as factors vary region to 
region, so in the vast area that is Australia, how can there be national (supposedly temporary) 
derogations for HHP with some in fact ongoing for over 10 years? 

And there has been no discussion in company IPMs on species of tree change rather than use a HH 
pesticide (the cost seems to be the imperative rather than the harm to the environment and 
communities)as per FSC policy.  

The proposal goes against many of FSCs 10 guiding principles and is disingenuous.  

Frankly the process so far is disappointing and discourteous to stakeholders.  

Yours 

[NAT5] 

 

Wed 12/9/2015 1:39 PM 

If FSC is to remain credible within environmental and social circles and uphold its guiding principles, 

it has to actually ban the use of HHP now..there is no doubt about this anymore. 

Please add this email and article below to my previous comments to FSC Int and FSC Aus re use of 

using derogations for HHPs to allow their use in forests+/-plantations with FSC certification.  

Regards  

[NAT5]  
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From: [external organisation]  

Sent: Tuesday, December 8, 2015 11:36 PM 

Subject: UN human rights expert calls for a phase out of highly hazardous pesticides 

Dear all, 

From 30 November to 7 December 2015 the United Nations Special Rapporteur on human rights and 

hazardous substances and wastes, Mr. Tuncak, undertook an official country visit to Germany, at the 

invitation of the Government. During this week he met Governmental representatives, NGOs 

(including PAN Germany) and also pesticide industry representatives. 

 

Among other issues related to chemicals and waste management he focussed on highly hazardous 

pesticides. His statements are really encouraging as they support the global Appeal for a ban of 

highly hazardous pesticides and not just focus on national responsibilities – which is of high 

importance - but in addition address the international trade in hazardous pesticides. 

 

During his end of visit 

statement  (http://www.ohchr.org/EN/NewsEvents/Pages/DisplayNews.aspx?NewsID=16847&LangI

D=E) he said: „For example, certain hazardous pesticides are banned from use in the EU, but still 

exported or manufactured by German companies in countries without adequate systems in place to 

manage these dangerous pesticides. A similar situation exists for industrial chemicals as well. 

Companies are seriously challenged in tracing the use of chemicals throughout the supply chain, 

despite the reporting requirements of REACH. 

Under a global policy framework, the global community has called for heightened efforts on highly 

hazardous pesticides (HHPs). The Special Rapporteur on the right to food and myself are calling for 

the phase out of HHPs, which can be substituted with safer alternatives, according to the FAO. 

Although many are banned in the EU, European businesses continue to produce HHPs for use in 

countries where the risks cannot be managed.“ 

 

And at a news conference 

(http://www.ohchr.org/EN/NewsEvents/Pages/DisplayNews.aspx?NewsID=16848&LangID=E) where 

he presented his preliminary findings and conclusions at the end of an eight-day visit to 

Germany,  Mr. Tucak reiterated a call made earlier this year by himself and the Special Rapporteur 

on the Right to Food to set an ambitious target for the phasing out of highly hazardous pesticides, or 

HHPs. (Source/ 8.12.2015: 

http://www.ohchr.org/EN/NewsEvents/Pages/DisplayNews.aspx?NewsID=16848&LangID=E) 

 

Kind regards, 

[External Organisation] 

 

Respondent NAT-4 

Tue 1/12/2015 6:34 PM 

http://www.ohchr.org/EN/NewsEvents/Pages/DisplayNews.aspx?NewsID=16847&LangID=E
http://www.ohchr.org/EN/NewsEvents/Pages/DisplayNews.aspx?NewsID=16847&LangID=E
http://www.ohchr.org/EN/NewsEvents/Pages/DisplayNews.aspx?NewsID=16848&LangID=E
http://www.ohchr.org/EN/NewsEvents/Pages/DisplayNews.aspx?NewsID=16848&LangID=E
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This research [see NAT5] also applies to the host of FSC non-HHP's as well. Simazine a non-HHP? 

Even Forestry Tas stopped using it in the mid 1990's due to pollution concerns. Hancock in Gippsland 

stopped using it in 2001. Still being detected in 2013 downstream of Hancock plantations. 

[NAT4] 

 

From:[Nat-4] 

Sent: Tuesday, 10 November 2015 11:44 AM 

To: Kevin OGrady <kopinnacle@gmail.com> 

Subject: Re: EDCs and further comments to Australian applications for pesticide derogations from 

FSC 

Sorry i don't buy into the statement that for pesticides the risks are well assessed. 

a case in point is amitrole. its current drinking water guideline level was been reduced from 10ug/L 

to 0.9ug/L in 2011. the supposed safe level was set at 10ug/L for at least a quarter of a century and 

then miraculously the supposed safe level is reduced by 91% in 2011. Why?  If pesticides risks are 

well assessed, then how does one explain to a person who may have been exposed at the once safe 

level, that that level wasn't safe at all. It was wrong by 91%! 

Another problem is the ADI set by regulators. Can someone please explain to me why Glyphosate 

has not had its ADI changed since 1985 and why was that level adopted in the first place? What peer 

reviewed studies were used to determine Glyphosate's ADI? From what I understand the ADI for 

Glyphosate was adopted from one study done by Monsanto. 

Atrazine is another case in point. What is the methodology used be regulators to determine weight 

of evidence? If 20 studies show Atrazine impacting on endocrine function at extremely low levels, 

and others studies don't, how does the regulator adopt a safe guideline? 

FSC should be based on the precautionary principle, not economic rationalism. 

 [Nat-4] 

 

On 10 Nov 2015, at 12:26 pm, Kevin OGrady <kopinnacle@gmail.com> wrote: 

Thanks 

We will take these comments forward. 

Glyphosate is not on the HH list and Atrazine is not used by certified companies so will have to pass 

on that. 

 

mailto:kopinnacle@gmail.com
mailto:kopinnacle@gmail.com
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Respondent NAT-6 

Comments on the Highly Hazardous Pesticide Derogation Applications. 

16/11/2015 

I am very concerned at the method and content of the HHPD process. 

 

The FSC Australia Board was given an undertaking that stakeholders would be given all the requisite 

technical information on which to comment: “full derogation applications”. 

What has been provided is a cut and paste application that has none of the detail that should 

accompany each individual application. 

All except one of the applicants have large FMUs. 

They are meant to provide: 

1. The conclusions of the environmental and social impact assessment related to the use of HHP 

occurred during the previous derogation period. 

2. The conclusions of the comparative Cost/Benefit Analysis of using the requested pesticide versus 

other non highly hazardous control alternatives, The cost benefit analysis shall include, at minimum, 

the following scenarios: 

• no action vs. remedial control (short-term) 

• no action vs. preventive practices (long-term) 

3. A review carried out by independent experts of the Cost/Benefit Analysis. 

4. A report on the implementation of the IPM system during the previous derogation  

period, covering at minimum:  

• Brief description of the silvicultural system in the MU(s) included in the scope of the 

requested derogation.  

• A list of the monitored pest organisms.  

• The results of the annual monitoring of the target species in relation to the defined  

thresholds.  

• Quantitative data of the use of ‘highly hazardous’ pesticides per year for the full period of 

the existing derogation, areas of application and application method.  

• A description of the programs that have been implemented to investigate, research, 

identify and test alternatives to the ‘highly hazardous’ pesticide, and the results.  
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Report size and level of detail, shall reflect the scale, intensity and risk of the operation and their  

pesticides use. 

Conservation stakeholders are keenly interested in how large companies are working towards the 

phase out of highly hazardous chemicals. How IPM has been implemented during the previous 

derogation is critical. The cost/benefit analysis on which decisions about pesticide use have been 

based is also important. Maps of where the FMUs are and which chemicals are to be used where is 

also of fundamental interest to the communities in those catchments. Expert review of the 

company's material is needed to have confidence in the material presented by the company. 

Instead NONE of that has been provided. It is like asked stakeholders to comment on a proposal for 

a mine without being told exactly where it is, what will be removed, how it will be transported etc.  

This process is shoddy and a great disappointment. The above material should be provided by each 

of the companies seeking the derogation, as required, and then there should be a consultation. No 

wonder there is consultation fatigue, when our time is wasted being asked to review seriously 

incomplete documentation. 

The documentation states: “There are certain parts of the applications will not be completed until 

we receive feedback from this stakeholder engagement process.” To suggest that all of the 

components of the applications, listed above are subject to the stakeholder engagement process 

and will change as a result of it is ridiculous. The information sought is about the previous 

derogation period, the actions of the company during that period etc. None of this changes as a 

result of anything a stakeholder has to say. 

None of the individual companies provide this information on their websites. Two of the companies 

don't appear to have any information about the pesticide derogation process, and have no search 

button, which is the only way the information could be found on two of the other sites. 

I am of the view that insufficient information has been provided to allow these derogations to be 

given. They are meant to be temporary, and based on the efforts that the companies have made in 

the previous derogation period, to seek alternatives to their use. There appears to have been no 

social or environmental impact assessment, a great oversight, when in the previous derogation 

period there have been several examples where the drinking water of a number of towns has been 

contaminated by chemical run-off from plantations. 

 

Tuesday, 17 November 2015 2:48 PM 

Thanks NAT-6 

Your correct that we have said that : “There are certain parts of the applications will not be 

completed until we receive feedback from this stakeholder engagement process.” 

The intention is to publish the final applications once the SH comments are collated. 
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The missing bits are mostly about demonstrating to the committee who make decisions aspects that 

will help with their deliberations. 

However I take your point that stakeholders would be interested in these aspects as well 

Thanks and regards 

KO 

 

Wednesday, 18 November 2015 10:29 AM 

Kevin,  

How could ‘the conclusions of the environmental and social impact assessment related to the use of 

HHP during the previous derogation period’ be something other than fundamental, to stakeholders 

wishing to understand and comment. Ditto for the other key information that has not been 

provided. 

NAT-7 

 

Wednesday, 18 November 2015 11:33 AM 

Noted. 

The idea was that the CB is the first point of submission for the derogations and they need to check 

from their audits during the derogation period for these assessments. 

The point is taken that this information is also useful to stakeholders. 

 

Wednesday, 18 November 2015 10:34 AM 

I understand that this is applicable to alpha-cypermethrin. This is one reason why environmental and 

social impact assessment is important.  

Long-Term Effects of Common Pesticides on Aquatic Species 

16 November 2015 Wiley 

New research indicates that commonly-used insecticide mixtures continue to impact aquatic 

invertebrate species over multiple weeks, even when the chemicals are no longer detectable in 

water. 

Through experiments meant to generally reflect runoff from a multiple-homeowner watershed, 

investigators found that pesticide mixtures had negative effects on the abundance of certain snails, 

water fleas, and crustaceans. 

 

https://www.canberra.edu.au/owa/redir.aspx?SURL=-qDx6SXwfDcfqlXrq3PgESRaV1Q3LzeFP99B5zNXaXXjeyq9AfPSCGgAdAB0AHAAOgAvAC8AdwB3AHcALgBhAGwAcABoAGEAZwBhAGwAaQBsAGUAbwAuAG8AcgBnAC8ATwByAGcAYQBuAGkAcwBhAHQAaQBvAG4AcwAvAEQAZQBmAGEAdQBsAHQALgBhAHMAcAB4AD8ATwByAGcAYQBuAGkAcwBhAHQAaQBvAG4ASQBkAD0ANQA3ADUA&URL=http%3a%2f%2fwww.alphagalileo.org%2fOrganisations%2fDefault.aspx%3fOrganisationId%3d575
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“The effects we observed indicate that many species were affected at a sublethal level,” said Dr. 

Simone Hasenbein, lead author of the Environmental Toxicology & Chemistry study. “Thus, 

populations exposed to low concentrations of pesticides could be even more sensitive to other 

abiotic or biotic factors such as invasive species, or changes in salinity or temperature leading to a 

magnification of multi-stressor situations.” 

 

Access the press release: 

http://eu.wiley.com/WileyCDA/PressRelease/pressReleaseId-

121982.html?dmmsmid=95490&dmmspid=22624498&dmmsuid=2485549 

·         Full bibliographic informationHasenbein, S., Lawler, S. P., Geist, J. and Connon, R. E. (2015), A 

long-term assessment of pesticide mixture effects on aquatic invertebrate communities. Environ 

Toxicol Chem. doi:10.1002/etc.3187 

http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1002/etc.3187/abstract 

 

Abstract 

To understand the potential effects of pesticide mixtures on aquatic ecosystems, studies that 

incorporate increased ecological relevance are crucial. Using outdoor mesocosms, the authors 

examined long-term effects on aquatic invertebrate communities of tertiary mixtures of commonly 

used pesticides: 2 pyrethroids (permethrin, λ-cyhalothrin) and an organophosphate (chlorpyrifos). 

Application scenarios were based on environmentally relevant concentrations and stepwise 

increases of lethal concentrations from 10% (LC10) to 50% (LC50) based on laboratory tests 

on Hyalella azteca and Chironomus dilutus; repeated applications were meant to generally reflect 

runoff events in a multiple-grower or homeowner watershed. Pyrethroids rapidly dissipated from 

the water column, whereas chlorpyrifos was detectable even 6 wk after application. Twelve of 15 

macroinvertebrate and 10 of 16 zooplankton taxa responded to contaminant exposures. The most 

sensitive taxa were the snail Radix sp., the amphipod H. azteca, the water flea Daphnia magna, and 

copepods. Environmentally relevant concentrations had acute effects on D. magna and H. 

azteca (occurring 24 h after application), whereas lag times were more pronounced in Radix sp. 

snails and copepods, indicating chronic sublethal responses. Greatest effects on zooplankton 

communities were observed in environmentally relevant concentration treatments. The results 

indicate that insecticide mixtures continue to impact natural systems over multiple weeks, even 

when no longer detectable in water and bound to particles. Combinations of indirect and direct 

effects caused consequences across multiple trophic levels. Environ Toxicol Chem 2015;9999:1–15. 

© 2015 SETAC 

 

Wednesday, 18 November 2015 11:32 AM 

Thanks NAT-6 

Aquatic toxicity is already an FSC threshold. 

https://www.canberra.edu.au/owa/redir.aspx?SURL=o_c4ZHvZZTnoKBhQ9CVPVQO7Ez2UyYlBbOb_l0FE0r_jeyq9AfPSCGgAdAB0AHAAOgAvAC8AZQB1AC4AdwBpAGwAZQB5AC4AYwBvAG0ALwBXAGkAbABlAHkAQwBEAEEALwBQAHIAZQBzAHMAUgBlAGwAZQBhAHMAZQAvAHAAcgBlAHMAcwBSAGUAbABlAGEAcwBlAEkAZAAtADEAMgAxADkAOAAyAC4AaAB0AG0AbAA_AGQAbQBtAHMAbQBpAGQAPQA5ADUANAA5ADAAJgBkAG0AbQBzAHAAaQBkAD0AMgAyADYAMgA0ADQAOQA4ACYAZABtAG0AcwB1AGkAZAA9ADIANAA4ADUANQA0ADkA&URL=http%3a%2f%2feu.wiley.com%2fWileyCDA%2fPressRelease%2fpressReleaseId-121982.html%3fdmmsmid%3d95490%26dmmspid%3d22624498%26dmmsuid%3d2485549
https://www.canberra.edu.au/owa/redir.aspx?SURL=o_c4ZHvZZTnoKBhQ9CVPVQO7Ez2UyYlBbOb_l0FE0r_jeyq9AfPSCGgAdAB0AHAAOgAvAC8AZQB1AC4AdwBpAGwAZQB5AC4AYwBvAG0ALwBXAGkAbABlAHkAQwBEAEEALwBQAHIAZQBzAHMAUgBlAGwAZQBhAHMAZQAvAHAAcgBlAHMAcwBSAGUAbABlAGEAcwBlAEkAZAAtADEAMgAxADkAOAAyAC4AaAB0AG0AbAA_AGQAbQBtAHMAbQBpAGQAPQA5ADUANAA5ADAAJgBkAG0AbQBzAHAAaQBkAD0AMgAyADYAMgA0ADQAOQA4ACYAZABtAG0AcwB1AGkAZAA9ADIANAA4ADUANQA0ADkA&URL=http%3a%2f%2feu.wiley.com%2fWileyCDA%2fPressRelease%2fpressReleaseId-121982.html%3fdmmsmid%3d95490%26dmmspid%3d22624498%26dmmsuid%3d2485549
https://www.canberra.edu.au/owa/redir.aspx?SURL=zbse7AYdslugmpptO58jGtHe_9dRLDUGUNGvdOYK6jXjeyq9AfPSCGgAdAB0AHAAOgAvAC8AbwBuAGwAaQBuAGUAbABpAGIAcgBhAHIAeQAuAHcAaQBsAGUAeQAuAGMAbwBtAC8AZABvAGkALwAxADAALgAxADAAMAAyAC8AZQB0AGMALgAzADEAOAA3AC8AYQBiAHMAdAByAGEAYwB0AA..&URL=http%3a%2f%2fonlinelibrary.wiley.com%2fdoi%2f10.1002%2fetc.3187%2fabstract
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Noted about need to Env and Soc impact assessment. 

KO 

 

Respondent NAT-7 

Sent: Monday, 16 November 2015 11:41 PM 

To: kopinnacle@gmail.com 

Subject: Cmments on Application for Highly Haardous Pesticide Derogation 

Dear Kevin, 

Please see my comments regarding the Pesticide derogation Applications below, 

Regards 

  

16 November, 2015 

Kevin O’Grady 

kopinnacle@gmail.com 

Dear Kevin, 

Please accept my comments on the Highly Hazardous Pesticide Derogation Applications and also 

consider my request for an extended consultation process of at least a week to allow people who 

have struggled over the last few days to find information on the process through the FSC website. It 

has been obscure to say the least. 

I am also concerned that (as far as I am aware) there has been no information about public forums 

and/or consultations through the FSC website to encourage greater involvement from stakeholders 

in the overall process.  

There has also been no clarity about the expert group – how were they selected, have they been 

engaged, what work are they undertaking and will they be interacting with stakeholders?  

I am writing as a Board member (for most of the last 5 years) and as a purchaser of FSC timber and 

active supporter for nearly 20 years. I initially became involved with FSC because I understood from 

the Standard that FSC guaranteed timber that was from sustainably managed natural forests or from 

mixed species, mixed age plantations that used no pesticides.  These two factors were grounded in 

the FSC Standard yet they seem to bear no relationship to the reality of FSC plantations in Australia. 

Plantations here continue to be mono-cultures and we are now being asked to support a 3rd round of 

highly hazardous pesticide use.  

In agriculture in Australia there are major steps toward “integrated pest management” (that is what 

I thought FSC was about) which creates environments of plant communities in a way to avoid 

pesticides altogether. This eventually saves money for farmers in reducing pesticide use – a 

https://www.canberra.edu.au/owa/redir.aspx?SURL=aKdqy4VEp_hxCo52Jmrz8r3g_M0Y51stCrwUDWsjdN-YsfkLAvPSCG0AYQBpAGwAdABvADoAawBvAHAAaQBuAG4AYQBjAGwAZQBAAGcAbQBhAGkAbAAuAGMAbwBtAA..&URL=mailto%3akopinnacle%40gmail.com
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consideration which should interest plantation owners.  However, this concept does not even seem 

to be considered by FSC plantation companies in Australia.  

In order to receive a derogation companies are required to commit to seeking alternatives to the use 

of the specified pesticides.  Continued use of pesticides is allowable only as a “Temporary’ measure. 

However, there does not appear to have been  any serious attempt to find alternatives and the only 

proposed alternatives for the next round of derogations is to seek less hazardous pesticides (which 

incidentally the companies claim will take them another 7 years to source). This is unacceptable in 

my view.   

I therefore oppose the Continuing derogations applications  on the grounds that the companies have 

had ample time (10 years) to find alternatives including developing alternative environmental 

solutions (which would not incidentally require registration approvals) and could include measures 

which diversify plant species and ages  (as required by the Standard) which would eventually also 

mean a solid FSC wood supply in Australia of interesting species rather than just a financially 

unrewarding supply of pulp. 

I oppose the New Derogation applications on precautionary grounds. Recognised and authoritative 

scientific organisations consider that there is currently insufficient knowledge about Pindone and 

1080 to consider these safe.  

If FSC cannot raise the benchmark of forestry in Australia then there is no point in FSC. Pesticides 

must be phased out and creative environmental solutions adopted. This is not a utopian dream –

such solutions are already being used in organic and other agricultural enterprises.  

Regards 

NAT-7 

 

Tuesday, 17 November 2015 4:39 PM 

Thanks NAT-7 

My initial comments are. 

We will certainly table and extended period ASAP,  However the idea was “a minimum of 45 days” so 

we welcome applications up to the point where we submit the applications. 

There has been an attempt to create a wide and inclusive process.  We have used the companies 

own stakeholder database for local consolations, and a more general list for the national 

consultation.  This has grown as people have become involved.  The use of the FSC Australia news 

pages and web site was a given although I do agree that the documents have been hard to find. 

By the expert group I assume you mean the group that will make the final decisions on the 

derogations.  None of us know who they will be.  This group is being convened by FSC 

International.  Pasi Miettinen p.miettinen@fsc.org may be able to offer comment on who these 

people will be. 

https://www.canberra.edu.au/owa/redir.aspx?SURL=nnPY63k3MOcgJA16dqmsPgQWFauXVvv6qaDV-lK2A0aYsfkLAvPSCG0AYQBpAGwAdABvADoAcAAuAG0AaQBlAHQAdABpAG4AZQBuAEAAZgBzAGMALgBvAHIAZwA.&URL=mailto%3ap.miettinen%40fsc.org
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I note your comments about the nature of plantation and their use of chemicals.  This is a much 

longer discussion.  The Pesticides policy has had a rocky development indeed.  The goal of P 6.6 was 

essentially unachievable in the short term (my opinion) but the longer term aim is to reduce remove 

or replace chemicals of concern is having an impact.  For example in the last round of derogations 19 

out of 35 chemicals were retired world wide. 

I have to disagree about the use of IPM in forestry.  It has been an industry standard for years.  No 

company can afford to use chemicals ad hoc and would be mad not to use IPM.  That is partly why 

Forestry is only 0.7% of total agrichemical use in Australia.  I myself co-authored the FSC Guide on 

IPM largely based on my experience of its use in Australia  

FSC Guide To integrated pest, disease and weed management in FSC certified forests and plantations, 

Ian Willoughby, Carlos Wilcken, Philip Ivey, Kevin O’Grady and Frank Katto – April 2009 

The time taken to find alternatives is indeed a barrier.  In fact its more than 7 years, That is the 

regulatory approvals process.  Before that there needs to be a body of research and efficacy data 

built up over several years of trials, normally more than 5 years.  Given the derogation period is no 

more than 5 years a promising alternative would not be around until at least 2 derogation 

cycles.   Note that is for any substance making a crop protection claim.  For example if I claimed an 

organic oil solution could be used commercially I would be faced with the same timeframe to get it 

to market.  Added to that some of the alternatives have been withdrawn from research by the 

companies producing them precisely because we are a market of 0.7% and the expenditure is not 

justified. Finally the review of the HH list happens often and in too many cases the alternatives we 

are looking at end up on the list so are no longer available to us. 

Have a look at the presentation from the last derogations round.  The situation has not changed 

much since then.  You are right that companies generally don’t do independent research to find 

alternatives.  None of the companies can afford the R and D required.  That’s why they take part in 

joint industry initiatives or contribute to Government led initiatives, although in the last derogation 

period the Government has would up many of these. However they do refine their IPM 

approach.  The slides show a re evaluation of economic harm levels that did reduce chemical use. 

No easy answers I’m afraid but we remain committed to the goal of Principle 6.6 since for us 

reduction or removal of chemicals makes economic sense. 

Regards 

KO 

 

Respondent NAT-8 

There is little point in commenting on each pesticide on an individual basis.  

The problems with the FSC approach to the regulation of pesticide use in plantation forestry are 

inherent, and have been pointed out by me many times before. Until such time as the plantation 

organizations in Australia and probably NZ are prepared to take a stand on the issues, the farce of 

the FSC derogations process will continue. 
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I will once again summarize: 

The FSC process as set up by the various committees, headed by Stephen Radosevich over a decade 

and a half, remains an arm-chair exercise, based on describing a number of parameters cobbled 

together from various sources which are used to ‘determine’ the acceptability or otherwise for use of 

pesticides in plantation forestry.  

These determinations do not take into account many factors that are scientifically, technologically 

and legally valid and therefore part of the total picture. These include such basic matters as use 

rates, type of product, methods of application, application equipment, pattern of application (eg 

spot, strip, broadcast), buffers, and national regulation, to name some of the more important 

considerations. 

If the FSC is so confident that their approach is valid, why do they not submit papers describing the 

approach to relevant peer reviewed journals? Why also have they totally ignored outside peer 

reviewed criticism, such as my 2004 paper? Why do they not acknowledge national regulatory 

systems or lobby them with their approach to regulation?  

The answer is simple – they would be ridiculed by peer review. 

Stephen Radsoevich was not a pesticide ‘expert’ when he first penned the 2001 paper with Lappe and 

Addlestone, which set this whole process going. His expertise was in plant competition studies. His 

lack of expertise was demonstrated by the failure to initially consider such a basic factor as soil 

fastness of chemicals in pesticides. Since then, there have been a number of reviews headed by him, 

with the addition of more parameters, and no doubt he and his committee now see themselves as 

experts in the field. They are not, for the reasons touched on in my second summary paragraph 

above.  

The chemicals listed for derogations are all legally registered for use in Australia.  

I note again that in the latest determinations of the latest Radosevich panel, the triazine group 

chemicals simazine, terbuthylazine and hexazinone have been removed from the FSC Highly 

Hazardous Pesticide listings. I pointed out the problems with the triazine determinations in the 2004 

paper and it has taken a decade for this to be corrected. How many other mistakes remain in the FSC 

listings, based on the pseudo-scientific determinations of the FSC?  

 

Respondent NAT-9 

To: Kevin OGrady 

Subject: Re: EDCs and further comments to Australian applications for pesticide derogations from 

FSC 

Hello 

Glyphosate is not currently on the FSC HHP list but it meets the criteria since the WHO/IARC finding 

of 2A Carcinogen. 
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I have written to FSC international to ask what the process is for their consideration of it and getting 

it on their list ASAP. I’m awaiting their reply. 

I have also raised my concerns about the transparency and process used by FSC to assess the 

derogation applications. How do they judge how genuine the attempts were to find alternatives? In 

some cases alternatives exist but the applicant states ‘it’s too expensive’. This is unsatisfactory. 

Some look like they really haven’t tried to find an alternative at all. What’s the incentive if they keep 

getting derogations? This is damaging the FSC process and brand. 

Derogation applications, in Australia at least, seem to be on the increase. How does Australia 

compare to other countries? Do we have more or less derogations? 

I’ve also raised these concerns with Tim Cronin from WWF-Australia who has undertaken to ask 

these questions of the international office. 

Best wishes 

[NAT-9] 

 

Mon 11/23/2015 5:42 PM 

This is a copy of the email I sent Lain this morning to explain my non-attendance.. 

 

Hello, 

This is an unsatisfactory meeting process sending an agenda out the night before a meeting. 

We won’t be attending this meeting as it clearly isn’t respecting stakeholders and valuing the time 

and effort people are making  to contribute. 

For guidelines on appropriate community engagement please read our information 

here: http://www.ntn.org.au/community/what-is-community-engagement 

[NAT9] 

 

 

Respondent NAT11 

Endocrine Society Disregards State of Science Around Chemical Exposures 

Brussels - 29 September – [NAT11] issued the following statement challenging the Endocrine 

Society’s views on Diabetes and Obesity risks associated with endocrine disrupting chemicals. 

The recent Endocrine Society’s statement, organized and produced by a limited group of Society 

members, disregards the state of the science associated with the effects of chemicals on the 

endocrine system and makes broad, unsupported claims about the relationship between certain 

http://www.ntn.org.au/community/what-is-community-engagement
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chemicals and disease. Furthermore, the report fails to differentiate between chemicals that are 

“endocrine-active,” meaning they interact with the endocrine system, and those that are “endocrine 

disruptors,” meaning that the levels of exposure associated with that interaction cause scientifically-

proven adverse health effects.    

The statement incorrectly characterizes as settled the still-unproven hypothesis regarding risks of 

low levels of exposure to particular chemicals.  In doing so, the Society discounts the extensive 

review by experts at the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the European Food Safety 

Authority (EFSA) that were unable to substantiate the health significance of the so called low-dose 

effects, and questioned the validity of the non-monotonic hypothesis.   

[NAT11] has recently published its Policy Perspective on Endocrine Disruptors. In this publication the 

industry points to well-conducted epidemiological studies that examine crop protection products 

and human health, with most focusing on farmers and agricultural workers – the individuals that use 

these products. The weight of this significant body of scientific literature does not show that crop 

protection products are associated with human disease – this includes studies on endocrine-related 

cancers. 

The crop protection industry is supporting continued research to advance the scientific 

understanding of the way chemicals interact with the endocrine system using validated screening 

tools, tests and methods.  Industry has been an active participant in the US EPA program and has 

contributed, actively to test guideline development with the OECD. Industry has submitted extensive 

dossiers for evaluation and use by regulators to determine whether chemicals activate the endocrine 

system and if so, whether they cause adverse health effects due to that interaction. The regulatory 

authorities only approve pesticides if they meet these stringent safety requirements. Public and 

environmental safety is a constant priority. 

Finally, there should also be broad consensus on critical areas requiring further research, including 

testing methods. The industry welcomes constructive dialogue to assess any gaps in scientific 

knowledge and to promote a better understanding of all scientific views on endocrine disruption.  

 [NAT11] 

 

Respondent NAT12 

From: [NAT12] 

Date: 25 November 2015 at 8:38:45 AM AEDT 

To: [NAT5] 

Subject: Re: Initial email to HHP coordinator  re meeting on 23/11/15 re national HHP 

derogations  Revised informal email discussion list 

Hi NAT5, 

Thanks for your email. 

The derogation process that is running in Australia follows the same process being used in other 

countries around the world.  

http://croplife.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/09/Press-Release-CropLife-International-Policy-Perspective-on-Endocrine-Disruptors-28-September.pdf
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The process requires FSC certified forest managers to submit a derogation through their certification 

body to FSC international who make the final approval. 

In Australia, a group of FSC certified forest managers and members have elected to run a national 

process whereby all derogations are submitted collectively. This means around 9 derogations being 

open for comment and submitted as opposed to around 50 individually. The group engaged a 

consultant and FSC member, Kevin O'Grady, to coordinate this process on their behalf. 

As part of the FSC process an option exists for the FSC National Office to run a large part of the 

derogation process at the local level with a recommendation sent to FSC International. FSC Australia 

elected not to do this as we are concentrating our efforts on the development of the National FSC 

Standard here in Australia. 

The FSC Australia board was however keen to ensure that the engagement process used by 

certificate holders has oversight by a community engagement expert and has Independant reviewers 

nominated by the board to provide advice to FSC International as part of their decision. 

Lain Dare, a social researcher from Canberra University, developed a engagement plan which was 

reviewed and after minor changes, endorsed by FSC Australia. She has overseen the engagement 

process which has seen coordinated engagement across all states and territories across all forest 

managers. I understand around 100 written comments have been received. 

As part of the engagement process a survey was put out to the almost 5,000 people across the 

combined stakeholder list asking people what level and type of engagement they would like to have. 

The key request was for face to face, phone and written correspondence. Less than 5 asked for a 

public meeting. Webinars were required as part of the engagement plan and supported by 

stakeholders in the survey. I understand that only 3 community stakeholders were recorded at the 

webinar on Monday with only one person identifying themselves. 

The other requirement asked by the FSC Australia board of certificate holders was the inclusion of 

Independant experts to review derogations and stakeholder feedback. Part of their role is to ensure 

forest managers have taken reasonable steps to review and respond to stakeholder feedback and 

minimise pesticide use (this later role is also a requirement of certification bodies and FSC auditors 

as part of regular audits). 

The board elected two Independant experts - Dr Dayanthi Nugegoda an Eco-toxicologist from RMIT 

and Prof Margaret Alston the head of the Faculty of Medicine, Nursing and Health Science. 

FSC Australia have sought to ensure the process is robust and transparent. We've played a role in 

communicating the process through our website and newsletter. Whilst the first round of 

engagement was longer than required under FSC International requirements, Lain Dare has 

recommended that a second round of engagement be done to ensure all stakeholders have a chance 

to review the updated derogations post refinement from consultation. 

I encourage you to further contribute to the process but appreciate that you may be frustrated by it. 

FSC Australia is not the decision maker for derogations but play a strong ensuring the engagement 

process is robust. I'm happy to talk more about this and also encourage you to talk with Lain Dare. 
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I'm in an all day forum and board meeting today and tomorrow but am available Friday morning if 

you would like to discuss. 

Cheers 

[NAT12] 

 

Emails chains 

The following provides email chain discussions, some of which is not related to the derogation 

applications. 

 

Email Chain 1 

E4 

I am so glad Kevin made the mistake of openly sharing the email addresses. Thankyou everyone for 

your comments – it is so good to know you are not alone is fighting for our environment and 

learning about vested interests and I really appreciated *email respondent’s+ exposure of *email 

respondent].  

For what it is worth, completely different subject, I am in an 8 year battle against Huon Aquaculture 

who discharge 26 million litres of high nutrient fish faeces effluent (sewage)from their antiquated 

Flow Through pond system into our Community River – the Russell River – every day of the year. And 

I face the same issues of perceived conflict of interest, vested interests by our State and Local 

authorities and of course ongoing denial by the perpetrator. And the EPA advise me that since 

Roman times man has been using rivers to dispose of waste! Downstream of the discharge our river 

is year round slime and filamentous green algae – that is not upstream of their discharge. 

[E4] 

 

From: [E5]  

Sent: Saturday, 14 November 2015 8:05 AM 

To: E1 

Hi [E1] 

You seem to have missed a point.  

Could you please confirm whether you are a consultant who profits from services to the forestry 

industry? 

Transparency is vital in process.  

You can’t complain if people feel they might be entering a process that is stacked against them from 

the outset.  
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It’s important for the organisers of the engagement to ensure fair meeting process is put in place. 

Thanks Kevin for organising a phone in number for those who can’t participate in online webinars. 

With such appalling internet services n rural areas I’d suggest you always offer that option. 

So often community and environment representatives are disadvantaged when they participate in 

processes where conflicts of interest exist and there’s a imbalance of information.  

And it’s understandable many would think - why bother? 

So, in order to help them bother, because I presume you would like to hear their opinions, it's best if 

everyone discloses potential conflicts of interest and is honest about where they’re coming from. 

For my part, I’m very concerned about HHPs and their use and impacts on communities and 

environments in Australia.  [Nat9 Organisation] has played a part in trying to have systems put in 

place in legislation to ensure the phase out of HHPs over time as safer alternatives become 

available.  

We continue in this work. 

For more information of meaningful community engagement -

 http://www.ntn.org.au/community/effective-community-engagement 

Thank you 

[E5] 

 

On 13 Nov 2015, at 9:10 pm, TAS-E1> wrote: 

Hey  

Glad you can find a quote and a definition. Your energy would be beneficial by contributing to the 

process, otherwise don’t complain at the outcome. 

I choose to be involved 

E1 

  

From:  E2  

Sent: Friday, 13 November 2015 8:00 PM 

To:  E1 

 

Hey E1, 

No conflict of interest? 

http://www.ntn.org.au/community/effective-community-engagement
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conflict of interest 

noun 

1.     a situation in which the concerns or aims of two different parties are incompatible. 

"the conflict of interest between elected officials and corporate lobbyists" 

2.     a situation in which a person is in a position to derive personal benefit from actions or decisions 

made in their official capacity. 

"Watson quit his job after questions about a possible conflict of interest" 

Process is something that requires honesty.  

Regards, 

E2 

  

From: [ E1]  

Sent: Friday, 13 November 2015 8:39 PM 

Hey [E2], 

No affiliation. Search as you want. I choose to be involved in the process. 

[E1] 

  

From:  E2 

Sent: Friday, 13 November 2015 7:30 PM 

Hey [E1], Sounds like you have not disclosed your affiliations with FSC. Do you gave a conflict of 

interest? Please  note if you are not honest it will be researched  

Regards [E2]  

 

On 13 Nov 2015 8:02 pm, [E1] wrote: 

Hi [E6] 

It’s a choice to make a submission or complete the survey or mail off a submission to FSC. If you 

choose not to, that is your choice and you should take responsibility for it. FSC and PEFC are 

recognised as the world’s best for environmental outcomes and certification. I choose to be involved 

and take responsibility. Don’t blame others for your inertia. I would encourage you to participate. 

[E1] 
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From: [E6]  

Sent: Friday, 13 November 2015 6:47 PM 

Kevin OGrady 

This is all a bit of a farce. 

Just so that you can tick the box on the FSC requirements that requires "Stakeholder consultation" 

So many derogations have been issued under FSC certification here and overseas that the very brand 

is a farce. 

You are engaging ordinary people for your own commercial purposes, and not because you have any 

intention of taking heed, and acting upon their real concerns. 

It all gets down to the intent for wanting FSC certification - a brand to give consumer confidence - 

while behind the badge, breaking the spirit of what it is believed to imply to the uninformed 

consumer. 

The trees and corporate profits win again. 

The health of the people, and all other life forms that are collateral damage, are the losers. 

Great  stuff!!! 

 [E6] 

 

On 13/11/2015, at 12:22 PM, Kevin OGrady wrote: 

I have organised a dial in number  
 
For Australia 02 8417 2487   
 
Participants pin 461 982 537# 
For those not in Aus when a user joins the meeting they can click More then 
Switch to Phone they have the option to view the full international numbers 
list 
[KO] 
 
From: [E7]  
Sent: Friday, 13 November 2015 8:48 AM 
 
Hi, 
Same situation for me as well. 
[E7] 
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From: E8 

Sent: Thursday, 12 November 2015 9:57 PM EST. 

Hullo 

I am also in the same situation..no IT connection for Webinars and so I am therefore excluded from 

this discussion re FSC derogations for Australia. 

E8 

 

Hello 

I'm in the same situation as I have satellite internet connection  which doesn't work for webinars. 

E5 

 

On 12/11/2015, at 1:57 PM, [TAS-F1] wrote: 

Dear [E4], 

Your sentiments put in writing my own thoughts, just expressed to a friend as your e-mail came in. 

This whole charade really can be summed up: 

Do you sacrifice the health of the trees, for the people? or 

Do you sacrifice the health of the people, for the trees (and  corporate profits)? 

I choose for the health of the people. 

Regards 

[E6] 

  

On 12/11/2015, at 1:18 PM, [TAS-FT13] 

Hello Kevin 

I am indeed very interested in this online Forum. however I am on a  Satellite Internet connection 

and I am concerned I will not have the  streaming speed and/or capacity; and if I  understand 

correctly from  reading your comments below I have no other options in order to  participate? 

 Also I feel I need to point out that all along anonymity has been  assured (I am not personally 

concerned), but in sending this email  you have openly disclosed the above email addresses - which 
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is  indeed a breach of privacy given the "delicacy" of matters  concerning Forestry operations in 

Tasmania. 

 I also again point out that in my survey I specifically requested  follow up by email and NOT phone 

contact - and yet on three  occasions now, from three different Forestry Groups, I received  phone 

calls in the first instance - one as early as 8am in the  morning about which I advised Lain.   

And very disappointing you have only received 58 responses from the  public about such an 

important matter as poisons being used in our  Forests - I do hope the poor Community interest is 

not a reason to  accept that Pesticide spraying is acceptable. As consultants I would  hope you are 

mindful of the fact that 53% of Tasmanian's are  illiterate - cannot read and write, and some 70% of 

all households  receive Commonwealth benefits in some form. I think therefore there  must be 

importance placed on other methods of surveying the  Tasmanian community so as not to have such 

skewed data. 

Regards 

[E4] 

From: Lain.Dare [mailto:Lain.Dare@canberra.edu.au] 
Sent: Friday, 13 November 2015 12:49 AM 
To: [E4] 
Subject: RE: Comments on the realities of our Tasmanian situation and culture and education 
 
Hi [E4], 
I am sorry I have not replied earlier to your comment, I am in China on business and hence not 
regularly on my email. 
 
I apologise for the email addresses being open. Please note that individuals actual responses will 
remain confidential as no one other than myself has access to those. Additionally,  I have 
deliberately not responded to all as people have being so as not to continue this breach of privacy. 
 
In regards to your concerns on the community survey approach to engagement given the supposed 
high illiteracy rates in Tasmania - the survey is only 1 approach being used in the engagement 
process, with interested stakeholders also able to contact their representative by phone or face-to-
face which helps to address such issues. Many people have used these alternative opportunities. 
 
I understand your dismay at the level of response we have received thus far, I too thought we would 
have had more feedback from stakeholders. In speaking with colleagues this response is actually 
good in comparison to other engagement processes and we are experiencing a late rush in feedback 
from stakeholders. 
 
With regards to the online forum - my colleagues are attempting to find a service that enables 
phone-in options as well as online to overcome this issue. I do not return from China until November 
21 but will keep in touch as much as I can on that. I apologise for the current plan and can assure 
you we are trying to find a solution to enable those of you with poor internet connectivity an 
opportunity to participate. 
 
Once again sorry for my delay in responding. 

mailto:Lain.Dare@canberra.edu.au
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Kind Regards, 
 
Lain Dare 
 
Fri 13/11/2015 10:44 AM 
Hello Lain 
 
Thanks for your contact.... from China. 
 
I appreciate your comments.. and you will have noted there are a number of other stakeholders now 
coming forward with internet issues. 
 
And as I said .. I am actually not concerned about my privacy. I am already in the gunsights over my 
questions to Forestry and the Aquaculture Industry here in Tasmania... I was not a "greenie" until I 
moved to Tasmania 8+ years ago... but when I see what is happening around here, and believe me, 
the stats are correct about the 50% plus illiteracy.. it is a real concern. 
 
Best wishes for your Chinese experiences 
 
[E4] 
 
From: Kevin OGrady [mailto:kopinnacle@gmail.com] 

Sent: Thursday, 12 November 2015 12:27 PM 

Subject: Webinar on FSC Derogations for Australia Monday 23rd Nov 3.00 EST. 

You are receiving this e mail because, in a recent on line survey,  you expressed interest in being 

kept up to date on the issues of FSC  Pesticide derogations.  Please note the following. 

FSC Highly Hazardous Pesticide Derogation Update  

This update provides a brief overview on the ongoing FSC-HH  Pesticide Derogation Application 

process. 

With one week to go on stakeholder engagement period, we have  received feedback from over 58 

people on the survey and many more  through direct contact with forest company representatives 

and the  National Coordinator Kevin O'Grady. The feedback provides a detailed  account of various 

forest stakeholder perspectives regarding the use  of these pesticides and we thank participating 

stakeholders for  their time in providing this feedback. 

At the completion of the stakeholder period a full report will be  prepared for the Pesticide 

Derogation Advisory Group. This report  will synthesise all of the feedback received from 

stakeholders  across the survey, public comments, and phone/email discussions with  forest 

managers and the National Coordinator. Please note that all  information provided in the public 

report will be de-identified to  ensure the anonymity of stakeholder participants. 

mailto:kopinnacle@gmail.com
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Following the preliminary meeting of the Pesticide Derogation  Advisory Group on Tuesday 

November 24, the derogation applications  will be amended in response to the stakeholder 

feedback. The amended  derogations and stakeholder feedback report will be made available  for 

comment prior to the final Pesticide Derogation Advisory Group  meeting on December 16 2015. 

Those stakeholders who have indicated  their interest in the derogation process will be sent the 

amended  derogations and stakeholder feedback report directly, and the  derogations and report 

will also be made available on the FSC  Australia website at https://au.fsc.org/fsc-highly-hazardous-

pesticide-derogation-2015.397.htm. 

While every effort will be undertaken to reach an agreement on the  derogation applications and the 

conditions they entail, if an  agreement within the Pesticide Derogation Advisory Group cannot 

be  reached the matter will be referred to the FSC International  Pesticides Review Group for 

consideration. A copy of the stakeholder  report will be provided to the review group as well. 

 Invitation to Attend Online Forum 

Following the feedback provided in the Stakeholder Survey we are  offering an online forum to all 

interested stakeholders. The online  forum is designed to enable participating stakeholders to learn 

more  about the derogation applications. The format of the forum will  enable participants to share 

their feedback on the FSC Highly  Hazardous Pesticide Derogation Applications in an open 

and  respectful manner. The forum will be led by Kevin O'Grady (National  Coordinator, Pinnacle 

Consulting) and facilitated by Dr Lain Dare (University of Canberra). 

The forum will be held from 2.00pm to 3.00pm on Monday 23 November. 

Stakeholders will need to register to participate in the forum which  can be completed at 

https://www.anymeeting.com/AccountManager/RegEv.aspx?PIID=EC52DD8587493E Once 

registered, forum attendees can join on the day at https://www.anymeeting.com/073-076-247 

There are no options available to phone into the forum, we apologise  for any inconvenience. 

Unfortunately only a small number of stakeholders were interested in  a public forum which makes 

such a forum unviable. We therefore  invite these stakeholders to participate in the online forum, or 

to  contact Kevin O'Grady directly to discuss their feedback. Kevin can  be contacted on 03 9439 

2314 or 0428 570 762 or at kopinnacle@gmail.com. 

Please note that this forum is with regards to the FSC Highly  Hazardous Pesticide Derogation 

Application only, comments regarding  non FSC-HH pesticides or broader forest operations are not 

able to  be duly considered in this consultation process and stakeholders  should direct these 

comments to FSC International. 

If you have any questions regarding the online forum please do not  hesitate to contact Kevin 

O'Grady on 03 9439 2314 or 0428 570 762 or  at kopinnacle@gmail.com. 

 

https://au.fsc.org/fsc-highly-hazardous-pesticide-derogation-2015.397.htm
https://au.fsc.org/fsc-highly-hazardous-pesticide-derogation-2015.397.htm
https://www.anymeeting.com/AccountManager/RegEv.aspx?PIID=EC52DD8587
https://www.anymeeting.com/073-076-247
mailto:kopinnacle@gmail.com
mailto:at%20kopinnacle@gmail.com


INTERIM Stakeholder Feedback Report December 2015 

162 
 

 
From: E4 
Sent: Thursday, 12 November 2015 10:28 PM 
Subject: Comments on the realities of our Tasmanian situation and culture and education 
 
And copies into everyone on the Forestry Derogation email.. 
 
Greetings [Stakeholder Respondent]. I am very surprised at your attack on me. however, "ain't" 
communication and sharing of ideas wonderful. if only more Tasmanian folk could enjoy the "luxury 
of being able to read". I cannot let you get away with your comments copied into the "masses". 
 
I attended a seminar last week at which Professor Jonathon West from UTAS presented. It was a 
seminar on Innovation in the Huon Valley. He commenced his seminar by saying he is rarely invited 
to speak because his subject matter is considered so negative.. or words to that affect. 
 
Through my reading and research I was already aware that the ABS are on record stating 50+% of 
Tasmanian's cannot read or write - a fact. It is also a fact that 70% of Tasmanian households have a 
direct link with our convict past, and of that some 60% of those were convicted felons. I am also 
reliably advised that Vanessa Goodwin did her doctorate on Tasmanian criminal families, and that 
the majority of prisoners today can be traced back to the original three of four criminal families in 
the state. 
 
Professor West also spoke of the reliance on Commonwealth support with respect to families in 
Tasmania. 
 
These are unfortunately hard core facts and I agree they are very difficult to accept.. and it is very 
hard to imagine how many generations it is going to take to make meaningful change in Tasmania. 
 
The point I am attempting to make to the Consultants employed by the Forestry Sector is (and they 
have not as yet responded): In undertaking a "community survey" do not take it for granted that the 
majority of your audience can read and write. This is not a slight on our people around us, it is a fact 
that this State continues to have a very poor education record. 
Just last week the Government advised that of those who "decide" to go onto Year 12, 40% are 
dropping out. It is also anecdotal that many Tasmanian households do not want their children to 
educate.. because they will then move to mainland Australia and not stay at home with their 
parents. 
 
Thanks [Stakeholder Respondent] for your thoughts.. it is indeed a fascinating subject and we need 
more exposure to bring about change. We have a fantastic opportunity to be a very special State. 
"country" in the world. we just need to accept that it is going to take some hard work, education, 
realisation that Tasmania is more than Hydro, Forestry and the latest Boom and Bust phenomenon - 
Aquaculture. 
Here are just two pages from the Griffith Review # 39.. a little dated - published 2013. but a 
wonderful edition all about Tasmania. essential reading.. along with Professor Quentin Beresford's 
book "The Rise and Fall of Gunns".. 
 
I do welcome any comment .. it is wonderful to have comment and discussion. 
 
Kind regards 
E4 
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From: TAS- 
Sent: Thursday, 12 November 2015 9:35 PM 
To:  
Subject: Re: Webinar on FSC Derogations for Australia Monday 23rd Nov 3.00 EST. 
 
Well E4 
 
I am appalled by your comment ......"you are mindful of the fact that 53% of Tasmanian's are 
illiterate - cannot read and write, and some 70% of all households receive Commonwealth benefits 
in some form. I think therefore there must be importance placed on other methods of surveying the 
Tasmanian community so as not to have such skewed data." You Sir have just displayed your own 
lack of integrity. 
[E3] 
 

 

Email Chain 2 

 

I agree absolutely with your statement [E9]. 

[E8] 

 

From: [E9] 

Sent: Friday, 27 November 2015 8:39 AM 

Subject: RE: Objections to process for open discussions re giving FSC derogations in Aus: Revised 

informal email discussion list 

 

I agree and it is good to hear the FSC is driving change, thanks Kevin for that information I think FSC 

needs to inform us in better details of these alternatives but in the mean time I stand by my 

comment that very very soon FSC needs to tell industry that time is up on the HHP's and time to 

commit to alternatives or give up their FSC certificates. 

[E9] 

 

From E8 

Sent:Thu, 26 Nov 2015 18:47:18 +1100 

Subject:RE: Objections to process for open discussions re giving FSC derogations in Aus: Revised 

informal email discussion list 

I agree [E5]. 

It’s great to hear that  alternative non toxic chemical  models are being discussed by business. 
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FSC has led the public to believe in an environmentally sustainable model of certification and using 

HHP does not meet these expectations. 

FSC needs to be at the forefront of new models and scientific developments if it is to meet its 

obligations to be environmentally appropriate and socially beneficial as well as economically viable. 

Thank you [E9] for articulating the issues so clearly. 

Cheers 

[E8] 

  

From: [E5]  

Sent: Thursday, 26 November 2015 12:44 PM 

To: Kevin OGrady 

Hi Kevin 

I appreciate the practical realities you've pointed out here. My understanding is the APVMA have 

recently undergone a reform process to address the exact issues you raise and it is now supposed to 

be easier, cheaper and faster to get safer products into the market. Have you checked recently? 

Please let me know if the reality hasn't changed there because that was the intention of the reforms. 

It's great to hear that non-chemical and biological controls are the new business models. This has to 

be the way forward so we can get off this HHP merry-go-round and make genuine progress away 

from fossil fuel based pesticides and fundamentally unsustainable practices. 

I think we've opened up an important conversation here and the realities you've shared need to be 

transparent within the FSC process. I presume it's not the same in all parts of the world though?  

Thank you 

[E5] 

  

On 26/11/2015, at 12:28 PM, Kevin OGrady <kopinnacle@gmail.com> wrote: 

Thanks [E5] and [E9] 

I agree that the whole idea is to not use the HHP but we face some serious challenges. 

The registration process involves a process that typically takes 7  years.  Remembering that even if a 

substance is used here already in agriculture it needs to go through a separate process for forestry. 

But prior to that the potential non HHP replacement needs to develop efficacy data which can take 

up to 5 years.  That’s 2 derogation periods right there.  Note that even if we were looking at a totally 

mailto:kopinnacle@gmail.com
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benign ingredient like a vegetable oil it still has to follow that process if it wants to make claims 

about effectiveness in forestry use.  We are trying to get the registration process to speed up but 

this is a challenge. 

The crop protection companies developing and offering replacements are now not interested in 

putting any new product thought that process for forestry use because we are only 0.7 – 2% of the 

total agrichemical use in Australia. 

Then there is the FSC review of the HHP list.  This is a logical step, the list should be reviewed  But in 

more than a few cases the alternatives we are looking at are themselves put on the list when we are 

some way thought the process of testing and registration which brings us back to square one.  A very 

promising non-spray replacement for Alpha Cypermethrin that was in development is a case in 

point.  Then, equally frustrating, the actives that we were looking at replacing come off the list such 

as Simazine. 

In summary Its almost impossible to run a process of replacement within the 5 year derogation cycle 

under these circumstances. 

I would comment that the crop protection industry is listening.  They realise that bringing an HHP to 

market is not a viable business model.  There are examples of them retiring some prospective 

replacements on this basis.  They are also now commonly running non chemical and biological 

control business models as well as looking at new actives.  I think FSC IC and the pesticides policy 

deserves credit for this shift in thinking. 

Thanks again for the comments 

  

From: [E5] 

Sent: Thursday, 26 November 2015 10:38 AM 

Hello 

I support the view [E9] has elucidated in his email. 

Not enough is being done to limit the continued use of HHPs in FSC forests and the ‘brand’ and 

ecological gains are suffering as a result. 

Thank you 

[E5] 

 

On 26 Nov 2015, at 10:08 am [E9] wrote: 
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What a lot of us are saying is that 2 derogation rounds in enough. It turns FSC into a farce when FSC 

lowers the bar to keep industry in at the expense of the environment and community. These listed 

chemicals are Highly Hazardous and FSC has rightly banned them with a phase out process via 

derogations. As I have mentioned in a previous email I have been a long long time proponent and 

participant of FSC and involved in one way or another since 1998, ex Director and Chair of FSC Au. 

But in this area FSC is letting me down as a father and a resident of an area with FSC plantations that 

have spilled these HHP's off their estates and into our environment. 

 

I, like [E8] and quite a number of other people across 4 States of Australia think the rolling 

derogations are a black mark against FSC and will be taking this to the general public in Australia via 

the media. This will be out of frustration that in the end it is the economic outcomes that FSC has 

decided to rank ahead of social and environmental impacts. This is not an ethical green label as it is 

sold to the public. 

 

We have people who have lost their business due to these chemicals spilling into their property, 

documented examples of testing finding these HH substances well downstream and in a water 

catchment for Victoria's second largest city and a number of other examples including Alison's work 

in documenting impacts. The media will jump at this story because it has so many angles and what 

the media and the public will see as credible spokespeople. I think the public have a right to know 

that FSC certificate holders are being given the right to continue using banned substances forever 

under the FSC system. 

 

Lets be realistic here, all around the FSC world we have the same HHP's being derogated, that right 

around the world industry has not been able or willing to find alternatives, anywhere? Does this 

mean that there are and will be no alternatives found and committed too globally? That FSC will just 

keep granting derogations and never make industry get rid of them because FSC prefers to lower the 

bar to keep industry in? In some cases industry argue that there are alternatives but they are 4 times 

more expensive. Are these really viable plantations when one input to their production being 

replaced by another safer one would make them uneconomic, or so they say. So what does the drop 

in the Australian dollar this year do to their viability? It must have had a bigger impact on viability 

than one HHP alternative costing 4 time more. If plantations are that marginal that a fourfold 

increase by using a safer alternative makes them uneconomic then sorry FSC needs to cut their ties 

and any economic input from these companies because the already apparent and predicated 

impacts from climate change must render them a complete waste of time and money. 

 

Returning to the same HHP's being derogated right around the FSC plantation world. If it is a matter 

of economic competitiveness then FSC IC should ban the use of these HHP's at the end of the current 

derogations. All companies competing for buyers specifying FSC certified products around the world 

will have to all use the more expensive alternatives and so have the same incremental production 

costs and so all FSC certificate holders will be on an level playing field facing the same post-FSC 

banned HHP's. 

 

[E9] 
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So if FSC is serious in removing these HH substances or it is not. The way the system is being used by 

industry now is not acceptable to us outside of the economic arena. 

On 11/25/2015 12:40 AM, [E8] wrote: 

I pass this to you as they are indeed matters of FSC governance. 

I believe my statement:  “Costs borne by industry are also at the cost (social and environmental) to 

the ecosystem and the community, and need to be environmentally appropriate, socially beneficial as 

well as economically viable.” is consistent with FSC principles and the overriding imperative 

of  making a profit regardless of social and environmental harm goes against all FSC stands for. A 

company should have to change its business model to allow economic viability while it meets its 

obligations to be environmentally appropriate, socially beneficial if it is to comply with FSC 

certification. 

What is your considered response especially in regard to the giving of derogations for HHPs? 

Regards 

[E8] 

 

From: Kevin OGrady  

Sent: Tuesday, 24 November 2015 12:10 PM 

Subject: KOG IPM: Revised informal email discussion list 

Hi [E8]. 

Got the gist now 

You are correct we do need to prove evidence of IPM and this is a matter that the CB looks at in each 

annual audit.  In the applications you will see that indeed tree breeding is seen as a major area 

where we can move to non-use of chemical intervention.  In addition we have made some advances 

in estimating economic harm levels, that is the IPM limits where we need to apply treatment have 

been reconsidered and now recognise that for some trees there can be up to 40% defoliation 

without economic loss.  Finally, its common practice to arrange planting in a Mosaic using different 

Provenances (Genotypes) to reduce the impact of using a single genotype.  That can include 

alternative species but that is largely a commercial matter and depends on the fibre qualities the 

end user is seeking. 

On the issue of economics of using or not using certain chemicals or more expensive alternatives. 

.  FSC has a governance structure involves equal involvement from Environmental, Social and 

Economic chambers.  All Policy making involves this structure and the voting structure e.g. at the FSC 

General assembly reflects this structure, that is nothing passes unless it gets 50% of the total vote 
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and 50% in each chamber.  For statutory issues like changes to the principles and Criteria it’s a 75% 

majority and 50% in each chamber.  He FSC Principles and criteria (Criterion  5.1) reflect that the 

certificate holder should do everything they can to meet the social and environmental standards but 

should not go broke doing it.  Since this is a matter of FSC Governance these issues need to be 

directed at them. 

Regards 

  

From: Kevin O'Grady [mailto:kopinnacle@gmail.com]  

Sent: Monday, 23 November 2015 4:50 PM 

Subject: Re: Revised informal email discussion list 

Sorry [E8] my brain is fried and I cant really follow what you are saying.  Let me look at it again and 

respond.  Lain is collating the responses so this one is certainly in the mix. 

Regards 

  

On Mon, Nov 23, 2015 at 4:36 PM, [E8] wrote: 

Hi Kevin/Lain, 

Am I wrong then in considering the essence of the IPM (FSC Int) policy as the company required to 

produce evidence of a current IPM to provide the need for a derogation? The IPM policy with which 

you will be intimately au fait Kevin, does in fact point to looking at alternative species etc etc etc 

prior to the concept of using HHP derogations...to remove the negative effects to the environment 

and human health. 

Costs borne by industry are also at the cost (social and environmental) to the ecosystem and the 

community, and need to be environmentally appropriate, socially beneficial as well as economically 

viable. 

We should agree on definitions of these terms prior to any meetings. 

Please include both my emails of today as submissions to the use of  HHP as derogations by FSC Aus. 

Yours 

[E8] 

 

From: Kevin OGrady [mailto:kopinnacle@gmail.com] 

Sent: Monday, 23 November 2015 8:33 AM 

 

Hi [E8] 

 

10 or so registered but that does not preclude people just calling in or using the phone in number. 

 

For the advisory group 

mailto:kopinnacle@gmail.com
mailto:kopinnacle@gmail.com
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The 3 experts named here came out of an attempt to create  a centralised  

process. The members are all recommended by members of the Board of FSC 

Australia, the industry made only 1 selection independently, Prof Dayanthi 

Nugegoda since she was involved in the same exercise 5 years ago when she 

was selected by the Environment chamber. 

 

The Role of the Pesticide Derogation Advisory Group At the completion of the 

stakeholder period a full report will be prepared for the Pesticide 

Derogation Advisory Group. This report will synthesise all of the feedback 

received from stakeholders across the survey, public comments, and 

phone/email discussions with forest managers and the National Coordinator. 

Please note that all information provided in the public report will be 

de-identified to ensure the anonymity of stakeholder participants. 

Following the preliminary meeting of the Pesticide Derogation Advisory Group 

on Tuesday November 24, the derogation applications will be amended in 

response to the stakeholder feedback. The amended derogations and 

stakeholder feedback report will be made available for comment prior to the 

final Pesticide Derogation Advisory Group meeting on December 16 2015. Those 

stakeholders who have indicated their interest in the derogation process 

will be sent the amended derogations and stakeholder feedback report 

directly, and the derogations and report will also be made available on the 

FSC Australia website at 

https://au.fsc.org/fsc-highly-hazardous-pesticide-derogation-2015.397.htm. 

While every effort will be undertaken to reach an agreement on the 

derogation applications and the conditions they entail, if an agreement 

within the Pesticide Derogation Advisory Group cannot be reached the matter 

will be referred to the FSC International Pesticides Review Group for 

consideration. A copy of the stakeholder report will be provided to the 

review group as well. 

 

Margaret Alston OAM 

Professor of Social Work and Head of Department Director of the Gender, 

Leadership and Social Sustainability (GLASS) research unit Caulfield Campus 

Monash University 

 

Environmental perspective 

Dayanthi Nugegoda B.Sc.(Hons), Ph.D., Professor of Ecotoxicology, School of 

Applied Sciences, RMIT University, 

 

Engagement specialist  ( Lain Dare will chair the group). 

Dr Lain Dare 

Senior Research Fellow 

Institute for Governance and Policy Analysis University of Canberra 

 

2 company people will be there to answer technical questions on behalf of 

https://au.fsc.org/fsc-highly-hazardous-pesticide-derogation-2015.397.htm
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the industry.  I think these are from HVP and PF Olsen in which case they 

will be the people  in the public contacts list for the derogations. 

 

Finally Pinnacle Quality is a consulting company specioalising in ISEAL 

Allinace stadnards like FSC, RSPO, MSC etc.  The industry souight a proposal 

to coordinate a centralised process and Pinnacle was given the task.  The 

derogation applicants meet the costs 

 

An extract from the proposal follows although things have changed since then 

with Lain coordinating the stakeholder engagement (as an expert) and the 

addition of the advisory group. 

 

           Introduction 

 

The members of the FSC certified forest cluster group for Australia all have 

derogations for use of Pesticides on the FSC Highly hazardous list.  These 

are temporary derogations and in cases where alternatives are not available 

and need to be renewed. 

 

This proposal is to manage a derogation process that combines all the 

derogations and to offer a consistent approach to renewal in order to 

maximize the chances of success. 

 

This process must take into account new additions to the list recently 

published in FSC-STD-30-001 Indicators and thresholds for the identification 

of 'highly hazardous' pesticides (HHP) 

 

 At the 2011 General assembly a motion was passed to allow national 

initiatives to allow national initiatives to manage the process collectively 

and this was approved in March 2015 in a new procedure 

http://ic.fsc.org/download.fsc-pro-30-001-v1-0-en-pesticides-derogation-proc 

edure.2187.htm. 

 

FSC Australia declined to form a national group due to lack of resources to 

manage it.  However the procedure still allows for (in fact encouraged) 

joint applications. 

 

2.         The Issues 

 

The FSC derogation process is currently under the existing standard FSC 

PROCEDURE PROCESSING PESTICIDE DEROGATION APPLICATIONS 

FSC-PRO-01-004 (Version 2-0) EN. 

 

Although this is imminently going to be replaced by Pesticide Derogation 

Procedure - FSC-PRO-30-001 V1-0 (currently a draft) it is expected that the 

http://ic.fsc.org/download.fsc-pro-30-001-v1-0-en-pesticides-derogation-proc
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preparation and criteria for derogations will be unchanged. 

 

FSC have said that derogations are temporary and that there is no 

expectation renewal automatically.  Therefore all derogations have to go 

back through the approval process. There are three key criteria to be met 

for the renewal of these derogations 

 

.       There is no available alternative for the delegated chemical 

.       The delegated can be used safely 

.       There is an active programme looking to replace a chemical with a 

non-chemical or alternative non highly hazardous chemical approach 

 

For most of the current derogations no alternatives have been developed or 

registered.  Therefore the case has to be put to FSC that the derogation 

should continue. 

 

This will require an updated literature search on alternatives to the 

chemical in question and will require information to be presented on the 

actions by the certificate holders to find a replacement for the chemical. 

 

Finally there will need to be a stakeholder engagement process that 

demonstrates substantial support for the use of the chemical. 

 

3.         Proposal and investment costs. 

In this project some of the work will be done by companies since technically 

derogations are on the company by company basis.  For example the company 

will be expected to run their own local stakeholder consultation for their 

own affected stakeholders. 

However some of this work can be done collectively and it shared cost. 

 

________________________________________ 

 

 

 


