Appendix O

Weighing the effectiveness and cost-efficiency of glyphosate-based weedkillers (like
Roundup) against their environmental and health concerns, especially in a community
setting.

Here's a clear comparison of alternatives to glyphosate for weed control in roadside gutters,
along with their pros and cons:

1. Manual or Mechanical Removal (Hand-weeding / Brushing / Hoeing / Strimming)
Description: Physical removal of weeds using tools or machinery.
Pros:

¢ Environmentally friendly, no chemicals.

e Can be targeted (no impact on non-target species).

e Acceptable for organic or wildlife-friendly areas.
X Cons:

e Labour-intensive and costly long-term.

e Mustbe repeated frequently (weeds regrow from roots).

e Safety concerns on busy roadsides.

¢ Notidealfor large or inaccessible areas.

2. Hot Water or Steam Weeding
Description: Specialised machines spray near-boiling water or steam to kill weeds.
Pros:

¢ No chemicals used - safe for people, pets, and watercourses.

e Immediate visible results.

o Effective on young weeds.
X Cons:

e Equipmentis expensive to purchase or hire.

e Higher fuel and water use (less sustainable if not managed well).

e May require multiple applications per season.

e Less effective on deep-rooted weeds.

3. Acetic Acid (Vinegar-Based Weedkillers)

Description: Contact herbicide based on vinegar (typically 6-20% acetic acid).



Pros:
e Fast-acting (burns off weed foliage quickly).
e Can be organically approved.
¢ Available commercially or homemade.
X Cons:
e  Onlykills above-ground parts — roots survive.
e Requires frequent reapplication.
e High concentrations can be harmful to soil and water.

e Strong smell and potentialirritant.

4. Pelargonic Acid (Fatty Acid Weedkillers)
Example product: Finalsan, Weedol Rootkill Plus (with pelargonic + glyphosate)
Description: Naturally occurring fatty acids that break down cell walls.
Pros:
e Acts quickly (within hours).
e Biodegradable, low persistence in soil.
e Approved for use in some organic systems.
X Cons:
e Contact-only (doesn’t kill roots).
e Requiresrepeat use.

e More expensive than glyphosate per application.

5. Foamstream (Foam + Hot Water System)
Description: Uses hot water insulated with a biodegradable foam to kill weeds.
Pros:

e No chemical runoff or residues.

e Safe near water, pets, and people.

e Effective on a range of weeds and moss.
X Cons:

e High upfront cost for equipment.

e Needs trained operator.

e Slow compared to spraying glyphosate.



e Best suited for councils or contractors.

® 6. Mulching / Surface Cover
Description: Use of bark, gravel, or geotextile fabric to prevent weed growth.
Pros:
e Prevents weed seed germination.
e Reduces long-term maintenance.
¢ Improves aesthetics.
X Cons:
¢ |Impractical for roadside gutters.
e Highinstallation costs.

¢ Needs maintenance to prevent buildup.

® 7. Biological Controls
Description: Using natural predators or pathogens (not widely available for roadside weeds).
Pros:
e Sustainable and natural.
¢ No pollution or runoff.
X Cons:
e Very limited options for gutter weeds.

e Not practical or scalable for village-level weed control.

@ Glyphosate: A Quick Recap
Pros:
e Systemic —Kkills roots and all.
e Cheap and widely available.
e Long-lasting effect (once or twice per season).
o Effective on all types of weeds.
X Cons:
e Controversial: Potential links to cancer (legal debates ongoing).
¢ Harmful to non-target species and pollinators.

e Cancontaminate water systems.



Banned or restricted in some EU areas.

Not suitable for organic or biodiversity-focused areas.

Recommendations for a UK Village Setting:

Small-scale / low-budget: Combine manual removal + acetic acid spot-treatments.

Environmentally conscious village: Trial Foamstream via hire or contractor;
supplement with manual weeding.

Cost-effective but balanced: Consider pelargonic acid products or low-dose
glyphosate + fatty acid blends as a compromise.

Involve volunteers or parish council: Organised village “weed days” can cut costs.



