
Response to Petition 64 

To the Legislative Council Standing Committee on Environment and Public Affairs, 

Thank you for your correspondence in conclusion of your investigation of petition 64 Pesticides used in public 

places. 

However, I am at a loss to understand how the committee can claim that the Minister for Health has 
addressed the concerns raised in our petition or provided detailed information about the use and regulation of 
pesticides in WA. I am deeply disturbed that the committee is satisfied with the response from the 
Environmental Health Directorate as it clearly has failed to address the majority of serious issues we have 
raised. Further, I am shocked that it considers it acceptable to attempt to slander my personal reputation and 
credibility, malign the many local, state and international groups I work with and by association also, the 
petitioners in the process and allow such a response to be submitted to the Parliamentary record. I feel this 
reflects badly on the committee and therefore I am compelled to defend not only myself but also the 
petitioners who rightfully sought your support for an investigation into this important public health issue. 

 
Adequate public access to information about the types of pesticides applied in their local environment, the 
exact times and locations of these pesticide applications - information which is needed to be able to prevent 
exposure to themselves and their children and to provide critical information to medical practitioners or 
emergency and hospital personnel if required.  

 
The Ministers response - WA has the most robust system of pest technician accreditation and pest 

management business registration of any Australian State or Territory. 

The Minister may be correct in his assertion but there is no question raised in our submission challenging the 

registration and accreditation of pesticide operators or businesses. Our claim is that, public access to 

information about pesticide applications in the urban environment is not readily available and further, that 

regularly in the urban environment operators are applying pesticides (herbicides mostly) in such a way that is 

not compliant with the product label and MSDS and that the Department of Health and Local Government 

especially, continue to downplay at best and ignore at worst, public complaints. Formal complaints to the 

Department of Health often do not result in any acknowledgement of a breach or penalty or elicit any 

regulatory action. Without regulatory oversight and compliance monitoring, no database or information 

system exists to inform and improve industry compliance, government regulation or provide a level of 

transparency to the public. In addition, there is a lack of consistency between the Department of Health’s 

guidelines for the safe use of pesticides in the urban environment and the Health Act (Pesticide Regulations) 

exacerbating confusion and non-compliance at a local government level and risking worker and public health 

and our environment.   

Furthermore, the WA Auditor General found in 20151:   

• Agencies have an informal approach to sharing information and do not use information to proactively 

identify and manage their key risk areas. For example, information on incidents is not routinely 

reported to other agencies. This can lead to missed opportunities to manage risks identified from the 

compliance checks of other agencies. 

• DoH and DAFWA rarely carry out legislatively required inspections and checks of licensed operators 

and permit holders to establish if pesticides are used and managed in accordance with permit 

conditions and only sold to authorised people. This increases the potential for inappropriate use of 

pesticides to occur and go undetected. DAFWA advised that some of these legislated checks are 

outdated and that they would be looking at better ways to target compliance activities.   

 

                                                           
1 Western Australia Auditor General’s Report, Management of Pesticides in Western Australia, Report 14, June 
2015. 



 

 
The department’s response - Under the Regulations, it is an offence for pest management technicians not to 
keep records of each chemical application. The record must state the time, location, chemical, application 
rate, and any notes deemed pertinent to the application. The pest technician must provide this information 
to anyone that asks, Alternatively, the DOH can request this information from the technician at any time. 
 
Clearly the Department of Health and Minister have either misunderstood our first point or are deliberately 
confusing the requirements for training and accreditation of pesticide contractors and operators with the 
actual application of pesticides in our urban environment by local governments and other agencies. I can find 
no local government in WA that alerts its residents and ratepayers to impending pesticide applications in 
public places in a way that is meaningful and timely to them. Instead Local Governments are only obliged to 
provide a small advertisement in the local paper advising that during a certain non-specific time-period, that 
pesticides will be applied in a Local Government’s urban environment. Without details about the products 
used, the locations and exact timing of applications, citizens cannot avoid those areas. No information is 
available on any Local Government Authority website where the public could expect to find such information, 
to be able to make an informed decision, with prior notification, to avoid that location and protect their 
health. Instead, citizens are left to stumble across an application or see the coloured dye (if it is used) in the 
environment, by which time it is too late to avoid contact with the area. In many instances, pesticides are 
applied while citizens are close by, without even the courtesy of a warning. In our public schools and childcare 
centres there are no requirements for notifications to be sent to parents advising of an impending pesticide 
application. In addition, Main Roads who apply large quantities of pesticides in the urban environment are not 
even required to notify those LGA’s where they are applying pesticides, let alone make such information 
available to the public. This potentially has serious ramifications for public health if emergency health 
personnel require such information and are unable to access it in a realistic timeframe. 
 
While some councils have spray free registers as mentioned, this is only for applications on hard surfaces such 
as the verge, footpath and kerbline attached to their own property. It does not provide for all the other 
pesticide applications such as parks, gardens, playgrounds, bushland areas or other areas treated by the local 
government, or for any lands adjoining the properties of those seeking protection through a no spray register. 
It may have a very localised impact, but it is not credible to suggest that such a register prevents exposure to 
pesticide applications in public places.  
 
While numerous examples and evidence of non- compliant pesticide applications have been provided to the 
Department of Health (DoH), we are at a loss to understand how the DoH can claim that urban applications are 
safe and transparent. Public exposure to pesticides, such as direct contact with grass at a park or playground 
that may have been sprayed just minutes beforehand, is common and the public is largely in the dark about 
what they have been exposed to while signage is removed within minutes of an application, the contractors 
are long gone and relevant LGA EHO or other staff are unavailable at least after hours and often during the 
day. It seems unfathomable that parents can place their new born babies, toddlers or young child, often 
barefoot directly onto grass just sprayed with a cocktail of pesticides without their knowledge or opportunity 
to decide to avoid such exposures. Young children being closer to the ground and with mouthing activities are 
disproportionately impacted by chemical exposures and are at higher risk through dermal exposure, inhalation 
and ingestion of treated areas. I have personally witnessed numerous instances of grass being sprayed with 
products such as Spearhead, Jolt and Roundup while children are nearby or accessing treated areas within 
minutes of an application. These incidences are reported to the Department of Health often with no 
acknowledgement, response or action taken.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Glyphosate Biactive Label 
https://www.sinochem.com.au/wp-content/uploads/2015/07/ROUNDUP-BIACTIVE-HERBICIDE_V01.pdf 

Material Safety Data Sheet 
https://www.sinochem.com.au/wp-content/uploads/2015/07/Biactive_SDS_v1.pdf 
 
It is a regular occurrence that Local and State Government staff and contractors apply Glyphosate in our urban 
environment contrary to the Label and MSDS instructions. Local Government regularly spray bare earth and 
dry mulch that contains no actively growing weeds.   
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Spraying in schools and playgrounds risks children’s health. 
 

     
 
 

 
Inadequate PPE 
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Pesticide applications on turf risking public exposure. 
 

 

    



Spraying waterways while public nearby. 
 

   
 
 
Drains and wetlands 
 

 

 

      
 

                                      



Pesticide applications from vehicles and agricultural equipment in the urban environment. 
 
Department of Health Guidelines for pesticide applications in the urban environment state: 
 

 



 
 
 
 

  
 
 



    
 

   
 

 
 
Video footage of pesticide applications via vehicles causing spray drift to the public.  
The reckless practice of applying pesticides while driving a vehicle at the same time appears to be common 
and tolerated by the WA government despite the Department of Health Guidelines indicating that contractors 
must not do this. How it is possible to safely apply scheduled poisons while driving a vehicle remains unknown.  
The Department of Health has never explained how this is possible or addressed complaints raised. 
https://www.dropbox.com/sh/0u6s0jrfpuomokc/AAB1lND9yFi8rPwgNNKXIDy1a?dl=0 
 
It is also regular practice for contractors and LGA staff to fail to provide adequate signage including the name 
of the product and a contact phone number on the vehicle as the photo’s provided above demonstrate.  
 
Re-entry periods 
Re-entry periods are not specifically addressed in APVMA approved product labels for applications in the 
urban environment. It appears grossly inconsistent that a product such as Spearhead or Jolt that require re-
entry periods when applied in the agricultural environment are not required in the urban environment 
(despite being applied from agricultural equipment) when there is clearly an increased risk in potential human 
exposures. Despite Department of Health guidelines for pesticide applications in the urban environment 
clearly stating re-entry periods should be abided by, these are never provided. In fact, it would be extremely 
difficult to stop the public entering a park that has been sprayed with a pesticide that requires a 2 week re-
entry period. There has been no explanation or justification provided by the Department of Health or APVMA 
as to why the same product applied in the urban environment does not require the same re -entry periods as 
afforded in the agricultural environment. Claims that the product is miraculously safe once it is touch dry in the 

https://www.dropbox.com/sh/0u6s0jrfpuomokc/AAB1lND9yFi8rPwgNNKXIDy1a?dl=0


urban environment (whatever that can mean for turf) but not in the agricultural environment is not credible 
and represents a continuing and increasing risk to public health.  
 
Therefore, based on the above evidence, the DoH and the committee have clearly failed to address the issues 
we have raised. The fact remains that in our urban environment there is inadequate notification to the public 
about when and where pesticides will be applied so that citizens can avoid those areas, particularly parents 
wanting to protect the health of their children or citizens with compromised immune systems, no protection 
for public health in relation to pesticide re-entry periods and regular non-compliant applications in the urban 
environment indicative of a non- compliant culture within industry itself and those agencies responsible. 
 
Our recommendation is that all LGA’s be required to post on their website on the very days that pesticides are 
being applied, the exact location, time and product being used. It is imperative that a name and contact 
number be provided so that the public and emergency personnel can make contact if required. This should 
include information about other applications that are occurring such as with Main roads and independent 
contractors working for LGA’s. 
 

 
Adverse Experience Reporting.  
 
Departments response - A centralised local complaints unit would duplicate the APVMA's adverse experience 
reporting program. The Commonwealth has devolved the responsibility of regulating the pest management 
industry to the States and Territories which includes compliance monitoring. 

 
All LGA’s should provide a mechanism to record any adverse experience or complaint in their locality. We 
reject the assertion by the DoH that it would duplicate the APVMA’s adverse experience reporting mechanism 
while this federal process is not designed for non- agricultural environments, has lengthy response times (ie up 
to 12 months) and provides no database for local or state authorities to access information about repeat non- 
compliant operators. It is simply unjustified to assert that the APVMA adverse reporting system can address 
public place adverse experiences or reports of non- compliance in any way that could assist state or local 
governments, the public, or emergency personnel. Given that that the regulation of pesticide applications in 
the urban environment is the responsibility of state and local governments it makes no sense for public health 
adverse reporting to remain solely within the remit of the APVMA. 
 
Indeed, it is worth noting that where such adverse experiences have been reported to the DoH, it is a common 
experience for the public to face a wall of denial from the DoH and LGA even when the APVMA confirms the 
adverse experience after investigating. Often complaints to LGA’s go unanswered or undocumented in any 
way and it is common practice for the DoH to withhold information about their investigation into a formal 
complaint or a technician’s response. Please see attached complaints report for evidence of these claims. 
 
 

  
State and Local government database for volume and use of pesticides in the urban environment. 
 
Departments response - A risk assessment utilises site specific information for the assessment undertaken. 
Typically, the information is readily available, can be measured or inferred. The petitioner may be confusing 
risk assessment with epidemiological study. In either case it is not clear what the petitioner means by 
'critical volume' as it is only necessary to know the volume of pesticide used at the time of application which 
is readily available information. An epidemiological study is unlikely to provide a definitive answer due to 
difficulties in identifying a pesticide as the major source of exposure amongst exposures to other substances 
in the environment. 

 
The Departments response is unfairly dismissive and fails to acknowledge that the federal regulator of 
industrial chemicals, NICNAS, clearly suggest as we have, that volume and use data is critical information 
needed to undertake public health exposure assessments. See- https://www.nicnas.gov.au/notify-your-
chemical/assessment-methodologies/public-health-assessment. 
 

https://www.nicnas.gov.au/notify-your-chemical/assessment-methodologies/public-health-assessment
https://www.nicnas.gov.au/notify-your-chemical/assessment-methodologies/public-health-assessment


In addition, an environmental health risk assessment framework requires an exposure assessment. See - 
https://www.eh.org.au/documents/item/916 
 
Without a local or state database of the volume and use of pesticides being applied in our urban environment, 
credible public health exposure assessments are not possible. Therefore, as I have not confused risk 
assessment with public health exposure assessments, the committee has failed to consider this issue 
adequately and the Department of Health has failed to respond to this claim. 
 

Pesticides Advisory Committee 
 
While the Pesticide Advisory Committee (PAC) may not create pesticide policy or legislation in WA, it appears 
they have a veto role, ensuring that no legislative regulations are passed without their approval. This is a 
considerable power for an internal agency committee to hold without any transparency or civil society 
stakeholder representation. Minutes are not publicly available and so the deliberation and decisions this 
committee makes remains secret to the public. I dismiss the claim from the Department that equitable 
representation would not be achievable. There are numerous state and federal government agencies that rely 
on stakeholder engagement committees to inform, guide and support government policy in the public health 
portfolio and provide for a degree of public right to know and accountability. Indeed, it is a cornerstone of 
public health policy to engage and provide for civil society representation2. Certainly, the McGowan 
government was elected on a platform of transparent and accountable government to the people of Western 
Australia. Seemingly this does not apply to the Department of Health and their Pesticide Advisory Committee.  
 
Given the long standing and historical relationships the Departments have with the pesticide industry, 
including a 100% cost recovery model under the APVMA, it is no surprise that industry brags about their 
influence with our regulators and enjoy the cost benefits of the ever -increasing reduced regulatory burdens 
they have achieved through these relationships. While the industry externalities are carried ironically in our 
public health system and environment, the failure of the Minister to support civil society representation on the 
PAC remains an embarrassment and failure of the McGowan government. 
 
Furthermore, the Auditor General recommends that:  
The Pesticides Advisory Committee should:  

• formalise a process to ensure coordination of effort, information collection and sharing between 
agencies 

•  use this information to work with agencies to develop a risk- based approach to checking pesticide 
compliance. This should include any compliance work that is required under legislation or policy. 

 
 

 
Testing for Glyphosate residues in the human body. 

According to the WA Chemistry Centre it may be technically feasible to test for Glyphosate in urine and blood 

but they advise they have never done this and there is no need to as there is no public or worker health reason 

to do so. Their opinion is that there is little evidence to suggest that Glyphosate is related to cancer or other 

diseases and they suggest that any request from a GP would be a waste of time as the test would be unlikely to 

register any level of Glyphosate above the limits of detection. They could not identify any instance when such 

tests had been requested by a doctor or member of the public and would discourage anyone from requesting 

such a test.  

WA Chem Centre - 08 9422 9800 

                                                           
2 http://www.undp.org/content/undp/en/home/ourwork/democratic-governance-and-
peacebuilding/inclusive-political-processes/civic-engagement/ 
https://www.aph.gov.au/About_Parliament/Parliamentary_Departments/Parliamentary_Library/pubs/rp/rp11
12/12rp01 
 

https://www.eh.org.au/documents/item/916
http://www.undp.org/content/undp/en/home/ourwork/democratic-governance-and-peacebuilding/inclusive-political-processes/civic-engagement/
http://www.undp.org/content/undp/en/home/ourwork/democratic-governance-and-peacebuilding/inclusive-political-processes/civic-engagement/
https://www.aph.gov.au/About_Parliament/Parliamentary_Departments/Parliamentary_Library/pubs/rp/rp1112/12rp01
https://www.aph.gov.au/About_Parliament/Parliamentary_Departments/Parliamentary_Library/pubs/rp/rp1112/12rp01


Evidence based policy, peer review and professional consensus. 

The Minister claims - The DOH operates on the basis of evidence-based policy and relies on evidence that has 

been peer reviewed and has professional consensus by qualified and respected scientists in pesticide 

research and risk assessment.  The Australian Pesticide and Veterinary Medicines Authority undertake a 

rigorous process that assesses each pesticide before it is approved to enter the Australian market. 

Despite this claim, the Department of Health continues to ignore peer reviewed studies on the dangers of 

pesticides used in the urban environment. The department appears to only regard the chemical toxicology 

sector as a scientific authority. Epidemiology, Epigenetics and Ecotoxicology sectors are often dismissed and 

the professional consensus of many international scientists and academics (many of whom are Australian) are 

disregarded in favour of industry generated science. Glyphosate has not been reviewed by the APVMA in 

nearly two decades. In this time there have been numerous independent peer reviewed studies pointing to 

human health and environmental harms. The failure of the Department of Health to consider new and 

emerging evidence about the dangers of glyphosate and the use of pesticides in the urban environment 

represents a profound regulatory failure. 

 

Discrediting civil society NGO’s and silencing dissent. 
 

The petitioners represent the opinions of two small activist groups with a long history of lobbying successive 
Governments to ban pesticide use in public spaces. The issues raised by the petitioners are not based on 
evidence or scientific consensus, but rather reflect a series of distorted facts through selective omission or 
drawing incorrect conclusions from current evidence. 
 
The Environmental Health Directorate and Minister have shown their disrespect and disdain towards the WA 
community and NGO sector by lumping these unrelated petitions together and dismissing them without any 
consideration of the individual and specific issues they have raised.  
 
I reject the accusation that our petition and the issues we have raised are not based on evidence or scientific 
consensus when clearly it can be seen in the links and material that accompanid our petition.  
 
The scientists and experts involved in the Ramazzini study provided are internationally recognised and highly 
respected.  
 
The World Health Organisation’s International Agency for Research on Cancer is the highest cancer research 
authority globally and their scientists and experts are also highly regarded as are the authors of the other 
publications and references provided. It beggars belief that our public health regulators can so rudely dismiss 
these experts and the WHO IARC as lacking in evidence and scientific consensus. 
 
We remind the Minister and the Environmental Health Directorate that there is in fact independent scientific 
consensus on the dangers of glyphosate. To imply that only industry generated science is relevant or credible 
reflects the agencies industry bias and capture. 
 
Clearly there is independent scientific consensus related to the risks of Glyphosate as evidenced here: 
 
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/296059216_Differences_in_the_carcinogenic_evaluation_of_glyph
osate_between_the_International_Agency_for_Research_on_Cancer_IARC_and_the_European_Food_Safety_
Authority_EFSA 
 
https://www.lshtm.ac.uk/newsevents/expert-opinion/independent-rigorous-vilified-why-attacks-
international-agency-research 
 
https://jech.bmj.com/content/72/8/668 
 
https://ehjournal.biomedcentral.com/articles/10.1186/s12940-016-0117-0 

https://www.researchgate.net/publication/296059216_Differences_in_the_carcinogenic_evaluation_of_glyphosate_between_the_International_Agency_for_Research_on_Cancer_IARC_and_the_European_Food_Safety_Authority_EFSA
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/296059216_Differences_in_the_carcinogenic_evaluation_of_glyphosate_between_the_International_Agency_for_Research_on_Cancer_IARC_and_the_European_Food_Safety_Authority_EFSA
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/296059216_Differences_in_the_carcinogenic_evaluation_of_glyphosate_between_the_International_Agency_for_Research_on_Cancer_IARC_and_the_European_Food_Safety_Authority_EFSA
https://www.lshtm.ac.uk/newsevents/expert-opinion/independent-rigorous-vilified-why-attacks-international-agency-research
https://www.lshtm.ac.uk/newsevents/expert-opinion/independent-rigorous-vilified-why-attacks-international-agency-research
https://jech.bmj.com/content/72/8/668
https://ehjournal.biomedcentral.com/articles/10.1186/s12940-016-0117-0


Other evidence 
 
The Minister and Department of Health have failed to respond to any of the evidence provided in our 
submission including the foreseeable risks associated with Permit 13333. This permit contains a number of 
highly hazardous pesticides, some of which are banned overseas. This permit allows for the use of these 
pesticides in the urban environment such as industrial sites and other public places, and in all bushlands and 
wetlands including Kings park, Bold park, places many children frequent. See attached. 
 
Finally, it is the lack of acknowledgement by the Minister for the deaths of 8000 tree’s and contamination of 
our groundwater through an illegal pesticide application in WA, while this same company continues to work 
for most WA local governments, that represents the industry bias and regulatory failures to which this petition 
speaks.  
 
Together with the Minister for Education’s similar dismissal of public concerns about the application of 
pesticides on school grounds and the ongoing injustices and suffering of the Kimberley APB workers, the 
Minister, his department and our Legislative Committee for Environment and Public Affairs, have again failed 
the WA community. 
 
As such, I cannot accept the hollow words of the Minister:  

 
I hope the information provided assures you that the DOH takes the matter of pesticide safety very seriously, 
and that the health of the Western Australian community is being well protected through robust National 
and State regulatory and licensing systems and training requirements. 
 
If our Parliamentary house of review cannot or will not take a closer look at this increasingly urgent and 
globally relevant issue of inadequate pesticide regulation in our state, then we are doomed to repeat the 
mistakes of the past and continue to risk the health of our children, our environment and our human rights. 
 
I urge the committee to reconsider their decision to close this petition and instead undertake a thorough 
parliamentary inquiry with full stakeholder and civil society engagement and submissions. 
 
 
Your sincerely,   
 
Jane Bremmer 
10/10/18 


