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AGRICULTURE — GLYPHOSATE USE 
Motion 

MR P.J. RUNDLE (Roe) [5.07 pm]: I move — 
That this house calls on the state government to support Australian and global science backing the safe 
use of glyphosate for Western Australia’s agricultural sector. 

This is a very important motion, especially for our regional constituents. I understand that the member for 
Mandurah will be responding to us. Given his regional knowledge, and the fact that he is in a regional seat, apparently, 
in Mandurah — 
Mr D.A. Templeman: I have great agricultural knowledge! 
Mr P.J. RUNDLE: — I very much look forward to his response. 
I have brought forward this motion today because of the massive response that I received to the grievance that was 
moved on 24 October by my good friend the member for Belmont about banning glyphosate or Roundup in 
Western Australia. I know that the members for Central Wheatbelt, Geraldton, Moore and Warren–Blackwood all 
have constituents who use glyphosate on a broadacre basis. I want to provide some clarity about the importance 
of glyphosate to our agricultural sector. I also want to provide some scientific information that confirms the 
incredible importance of glyphosate. As I have said, in a broadacre sense, this chemical is very important to my 
constituents and to the agricultural region. 
I would first like to go to the grievance from the member for Belmont. It contains a couple of little paragraphs that 
concern me. I quote from the grievance — 

Although regulators deny the evidence that glyphosate probably causes cancer, I believe our government 
should take the lead in Australia, and take the advice of the Cancer Council Australia — 

And the International Agency for Research on Cancer — 
and ban Roundup’s widespread use in WA … 

To the member’s credit, she did say “particularly in metropolitan areas”. I will say that was a bit of a rider there. 
It also mentions the banning of its use right throughout WA. That was the first statement that concerned me. 
The second statement is the one that I am really worried about. The member for Belmont said — 

My question … is: is Roundup the asbestos of our time? … should we as a government be taking a safer 
than sorry route by taking Roundup out of the system in WA … For the sake of human safety and to protect 
the local ecosystems and food production on which we rely so strongly to feed our growing population, 
should Western Australian follow the lead of European governments and phase-out the use of Roundup 
or glyphosate in our state as soon as possible? 

The comment about asbestos especially worried me. I think we are a far cry from asbestos. I guarantee that I will be 
backed up by just about every farmer in Western Australia when I say that glyphosate is the most important chemical 
in Western Australia. 
I will be refuting the statement about the value of glyphosate to the WA ag sector on several fronts, including the 
human safety element, the importance to food production, and the comment about European governments, because 
France is certainly taking a different approach. Also, what impact would a ban on glyphosate have? What is 
glyphosate and what is it used for? I want to give a definition of glyphosate. It is a herbicide. It is not a poison; it 
has no poison rating. It comes in many forms including an acid and several salts. It is almost the equivalent of 
vinegar and salt mixed together. It is non-selective. Pure glyphosate is very low in toxicity, but other chemicals or 
ingredients that are added to it can increase the toxicity, such as those chemicals that help it to be absorbed into 
the leaf of the plant. 
The active ingredient in Roundup and about 500 other herbicide products that are used around the world by farmers, 
gardeners and land managers is glyphosate. It prevents the target plant from making key amino acids. That is how 
it works. In a broadacre scenario, after breaking rains, the weeds germinate. It is a relatively cheap and very 
effective method of taking out those weeds. It allows minimum tillage. I will talk about that later. What is it used 
for and what is its importance to farmers? It is used by farmers and land managers worldwide to control weeds 
from above the ground, doing away with the need to till the soil. It retains moisture and soil nutrients. I think that 
is probably the key to the whole situation—reducing tillage and improving that scenario in which we do not have 
to plough the soil time after time, as was done back in the day, when the minister used to go down to Narrogin — 
Mr D.A. Templeman: The old plough. 
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Mr P.J. RUNDLE: That is it. He used to go down to Narrogin. Some of the methods in those days probably included 
getting the scarifier out and digging it up three or four times. 
Mr D.A. Templeman: We worked the ground a couple of times. 
Mr P.J. RUNDLE: Yes—work it back, work it up, work it back. The scarifier was used copiously. As a result, the 
soil was exposed to the elements and quite often blew away. I think it is such an important element in our modern 
farming methods. 
Mr D.A. Templeman: In terms of targeting weeds, the member mentioned timing earlier. When is the most 
effective “hit”? Is it when it first emerges or should a farmer wait a certain time? 
Mr P.J. RUNDLE: Generally, upon emergence. Farmers like most of the weeds to emerge and then basically from 
there use it as a knockdown. It is very effective. As far as that goes, that is very important. 
The other element is that the organic soil carbon is increased. That is a very important element of the climate 
change argument. Roundup/glyphosate is a very important argument as part of the whole climate change scenario 
as far as retaining carbon in our soil goes. The CSBP soil test on my farm showed 1.5 to 1.8 per cent organic 
soil carbon. If that soil is worked year after year, that will drop to 0.7 or 0.8 per cent. It is really important that 
this fits into a system of low tillage. Without Roundup, there would be widespread use of more toxic chemicals 
throughout the world. 

When I went back to the farm in the early 1980s, I remember one of our neighbours using—I used it as well—
Spray.Seed, which was a mixture of paraquat and diquat. Spray.Seed was an S7 poison. He would go out and spray 
and come in about three hours later with a blood nose, that type of thing. You ask yourself: what is the effect on 
this person? It is really quite a worry. I am concerned that if Roundup, or glyphosate, is taken out of the system, we 
will have to resort to using those types of chemicals. I do not think the population quite understands that. It is easy 
to jump on the glyphosate bandwagon and connect it to cancer and say that it is no good, but I can assure members 
that when I look back to those days, those particular chemicals are not something that I want to revisit. I am sure 
all our farmers right throughout the wheatbelt would feel the same way. 

There is no alternative to Roundup that is as safe and effective. That is absolutely correct from my experience. 
It can be used as an important and effective component of weed control programs, as quoted by the Australian 
government’s Department of the Environment and Energy. It is also used to control aggressive and noxious weeds 
such as serrated tussock and African lovegrass, which are almost impossible to get rid of. The Department of 
Primary Industries and Regional Development website states that glyphosate is one of the only chemical options 
to combat bridal creeper, which is a declared weed. 

I want to go on to the science. As members know, as a result of the claims against Monsanto, the scrutiny of 
glyphosate has been extensive and probably more rigorous than any other chemical in the world. The member for 
Belmont talked about that in her grievance. When I look at the science from the Australian Pesticides and Veterinary 
Medicines Authority, I see that its final regulatory position when it considered the evidence in 2016 and 2017 was — 

Based on current risk assessment the label instructions on all glyphosate products—when followed—
provide adequate protection for users. 

There are no scientific grounds for placing glyphosate and products containing glyphosate under formal reconsideration. 
I have a couple of other quotes, but the APVMA is comfortable on a scientific basis that glyphosate is certainly 
well and truly safe on a broadacre basis. 

The 2019 position statement from the Australian Leukaemia Foundation states that it has been monitoring 
glyphosate for many years. It accepts the position of the APVMA but encourages further monitoring of potential 
risk. It supports a scientific approach to regulation that ensures that all agricultural chemical products are 
thoroughly and independently assessed. The National Cancer Institute stated that no association was apparent 
between glyphosate and any solid tumours or lymphoid malignancies overall. Many conflicting remarks have been 
made. The International Agency for Research on Cancer, of the World Health Organization, reported that glyphosate 
was probably carcinogenic. I think this term has been used by activists who are keen to ban the herbicide. However, 
on closer inspection, the term refers to a level of carcinogen equivalent to drinking hot beverages, frying food at 
high heat and working as a hairdresser. When activists latch on to that sort of information, this is the comparison 
they are using. Some of the comments of the Grains Research and Development Corporation, which is funded by 
the Australian government, indicate that it is obviously committed to ensuring that Australian grain growers have 
the tools, including chemical and non-chemical controls where appropriate, to produce high-quality grain for the 
domestic and export markets. 

Australia has one of the most robust regulatory chemical systems in the world. The Australian Pesticides and 
Veterinary Medicines Authority is our national regulator. It is certainly comfortable that we have done the thorough 
robust chemical risk assessment process. It suggests that the chemicals are safe to use provided they are used as 
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per the label instructions. The label instructions is a very important element that I believe some of the American 
court cases have missed. I will talk about that shortly. 

The next thing I want to move on to is: what would be the result of a ban on glyphosate? As I said, no chemical is 
available or in the pipeline that is as safe and effective as glyphosate. It is concerning that Bayer Crop Science 
Australia says on its website that no new herbicide modes of action have been discovered in the past 30 years and 
none is expected to be discovered in the near future that has the same chemical effect as glyphosate. That is probably 
a concern for me and I guess it demonstrates how valuable glyphosate is because there is no other chemical with 
that genetic make-up. Some of BCSA’s other quotes include, as I just mentioned, potential higher use of pre-emergent 
chemicals like Gramoxone and paraquat. The no-till operation, which preserves moisture and soil nutrients would 
no longer be feasible. As I quoted before from the member for Belmont, whose concern was that European countries 
are trying to get away from glyphosate, French farmers are warning that losing glyphosate would kill conservation 
agriculture, an important part of France’s climate change strategy. That is certainly contrary to the member’s 
quotation. This quote is quite interesting — 

Something anti-agriculture activists seem to be oddly unaware of—that there are lots of other herbicides 
besides glyphosate and other weed control strategies besides herbicides. Nearly all of them come with greater 
environmental impacts than glyphosate, especially in crops where it is a linchpin of no-till agriculture. 

I have a few details on no-till farming because it is important that we recognise the use of glyphosate with no-till 
farming is really what it is all about. No-till farming drastically increases water infiltration and, therefore, retention 
by the soil. There is less run-off of contaminated water. There is a reduction in the amount of water required to 
grow a crop. Some of the reports that have come in on WA Country Hour over the last week or two indicate that 
some of the farmers in the wheatbelt have had only 150 millilitres of rainfall in the growing season and they are 
growing crops in the order of one and a half tonnes per hectare. That is an incredible achievement with the use 
of glyphosate and no-till farming to retain the moisture and absolutely maximise the amount of, as I said, organic 
soil carbon. With the straw in the soil retaining everything we can, especially the moisture, crops can be grown on 
very low amounts of rainfall. Something we do not recognise is that although there has been a lot of focus on 
the drought over east, Western Australia has had a very low rainfall year through 80 to 90 per cent of the wheatbelt. 
Some areas such as Narrogin, Kojonup, Katanning and Cranbrook have had a bit of a better year in the rainfall 
department. I think we had about 300 millilitres on my farm. A lot of the farms around the state are looking at 
receiving 150 to 175 millilitres. That is when glyphosate fits into the program. It helps to reduce the need for labour 
because, as we know and as I spoke about, increased tillage and ploughing creates a scenario in which we need 
more employees and people on the tractor, burning diesel all day and all night. The other benefit is reduced carbon 
emissions through greater sequestration of carbon dioxide by the soil. That is another benefit that fits into the 
climate change strategy. 

In conclusion, I would like to make some particular comments. As I said, I think there has been hysteria around 
the court cases in the US. A couple of people who took Monsanto to court, gardeners Alva and Alberta Pilliod, 
used Roundup spray to keep weeds off their driveway for more than two decades, applying it while wearing thongs, 
shorts and tank tops. When I spray glyphosate, I use a respirator, overalls, an apron, gloves and glasses. That is 
what the label says we are meant to wear. Quite frankly, I cannot understand how a jury could even contemplate 
their claim. I saw another claimant say on 60 Minutes that his legs were soaked in it. Seriously, for anyone using 
glyphosate as per the label, as instructed, while wearing the right clothing and using the right equipment, it would not 
be a problem at all. If people swim in it, drink it or cover their legs in it as the school gardener did, potentially, 
there may be some consequences. I cannot believe a jury took that on board and did not look at the recommendations 
on the label. 

I wanted to make that comment because, as we all know, all chemicals should be treated with care, as scientific 
research into their uses and health impacts indicates. Glyphosate should be treated in the same way as all chemicals. 
I understand there are certain cases listed for the Australian court system. It is an issue that will come up and that 
is why it is important for me to, I guess, demonstrate to the Parliament and anyone else who may be interested 
how important glyphosate is to our broadacre farmers. 

In some of my closing argument I will quote from Dr Joshua Mylne, an Australian Research Council future fellow, 
appointed jointly to the school of chemistry and biochemistry in the ARC centre of excellence in plant energy 
biology at the University of Western Australia. He is clearly frustrated by these lawsuits. One of his quotes is — 

Frankly, I tire of this glyphosate mania, which I hoped would stay in the USA—the silence as scientists 
wait for people to be sensible seems not to be working, so I will try to say something. 

He went on to say — 

The overwhelming opinion of experts is that glyphosate is safe. People forget ‘the dose maketh the poison’. 
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That is exactly right. It is about the dosage. When we consider the concentrate, which is 1 000 times stronger than 
what it is diluted down to for usage, obviously there will be greater effects. Dr Joshua Mylne believes that instead 
of worrying about the potential risks of glyphosate, people should focus their attention on known carcinogens. He 
is quoted as saying — 

Our exposure to toxins is a constant—some exposure is more noticeable than others. One of our favourite 
drugs, alcohol, is quite toxic and a KNOWN carcinogen yet we pour it down our throats with vigour every 
weekend. 

That is exactly right. There is obviously sufficient evidence that it causes cancer of the oral cavity, pharynx, larynx, 
bowel, colon, rectum, liver and breast. His final quote, which I think is an excellent one, is —  

I wish people would trust experts and keep some perspective. If you seriously want to lower your cancer 
risk, keep using Roundup and stop drinking. 

Mr D.A. Templeman: Can I ask a question and it may seem naive? In terms of weed species, obviously this is 
a broadacre chemical. 

Mr P.J. RUNDLE: And broad spectrum. 

Mr D.A. Templeman: Are the old weeds that I remember when I used to go out to the farm, like doublegee, bindi 
weed and that sort of thing, targeted by this? You can now go to Bunnings and buy bindi weed spray. Does that 
have the same chemical make-up as glyphosate? 

Mr P.J. RUNDLE: No. It is a different make-up. Basically, when weeds first appear after the opening rains and 
they are growing rapidly, glyphosate will handle just about everything; it will knock down just about everything. 
The bindi spray that can be bought from Bunnings is selective. As the crop grows, selective herbicides are sprayed 
to take out bindi, doublegee, capeweed or whatever. As those plants get bigger, generally a selective herbicide 
is needed. 

Mr D.A. Templeman: Is doublegee still an issue? 

Mr P.J. RUNDLE: It is in some parts of the wheatbelt. There are chemicals that will handle it, but it can take up to 
seven years of constant spraying to fix it. It is an issue in certain areas. It is not a weed that farmers would generally 
like on their farm—that is for sure. 

In summing up, I just want to say that this chemical is important to the agricultural sector of WA, as per my motion. 
Please do not underestimate that. As a farmer and having used it for 25 years, I can well and truly confirm that. 
That is important. I want to put it on the record for the broadacre farmers of WA. I want there to be an understanding 
out there of how important this chemical is to our constituents. I understand that the Wanneroo council and others 
are jumping on the bandwagon, but, as a broadacre farmer, I think that people should not underestimate the 
importance of glyphosate and its importance to our constituents. 

MR D.A. TEMPLEMAN (Mandurah — Leader of the House) [5.34 pm]: I am very pleased to respond on behalf 
of the government and particularly on behalf of the Minister for Agriculture and Food, Hon Alannah MacTiernan. 
These are important debates to have in this place. As the member knows, I have a deep interest in the agricultural 
industry, but no experience apart from what I have outlined previously. Indeed, it would be true to say that I have 
a great deal of empathy with farming folk because of my family background, particularly on my mother’s side. 

There are a couple of important issues to highlight. Parliament is the place where members should have the 
opportunity to raise issues of significance. Certainly, the week before last, the member for Belmont raised an issue 
that she feels very passionately about and has every right to feel passionately about. Indeed, it was put to this place 
through a grievance procedure to the Minister for Health.  

The member for Roe highlighted a couple of legal examples, and I am aware that the issue has attracted worldwide 
attention through high-profile media broadcasts such as 60 Minutes and others that focused on health concerns and 
the potential health impacts. It was good to hear from a broadacre farmer such as the member about his support of 
glyphosate. He also articulated the importance of that spray to the industry. 

I will use some notes that have been prepared for me because I do not want to say something that is misleading 
or inaccurate. As the member will be aware, the state government ultimately does not regulate the registration, 
labelling or conditions of use of pesticides, including banning, because that remains the role of the national 
regulator, which the member identified clearly as the Australian Pesticides and Veterinary Medicines Authority. 
It is true that glyphosate has been for a significant period and continues to be central to much of the farming 
practice in Western Australia. The APVMA’s scientific advice is clearly that glyphosate can be used safely. That 
is acknowledged. It is acknowledged by government. Therefore, this is not ultimately a question about the science, 
because if we are focusing on the science and we are relying on an authoritative body, that is clear. That does not 
mean that we do not acknowledge that in some areas, including in the metropolitan area, there is a growing 
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consciousness from a consumer perspective of concerns about its chemical composition. That, of course, needs to 
be looked at in context. 

The member referred to some countries in the world; I think he named Germany and France in the European Union. 
I think Vietnam has recently imposed bans, to be effective from next year, on not only the use of glyphosate there, 
but also imported products that may have been exposed to the product. I think Thailand is another country that has 
done so. In looking at the nations that may potentially import products, we need to be conscious that some countries 
have gone down the road of imposing a ban on glyphosate. We need to be mindful of that from a trade perspective 
in that context. It also does not mean that we should not look at farming systems and how we could adapt to changing 
requirements that might be more impacted by export markets and consumer sentiment. I think it is sensible that 
we do that. But the member highlighted, and the science shows, that at this point in time, no other mechanism 
delivers what glyphosate delivers for a broadacre farmer, for example. I think that is confirmed. I know that perhaps 
there is experimentation in some more urban settings. We perhaps need to look at things from a different perspective 
for the farming and agriculture broadacre spectrum as opposed to some of the issues that might affect an urban setting. 
Some councils in the metropolitan area—the member mentioned one in the northern suburbs—have highlighted 
to me that they have become concerned about glyphosate and their use of it in parks and gardens and road verge 
management et cetera and have made a conscious decision — 

Ms M.M. Quirk: Minister, there was a real concern about groundwater in the City of Wanneroo. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: That is right. The City of Wanneroo has raised a number of issues, and my understanding 
is that it has sought to use alternative methods to control weeds and invasive non-indigenous species in its parks 
and areas over which it has control. I do not think we should say that it is a bad thing that a council might do that. 
If a council believes that there is an alternative way, it is able to pursue that. Indeed if it finds alternative methods 
that deliver the same outcome—that is, the control of weeds and invasive non-indigenous species—I say good 
luck to them in many respects. Of course, a council would be no doubt sensitive to potential growing ratepayer or 
consumer sentiment about that. 

It is probably true to say that any good business will always look at not becoming reliant on a single product over 
time. If there is a change in the potential impacts and less expensive methods are developed, they certainly should 
not be discounted. They are worthy of exploration. Again, I say that the reality at this point in the modern world 
is that for broadacre farming and agricultural pursuits no other product delivers what a producer requires. I know 
from my experience when I was teaching in Three Springs that there was some experimentation. I think there is 
still a farmer there who is looking at alternative, more organic methods of crop production without high-end 
chemical usage. I am not sure whether that farmer is still around, but I remember having a few beers with him 
one night—quite a few beers—and talking about his approach to farming. It was very different from his father’s 
approach, who was a traditional farmer in the 1960s, 1970s and 1980s in the Three Springs area. His son 
inherited the farm but his approach was different. My advice is that at the moment there is no alternative that is 
as effective and as cost competitive. There is no reason that we would not focus on how we might encourage 
more alternatives in the future. I think the member would be open to that and anybody would be open to that if 
it meant it would reduce costs and increase effectiveness. I do not think anyone would blindly rule a line through 
that at all. 

I want to go very quickly through a bit of background. I am mindful that we want to conclude debate on this matter 
to go on to the next one. The member highlighted the importance of effective weed control to minimise production 
losses and maintain economic yields. The member for Roe mentioned the lower rainfall areas. Even in lower 
rainfall areas, because of more efficient cropping practices, there is the capacity to still deliver a crop. The member 
said it is 1.5 tonnes to a hectare in some fairly marginal country, given that it has had the rainfall much reduced 
from its average of 300 millimetres to — 

Mr R.S. Love: I do not know whether I would call Carnamah marginal. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I hope the member for Moore is taking this in good faith. 

Mr R.S. Love: I am. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: That is very interesting. The member is right. From the years that I remember on the 
family farm in Narrogin, it was that intensive working of the soil. I can remember sitting on a tractor with my 
grandfather when he ploughed it with a disc plough. Then we would go back through with the scarifier, I think it was 
called, and then we would seed a combination of wheat with a combine—he grew wheat and other grains, but wheat 
in particular I can remember—and superphosphate in the same dose, if you like. I can remember my grandfather 
walking across the back of a combine, topping it up with a bag of wheat over his shoulder. He would have a knife 
in his hand and he used a technique whereby he would swing his knife across, slit the bag and, of course, walk 
along. It is still vivid today. He would walk along and fill up the container at the back. The member’s highlight of 
that particular example was very interesting. 
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We know that glyphosate is used widely in the Western Australian grain belt on a range of crops, including wheat, 
barley, oats, canola and lupins. We are also aware it is a critical tool in minimal tillage, which the member 
highlighted today. 

Agricultural and veterinary chemicals in Australia are regulated through a cooperative partnership between 
governments, the national registration scheme. Under the NRS, the commonwealth is responsible for the 
registration of chemicals and the states and territories are responsible for control and use after point of retail sale. 
I understand that the Australian Pesticides and Veterinary Medicines Authority has regulatory responsibility for 
agvet chemicals. That authority determines whether a chemical is safe to use for consumers, the environment and 
trade before it is used in Australia. It is also responsible for determining labelling requirements. Once registered, the 
APVMA can review approval of products at any time. Again, as the member has highlighted, the APVMA’s advice 
is that glyphosate is safe when used as directed. I have used it at home, but like the member, I acknowledge that 
we protect ourselves. I have not protected myself as much as the member has. I use a mask and an eye cover, and I do 
cover myself. I always ensure I have long corduroy trousers on. I cover up. I understand it is what is required as 
part of the directions of use and I acknowledge that. 

In terms of health risks, in 2015, the World Health Organization’s International Agency for Research on Cancer 
reclassified glyphosate as “probably carcinogenic in humans”. The WHO subsequently convened an international 
expert scientific group to complete a risk assessment that looked at both hazard and exposure. The group concluded, 
and I highlight, that glyphosate is unlikely to pose a carcinogenic risk to humans from exposure through diet.  

Mr D.T. Redman: It’s a common problem that people call it gly-so-phate. It is not; it is pronounced gly-phos-ate. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Am I pronouncing it incorrectly? Actually, the member is right. I was pronouncing it 
phonetically. I have learnt something today. I will probably still call it gly-so-phate. 

This is important. I want to highlight the conclusion that glyphosate is unlikely to pose a carcinogenic risk to humans 
from exposure through diet. This finding supported risk assessments by other international agencies, which concluded 
that exposure to glyphosate does not pose a cancer risk to humans when used according to the label directions. 
California has added glyphosate to the state’s Proposition 65 list of chemicals known to cause cancer. As the member 
highlighted, legal cases in the United States found that glyphosate was responsible for various serious illnesses in 
people who had worked with the product. I think the member highlighted a couple of those legal cases in his 
presentation. I understand that Bayer, which is now the producer/owner of the product, has reportedly taken steps 
to establish a compensation fund of up to $US8 billion. 
Mr P.J. Rundle: It is also appealing. 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I am sure it is. 
I mentioned that there are some changing views internationally. The member highlighted some of those European 
countries in his presentation. Given that those countries have decided to take a particular position, it is important 
that as producers we are mindful of the potential or existing countries to which we may export product. It is true 
that Vietnam, for example, has banned the use and import of glyphosate products. That will take effect from early 
next year. This ban, while not currently impacting on agricultural commodities imported in Vietnam, could raise 
a risk for Australia’s exports to that country in the future, depending on what might happen if further impositions 
are made by that country. 
Thailand’s government recently agreed to the ban of glyphosate, based on advice from Thai authorities that the 
chemical is widely regarded as dangerous to human health. Thailand is an important market for Australian cereal 
grains, so that is certainly something that we need to be mindful of. France and Germany, as I highlighted, are 
planning to phase out the use of glyphosate by 2023. There are some limited exceptions. In Germany, the ban is 
based on the effect of glyphosate on pollinators such as bees, which is another interest that I have. We should all 
be concerned about issues around bees, nationally and internationally. 
Mr I.C. Blayney: The reason they talk about insects is because more effective weed control means that you are 
taking out plants that those insects tend to rely on. I think it is a misnomer to suggest that glyphosate is the product 
that is damaging the insects. It is the fact that their favourite host plant has been taken away by more effective 
weed control. 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Yes, but clearly Germany has experienced issues associated with the collapse of bee 
populations. In Australia, we are much more fortunate with bees. 
Mr I.C. Blayney: We have some issues with the bee population. 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Yes, but we are much more fortunate than some of those countries in the northern 
hemisphere that have experienced catastrophic collapses of bee populations. I think we have the world’s largest 
number of bee species in the world because of the diversity of our flora and fauna. 
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I will finish on this. Can I highlight that only late last month—I think this is important from a national perspective—
all federal and state agricultural ministers considered this issue at their ministerial meeting. Although they recognise 
that the Australian Pesticides and Veterinary Medicines Authority’s advice is that glyphosate is safe if used as per 
the directions—this is what they have decided, so this applies across the nation—federal Minister Littleproud and 
the other state and territory ministers agreed that further advice should be sought from research and development 
corporations and other stakeholders on pathways that may lead to future constraints on the use of glyphosate in 
Australia. They made a resolution nationally, but that is in the context of the discussion that at this point in time 
glyphosate remains an important part of the agricultural sector’s operations. As I said, the advice of the APVMA 
is the advice on which the state government relies, so that is an important aspect of the member’s concern. 
I note that the member’s motion, interestingly enough, does not condemn the government. I welcome the 
non-condemnation. The motion calls on the state government to support Australian and global science backing the 
safe use of glyphosate for WA’s agricultural sector. I think that is where we are at this point in time. I do not think 
there is any disagreement in that respect. We are relying on the science and we are relying on the national authority. 
Will the debate stop here? I am sure that there will be consumer pressure from various places and parties that 
will highlight their concerns about this chemical compound’s use. However, as I have always said in this place, 
I am very mindful of the importance of the agricultural sector to the economy and to the livelihood of many 
Western Australians, and I respect that. That is why I quite enjoy representing the Minister for Agriculture and 
Food in this place. I have no experience but I will have a look at the issue for the member. I appreciate this motion 
being moved in the spirit in which I think it has been moved. It is the sort of motion that the chamber and 
Parliaments should be considering and debating closely because they are important. They are important for people 
such as the member, who are primary producers, and they are also important in educating more people more 
broadly about the importance of these matters in our agricultural system. I hope that I have been able to give the 
member some appropriate responses to his issue. 
Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr D.R. Michael. 
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