ATTACHMENTS
ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING
31 JANUARY 2017

Attachment No. 1

Ordinary Council Minutes of 13 December 2016

Attachment No. 2

» Determination on Application for Development approval at 2A Walter Road
East, Bassendean.

« Determination on Application for Development approval at 2B Walter Road
East, Bassendean.

* Notification of failure to address conditions of Development Approval at 2A
Walter Road East, Bassendean.

* Notification of failure to address conditions of Development Approval at 2B
Walter Road East, Bassendean.

» Photographic evidence of non-compliance.

Attachment No. 3

Lot 3 (Unit 4, No. 51) Devon Road. Bassendean

» Photographs from numerous site inspections.
e Image from July 2015 showing no side boundary fence.

Attachment No. 4

Lot 420 (No. 97) Second Avenue, Bassendean

e Photographs from site inspections.
*» Letter to the landowner in response to retrospective development application.

Attachment No. 5

Scheme Amendment Report No. 9

Attachment No. 6

e Town Planning Scheme 4A Amendment Report No 17
o Copy of Town Planning Scheme 4A Text

Aftachment No. 7

» Correspondence received from Director General of Department of Planning
dated 4 January 2017.

e Premier's Circular No., 2010/02 - State Government Boards and
Committees.




Attachment No. 8

e Possible HRV bus location and pad requirements.
¢ Design and quote for new bus shelter.

Attachment No. 9

» APVMA "Regulatory position: consideration of the evidence for a formal
reconsideration of glyphosate”.
e Councillor Workshop 7 December 2016 — extract of agenda Item.

Attachment No. 10

Bowden Tree Consultancy report 2017;
Street Tree Pruning, Removal and Replacement Policy
Email from resident of 1 Prowse Street — Confidential Attachment No. 1

Attachment No. 11

¢ Rating Policy Differential Rating- Department of Local Government and
Communities

* Application Form to the Minister for Local Government - Rating Policy —
Differential Rates

Attachment No. 12

e Local Planning Strategy — Progress Report No. 1
o Bassendean Strategic Planning Framework 2016-2019 Indicative
Implementation Plan — Year 1 (September 2016 — August 2017)

Atftachment No. 13

Correspondence from Casa Mia Montessori Community School

Attachmen{ No. 14

Quarterly Report

Attachment No. 15

List of Accounts

Attachment No. 16

Financial Reports for December 2016

Aftachment No. 17

Correspondence from former Captain Bassendean VFRS, Mr Mike Smith, and
Assistant Commissioner DFES, Mr Darren Klemm.
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TOWN OF BASSENDEAN

MINUTES
ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING

HELD IN THE COUNCIL CHAMBER, 48 OLD PERTH ROAD, BASSENDEAN

ON TUESDAY 13 DECEMBER 2016 AT 7.00PM

1.0

DECLARATION OF OPENING/ANNOUNCEMENT _OF

2.0

VISITORS

The Mayor declared the meeting open, welcomed all those in
attendance and acknowledged the past and present traditional
owners and custodians of the land on which the meeting was
being held.

PUBLIC QUESTION TIME & ADDRESS BY MEMBERS OF

2.1

THE PUBLIC

Public Question Time

Ms Nonie Jekabson, 6 Barton Parade, Bassendean

Ms Jekabson asked why questions asked in the minutes do
not have question marks? Ms Jekabson also commented that
the spelling of her name is incorrect in previous minutes. Ms
Jekabson also asked about the acknowledgement of traditional
owners, past and present at the opening of meetings, and why
the future owners are not acknowledged?

The Acting CEO advised by acknowledging the past and
present, it includes the future owners.

Ms Jekabson referred to ltem 10.11 — Review of Policies and
asked why there is a recommendation that meeting recordings
not be made available to the public?

The Director Corporate Services advised that the recording of
meetings is to assist the minute taker only to prepare minutes,
and that they are not an official recording of proceedings. The
Acting CEQO advised that all policies to be amended are
recommend to be referred to a workshop.
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Mrs Val Dreyer, 31 Naunton Crescent, Eden Hill

Mrs Dreyer referred to Item 11.5 - Notice of Motion — Cr Pule:
BBQ Facilities at the BIC and asked why Council would
consider barbecues at this site when they are available at
other reserves? Mrs Dreyer also asked why Council only
maintains one side of Railway Parade as the other side has
weeds which are a fire hazard? Mrs Dreyer also asked if the
glass on the road in Lord Street could be addressed?

The Mayor advised that one side of Railway Parade is
Council’s responsibility and that the Perth Transport Authority
(PTA) is responsible for the other side.

The Director Operational Services advised that he will contact
Main Roads WA.

Ms Anne-Marie Van Hoek — 22 Haig Street, Ashfield

Ms Van Hoek refer to ltem 11.1 - Notice of Motion — Cr Pule:
Revocation of part of Item 10.5 - Ordinary Council Meeting of
25 October 2016 and asked if owners will be compensated for
the down zoning of their land?

The Manager Development Services advised there is a
revocation motion to be considered at this meeting and added
that an R5 Coding or R2 Coding does not change
development potential.

The Manager Development Services advised that he would
pass on the advice received from the Department of Water to
Ms Van Hoek.

Ms Van Hoek asked whether Council would be liable for
compensation should the Town refuse an application to build a
house on the lot?

The Manager Development Services took the question on
notice.

Mr Bill Drever, 31 Naunton Crescent, Eden Hill

Mr Dreyer referred to Item 10.14 - General Meeting of Electors
Minutes held on 23 November 2016 and asked if Councillors
agreed with the Officer's recommendation.
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The Acting CEO advised that the Officer Recommendation
would be considered by Council and it was up to Council to
make that decision. The Acting CEO added that Officers had
sought advice from the Department of Local Government
regarding the motion of the General Meeting of Electors.

Mr Tony Wood — 12A Nurstead Avenue, Bassendean

Mr Tony Wood referred to Item 10.5 - Audit & Risk
Management Committee Meeting held on 7 December 2016
and asked if the Committee had considered that the Mayor has
a conflict of interest?

The Mayor advised that the question would be taken on notice
as Mr Wood has not provided any explanation or reason for his
question.

Mr Wood referred to an 11-page document that he had
forwarded to Cr Pule and asked did the two other Councillors
on the Audit and Risk Management Committee receive the
document?

The Mayor advised that he was not aware of the document
and would take the question on notice.

Mr Wood asked if there was a deliberate delay of the CEQO’s
review?

The Acting CEO advised he was not aware of any delay and
fook this question on notice.

Mrs Fran Phelan,15 River Street, Bassendean

Mrs Phelan asked how many week's notice is required to
provide public notice of the General Meeting of Electors?

The Director Corporate Services advised that 14 day’s notice
is required.

Mrs Phelan asked why there was a delay in the bore at
Success Hill being repaired?

The Director Operational Services advised that Council
allocated funding in the 2016/17 Budget. However, Council
had requested that the specifications for the tender include the
repair and reconstruction on a new bore. Tenders will be
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OCM - 1/12/16

2.2

advertised shortly and the bore should be operational by May
2017.

Mr Don Yates, 10 Thompson Road, Bassendean

Mr Yates referred to Item 10.11 — Review of Policies: Local
Planning Policy No. 17 — Grade Separation at the corner of
Guildford Road and Old Perth Road, and asked if community
input into safety would be considered as part of that policy?

The Manager Development Services advised that it was
dependent on Council's decision tonight, whether Council
would widen that by community consultation or a workshop,
but that there were no fundamental changes to the policy
suggested by staff.

Mr Warren Wright, Margaret Street, Bassendean

Mr Wright referred to the State Football (Soccer) proposal at
Ashfield Reserve discussed at the Special Council meeting in
May 2016, and asked that as part of the community
engagement process, if the plan would be released to the
public?

Mr Wright requested clarification relating to the consultation
process as IP addresses can be searched back to the Town’s
server?

The Acting CEO advised that a number of residents of the
Town are also employees of the Town, who may have
completed the survey.

COUNCIL RESOLUTION — ITEM 2.0

MOVED Cr Bridges, Seconded Cr MclLennan, that Council

allows an extension of public question.
LOST 2/3

Crs Bridges and McLennan voted in favour of the motion. Crs
Gangell, Lewis and Pule voted against the motion.

Address by Members of the Public

It should be noted that Public Statements are not recorded in
the minutes.
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3.0

ATTENDANCES, APOLOGIES AND APPLICATIONS FOR

4.0

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

Present
Councillors

Cr John Gangell, Mayor

Cr Mike Lewis, Deputy Mayor
Cr Gerry Pule

Cr Paul Bridges

Cr Renee McLennan

Officers

Mr Graeme Haggart, Acting Chief Executive Officer

Mr Michael Costarella, Director Corporate Services

Mr Simon Stewert-Dawkins, Director Operational Services

Mr Anthony Dowling, Director Strategic Planning

Mr Brian Reed, Manager Development Services

Mrs Yvonne Zaffino, Council Support Officer/A/Minute

Secretary

Public

Approximately 45 members of the public were in attendance.
Press
One member of the press was in attendance.

| eave of Absence

Cr Bob Brown

DEPUTATIONS

ltem 11.1 - Notice of Motion — Cr Pule: Revocation of part
of ltem 10.5 - Ordinary Council Meeting of 25 Qctober 2016

Mr Craig Lucanus, 186 West Road, Bassendean, Mr Shane
Fairfoul from Rowe Group, and Ms Lea Bawden, 199 West
Road, Bassendean, made deputations in relation to the above
item.
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5.0

CONFIRMATION OF MINUTES

5.1

OCM - 2/12/16

OCM - 3/12/16

Ordinary Council Meeting held on 22 November 2016

COUNCIL RESOLUTION/OFFICER RECOMMENDATION -
ITEM 5.1(a)

MOVED Cr Pule, Seconded Lewis, That the minutes of the
Ordinary Council meeting held on 22 November 2016, be
received.

CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 5/0

COUNCIL RESOLUTION/OFFICER RECOMMENDATION —
ITEM 5.1(b)

MOVED Cr Pule, Seconded McLennan, that the minutes of the
Ordinary Council meeting held 22 November 2016, be
confirmed as a true record.

CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 5/0

6.0 ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE PRESIDING PERSON WITHOUT
DISCUSSION
The Mayor welcomed Cr Catherine Ehrhardt from the City of
Bayswater,

7.0 PETITIONS
Nil.

8.0 DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST
Nil.

9.0 BUSINESS DEFERRED FROM PREVIOUS MEETING
Nil.

10.0 REPORTS

It was agreed that items 10.3, 10.4, 10.6, 10.7, 10.8, 10.9,
10.10, 10.11, 10.12, 10.14, 10.15, 10.19 and 10.20 be
removed from the en-bloc table and considered separately.
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COUNCIL RESOLUTION/OFFICER RECOMMENDATION —
ITEM 10.1

OCM - 4/112/16  MOVED Cr Pule, Seconded Cr McLennan, that Council adopts

en bloc the following Officer recommendations contained in the
Ordinary Council Agenda 13 December 2016:

ltem Report

10.2 Retrospective Change of Use from Warehouse to General Industry
(Brewery) of Lot 123; No. 323 Collier Road, Bassendean

10.5 | West Road Traffic Calming Devices and Parking Issues

10.13 | Access and Inclusion Committee Meeting held on 23 November 2016

10.16 | Determinations Made by the Principal Building Surveyor

10.17 | Determinations Made by Development Services

10.18 | Use of the Common Seal

10.21 | Accounts for Payment — November 2016

CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 5/0
Council was then requested to consider the balance of the Officer
recommendations independently.

10.3 | Proposal to Rename Clarke Way Reserve

10.4 | Public Health Act 2016 — Changes in Local Government Role to
Administer Public Health Legislation

10.6 | RFT CO 060 2016-17 Provision of Dog and Cat Impound for the Town of
Bassendean ‘

10.7 | RFT CO 053 2016-17 Purchase of Client Management Software for the
Town of Bassendean

10.8 | Approval of Mary Crescent Reserve Playground Concept Plan

10.9 | Nature-Based Regional Playground Location

10.10 | Council Meeting Briefings Schedule

10.11 | Review of Policies

10.12 | Bassendean River Parks Management Committee Meeting held on 16
November 2016

10.14 | General Meeting of Electors Minutes held on 23 November 2016

10.1% | Audit & Risk Management Committee Meeting held on 7 December
2016

10.19 | Calendar for January 2017

10.20 | Implementation of Council Resolutions

10.22 | Financial Statemenis — November 2016

11.1 Notice of Motion — Cr Pule: Revocation of part of Item 10.5 - Ordinary
Council Meeting of 25 October 2016

11.2 | Notice of Motion — Cr Pule: Improving service delivery to the Bassendean
Community by expanding Ranger Services fo include Lux meter readings
to monitor streets and parks lighting

11.3 | Cr Bridges — Representative on Bassendean River Parks Management
Committee

11.4 | Notice of Motion - Cr Bridges: Standing Orders Local Law Review

1.5 | Notice of Motion — Cr Pule: BBQ Facilities at the BIC
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13.1

Registration of Interest for the Purchase and Development of Lot 5 (No.
246} Morley Drive, Eden Hill

13.2

CEQO's Remuneration Report

10.2 Retrospective Change of Use from Warehouse to General
Industry (Brewery) of Lot 123; No. 323 Collier Road,
Bassendean, Applicant: Brewcorp PTY LTD, Owner:
Vanity Holdings PTY LTD, (Ref: DABC/BDVAPPS/2016-111
— Dylan Stokes, Planning Officer)

APPLICATION

The purpose of this report was for Council to consider a
retrospective Change of Use to a Brewery at Lot 123, 323
Collier Road, Bassendean.

COUNCIL RESOLUTION/OFFICER RECOMMENDATION —
ITEM10.2

OCM - 5/1216  MOVED Cr Pule, Seconded Cr McLennan, that Council grants

retrospective development approval for the Change of Use at
Lot 123 (323) Collier Road, Bassendean, subject to the
following conditions:

1. Within 60 days of the date of this approval, the landowner
entering into a legal agreement with the Town of
Bassendean, in a form to be approved by the CEO, to
create a caveatable interest to be lodged on the title of
Lot 123, restricting the use of the land {o a Brewery with a
specific provision requiring additional parking in the event
of a change of land use at the property;

2. The legal agreement and lodging of the caveat on the title
shall be at the landowner’s expense;

3. The 78 car parking bays and associated access ways
shown on the approved drawings being constructed,
kerbed, marked and maintained thereafter to the Town's
satisfaction within 30 days of the date of approval,

4, This approval is for the use of the buildings as a General
Industry (Brewery), Warehouse and Offices only as
marked on the approved plans. Any alternative use of the
premises will require the submission of an application to
Council for a change of use;

5. Operation of the use described in condition 4, above, is to
be in accordance with details provided in correspondence
from the applicant date stamped received 24 June 2016.
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10.3 .

Any changes to the operations will require lodgement of a
new application for development approval for
consideration by the Town;

6. No products, goods, materials or waste shall be stored
outside of the building unless in a designated area that
has been approved by the Town for this purpose;

7. All waste being contained in bins within the designated
bin storage area. Bins are not to be stored within any of
the approved parking bays or associated access aisles;

8. This approval does not include modification to the exterior
of the premises. Any proposed external modifications for
the development to be the subject of a separate
application;

9. No retail or wholesale sales being carried out from the
premises unless the sales are incidental and ancillary to
the approved use of the premises;

10. This approval does not include any approval for signage.
A separate approval shall be obtained for any signage
which is proposed; and

11. Submission of a Building Approval Certificate for any
retrospective works related to the Brewery within 30 days
of the date of approval.

CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY BY EN BLOC RESOLUTION —

OCM-4/12/16 5/0

Proposal to Rename Clarke Way Reserve (Ref:
LUAP/SUBDIV/1/A4445 - Timothy Roberts, Planning

Officer)
APPLICATION

The purpose of this report was for Council to consider a
request to rename the Clarke Way Reserve as well as
determining the extent of the reserve to be named.

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION — ITEM 10.3

That:

1. Permission be sought from the relatives of Clive and
Carol Abell to formally name ‘Clarke Way Reserve’ to
‘Abell Park’;
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OCM - 6/12/16

Council approves the toponym (topographic name) ‘Abell
Park’ for the purposes of public advertising;

The proposed renaming of ‘Clarke Way Reserve’ to ‘Abell
Park’ is advertised and a minimum period of 42 days be
allowed for receipt of submissions; and

On completion of public advertising, the outcomes be
referred back to Council for consideration and a final
recommendation.

Cr Bridges requested a number of amendments to the Officer
Recommendation fo rename the reserve Abell Reserve
instead of Abell Park and made an additional Point 4, as
shown in bold below. The Seconder agreed fo the
amendments.

COUNCIL RESOLUTION — ITEM 10.3

MOVED Cr Bridges, Seconded Cr Pule, that:

1.

Permission be sought from the relatives of Clive and
Carol Abell to formally name ‘Clarke Way Reserve’ to
‘Abell Reserve':

Council approves the toponym (topographic name) ‘Abell
Reserve’ for the purposes of public advertising;

The proposed renaming of ‘Clarke Way Reserve’ to ‘Abell
Reserve’ is advertised and a minimum period of 42 days
be allowed for receipt of submissions;

The residents of Clarke Way and adjacent Reid
Street, between Elder Parade and Hamilton Street, be
consulted as to the renaming of Clarke Way Reserve
as Abell Reserve in honour of the community
contribution to this Town made by Clive and Carol
Abell, both now deceased; and

On completion of public advertising, the outcomes be
referred back to Council for consideration and a final

recommendation.
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 5/0
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10.4

OCM - 7/12/16

10.5

OCM - 8/12/16

Public Health Act 2016 — Changes in Local Government
Role to Administer Public _Health Legislation (Ref:
PUBH/LEGLTN/1 - Maria Fatouros, Senior Environmental
Health Officer)

APPLICATION

To advise Council of the implementation of new health
legislation in Western Australia, known as the Public Health
Act 2016 which will be enforced by Local governments, and
seek Council to delegate to the Chief Executive Officer, the
authority, to designate authorised officers under the Public
Health Act 2016 in accordance with section 21 (1) (b) (i).

COUNCIL RESOLUTION/OFFICER RECOMMENDATION —
ITEM 10.4

MOVED Cr Pule, Seconded Cr Bridges, that Council:

1. Notes the staged implementation of the Public Health Act
2016 and the impacts upon the Town of Bassendean;

2. Delegates to the Chief Executive Officer, the power under
Section 21(1)(b)(i) of the Public Health Act 2016.
CARRIED BY AN ABSOLUTE MAJORITY 5/0

West Road Traffic Calming Devices and Parking Issues
(near Bassendean Primary School) (Ref: ROAD/PROGM/3
— Ken Cardy, Manager Asset Services and Nicole Baxter,
A/Engineering Technical Co-ordinator)

APPLICATION

The purpose of this report was to provide Council with a
response to a resolution passed at the Ordinary Council
Meeting held on 22 March 2016 (OCM-22/3/16) regarding
traffic calming devices, widening of parking bays and the
installation of a school crossing near the Bassendean Primary
School.

COUNCIL RESQLUTION/QOFFICER RECOMMENDATION —
I[TEM 10.5

MOVED Cr Pule, Seconded Cr McLennan, that Council:

1. Receives the information in this report;
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10.6

OCM - 9/12/16

2. Requests the Chief Executive Officer to seek additionali
funding from Roads to Recovery of $78,000 to complete
the West Road project;

3. Notes the using Roads to Recovery funds may delay
other Asset Management Plan priority roadworks that
have been programmed, using this funding source for the
future;

4. Includes the West Road Project cost of $78,000 in the
Town’s Asset Management Plan for consideration in the
Capital Budget 2017-18; and

5.  Writes to the Bassendean Primary School advising that
the Town is seeking funding opportunities for this
financial year to undertake the project and if unsuccessful
will [ist the project in draft 2017/2018 Capital Works
Budget for Council’s consideration.

CARRIED UNANIMOQUSLY BY EN BLOC RESOLUTION —

OCM-4/12/16 5/0

RFT CO 060 2016-17 Provision of Dog_and Cat Impound
for the Town of Bassendean (LAWE/TENDNG/1 — Mandy
Godfrey Contracts Support Officer & Ken Cardy Manager
Asset Services)

APPLICATION

The purpose of this report was to present to Council a
summary of tenders received against Request for Tender
(RFT) CO 060 2016-17 - Provision of Dog and Cat impound
for the Town of Bassendean - and appoint the most
appropriate contractor,

COUNCIL RESOLUTION/OFFICER RECOMMENDATION —
ITEM 10.6

MOVED Cr McLennan, Seconded Cr Bridges, that Council
appoints the City of South Perth to undertake the work as
required in RFT CO 080 2016-17 - Provision of Dog and Cat
Impound for the Town of Bassendean - in accordance with the
specifications and terms and conditions for a five-year period

commencing on 4 January 2017.
CARRIED BY AN ABSOLUTE MAJORITY 5/0
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10.7

OCM - 10/12/16

10.8

OCM - 11/12/16

RFT CO 053 2016-17 Purchase of Client Management
Software for the Town of Bassendean (INFT/TENDNG/4 -
Mandy Godfrey, Contracts Support Officer)

APPLICATION

The purpose of this report was to present to Council a
summary of tenders received against Request for Tender RFT
CO 053 2016-17 - Purchase of Client Management Software
for the Town of Bassendean (Seniors & Disability Services)
and appoint the most appropriate contractor.

COUNCIL RESOLUTION/OFFICER RECOMMENDATION —
ITEM10.7

MOVED Cr Bridges, Seconded Cr Lewis, that Council appoints
Adamas Corporate Solutions to undertake the work as
required in RFT CO 053-2016-17 - Purchase of Client
Management Software, and in accordance with the
specifications, terms and conditions for the initial purchase,
installation and annual maintenance of the Client Management
System software package, to 30 June 2020.

CARRIED BY AN ABSOLUTE MAJORITY 5/0

Approval of Mary Crescent Reserve Playground Concept
Plan (Ref: PARE/MAINT/13 - Tim Dayman, Recreation
Development Officer}

APPLICATION

The purpose of this report was for Council to receive and
approve the concept plan, designed by EcoScape for the Mary
Crescent Reserve nature based playground and provide
direction as to whether or not further community feedback is
required.

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION — ITEM 10.8

That Council approves the concept plan provided by
EcoScape for the Mary Crescent Reserve playground.

Cr MclLennan requested that amendments be fnade fo the
Officer Recommendation, to include points 2 to 3 in bold
below.

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION — ITEM 10.8

MOVED Cr McLennan, Seconded Cr Pule, that;
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10.9

OCM - 12/12/16

10.10

1. Council approves the concept plan provided by
EcoScape for the Mary Crescent Reserve playground;

2. Council recognising the conflict that exists co-
locating a dog off-leash area with a children’s
playground, requires either the playground to be
fenced or dogs to be kept on leash in the surrounding
reserve; and

3. If the play space is declared a dog-on leash area,
Council investigates alternative options for dog off
leash areas in the vicinity, including contacting
Watercorp regarding the possibility of utilising local
fenced drain reserves for this purpose through the
Drainage for Liveability program.

CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 5/0

Nature-Based Regional Playground Location (Ref:
PARE/DESCONT/10 - Graeme Haggart, Acting Chief
Executive Officer)

APPLICATION

The purpose of this report was for Council to receive advice of
the Regional Playground Working Group of the Liveable Town
Advisory Committee on the preferred site for the Nature-based
Regional Playground and for Council to resolve at Wthh
location the facility is to be built.

COUNCIL RESOLUTION/OFFICER RECOMMENDATION —
ITEM 10.9

MOVED Cr McLennan, Seconded Cr Pule, that Council:

1. Agrees to the Nature-based Regional Playground being
located on part Lot 646 Kitchener Road; and

2. Accepts the responsibility for the ongoing maintenance
(ie, Management Order) for that part of Lot 646 Kitchener
Road that is required for the facility.

CARRIED 4/1

Crs Gangell, Lewis, Pule and McLennan, voted in favour of the
motion. Cr Bridges voted against the motion.

Council Meeting Briefings Schedule (Ref:
GOVN/CCLMEET/1 — Graeme Haggart, A/ICEQ)
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APPLICATION

This report was presented to allow Council consider the
success or otherwise of conducting Council Meeting briefing
sessions one week ahead of the Ordinary Council Meeting and
to then determine what action to take.

OFFICER RECOIVIMENDAT‘ON —ITEM 10.10

That;

Option_1

1. The current Council Meeting Briefing Session be retained
unamended and be conducted one week prior to the
Council Meeting and ordinarily be on the third Tuesday of
each month;

Or

Option 2

1. Some other option as determined by Council:

2. Should the Council Meeting Briefing Session be changed
‘that Policy 6.2 - Council Meeting Schedule, be amended
and local public notice be given advertising the change of
schedule to comply with Regulation 12(2) of the Local
Government (Administration) Regulations; and

3. The agenda for the Briefing Sessions be made available
electronically to Councillors and Staff only and on request
to public members.

MOTION
MOVED Cr Lewis, Seconded Cr Pule, that:

1. Briefing Sessions be held 2 hours prior to a monthly
Council meeting;

2. Policy 6.2 - Council Meeting Schedule, be amended and
local public notice be given advertising the change of
schedule to comply with Regulation 12(2) of the Local
Government (Administration) Regulations;

1. The agenda for the Briefing Sessions be made available
in hard copy and electronically to Councillors and Staff
only and on request to public members: and
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2. The agenda be made available on a Thursday prior to the
Ordinary Council meeting to Councillors.
MQTION

Cr McLennan foreshadowed the following motion, should Cr
Lewis' motion fail:

“That:

1.

The current Council Briefing Session be retained
unamended and be conducted one week prior to the
Council Meeting and ordinarily be held on the third

" Tuesday of each month;

Briefing Sessions be renamed as “Agenda Forums” in
alignment with the DL.GC nomenclature;

Agenda Forums to be open to the public and include:

a) A full index of items that will be included on the OCM
agenda regardless of whether the associated report
has yet been finalised; and

b) Public question time, deputations on agenda items,
notices of motion and confidential items be included
on the Ordinary Council Agenda; and

The agenda for the Agenda Forums by default to be
made available electronically to Councillors and staff with
hard copies available upon request.”

COUNCIL RESOLUTION — ITEM 10.10

The motion which was MOVED by Cr Lewis and Seconded by
Cr Pule, which reads:

That:

1.

Briefing Sessions be held 2 hoUrs prior to a monthly
Council meeting;

Should the Council Meeting Briefing Session be changed
that Policy 6.2 - Council Meeting Schedule, be amended
and local public notice be given advertising the change of
schedule to comply with Regulation 12(2) of the Local
Government (Administration) Reguiations;
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10.11

3. The agenda for the Briefing Sessions be made available
in hard copy and electronically to Councillors and Staff
only and on request to public members; and

3. The agenda be made available on a Thursday prior to the
Ordinary Council meeting to Councillors,

was put to the vote and CARRIED 3/2

Crs Gangell, Lewis and Pule voted in favour of the motion. Cr
Bridges and McLennan voted against the motion.

PROCEDURAL MOTION — ITEM 10.10

MOVED Cr McLennan, Seconded Cr Bridges, that the matter

be deferred until the next Ordinary Council meeting.
LOST 2/3

Crs McLennan and Bridges voted in favour of the motion. Crs
Gangell, Lewis and Pule voted again the motion.

Review of Policies (Ref: GOVN/CCLMEET/1 - CMT)

APPLICATION

For Council to receive the outcome of a review of Policies and
consider the action to take.

MOTION

Cr Bridges foreshadowed that the following motion, should the
Officer Recommendation fail.

“That Council:

1. Adopts the revised policy framework to merge the “Arts,
heritage and culture” and “Inclusiveness, lifelong learning,
health and social wellbeing” Key Result Areas to being a
single “Social Wellbeing” Key Result Area;

2. Refers all policies listed in the agenda to a Councillors;
Workshop to be held in early 2017 for review and were
necessary, amendment.”



Ordinary Council
Minutes 13/12/16

Page 18 of 30

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION - ITEM 10.11
That Council;

1. Adopts the revised policy framework to merge the “Arts,

heritage and culture” and “Inclusiveness, lifelong learning,
health and social wellbeing” Key Result Areas to being a
single “Social Wellbeing” Key Result Area;

2. Adopts the following Policies as current and not requiring

amendment;

ection 1:

TOWN PLANNING AND BUILT ENVIRONMENT

CONSERVATION POLICY AND DEVELOPMENT GUIDELINES

TRAFFIC MANAGEMENT TREATMENT POLICY & GUIDELINES

STREET NAME & DIRECTIONAL SIGNS

MAINTENANCE OF RIGHTS OF WAY

ROAD CONSTRUCTION - UNSERVICED LOTS

SIGNIFICANT TREE

STREET TREE PROTECTION

AMENITY TREE EVALUATION

DANGEROUS TREES ON PRIVATE PROPERTY

DESIGN REVIEW PANEL

S
1
1.
1.
1.
1.
1
1
1.
1.
1.
1.

ADMINISTRATIVE POLICY FOR DEALING WITH UNREGISTERED HOME
OCCUPATIONS

1.16

DEVELOPMENT BONDS - COMPLIANCE WITH CONDITIONS OF
PLANNING CONSENT

117

FINANCIAL INCENTIVES FOR MUNICIPAL HERITAGE INVENTORY
LISTED BUILDINGS

1.18

PUBLIC (PEDESTRIAN) ACCESSWAY CLOSURE

1.19

RIGHT-OF-WAY CLOSURE

1.21

GUIDANCE FOR STREET NUMBERING

Section 1;
LOCAL PLANNING SCHEME NO. 10 PCLICIES

TOWN PLANNING AND BUILT ENVIRONMENT

LOCAL PLANNING POLICY NO. 1 BASSENDEAN TOWN CENTRE AREA

STRATEGY

LOCAL PLANNING POLICY NO. 6 - INDUSTRIAL ZONES DEVELOPMENT

DESIGN GUIDELINES

LOCAL PLANNING POLICY NO. 10 WINDOW SECURITY FOR NON-

RESIDENTIAL PROPERTY FACADES

LOCAL PLANNING POLICY NO. 13 TREES ON DEVELOPMENT SITES

LOCAL PLANNING POLICY NO. 17 GRADE SEPARATION AT THE CORNER OF

GUILDFORD RCAD AND OLD PERTH ROAD

CHANGE

Section 2: ENVIRONMENTAL SUSTAINABILITY AND ADAPTATION TO CLIMATE

2.1 | SUSTAINABLE BASSENDEAN POLICY

2.3 | NATURAL AREAS MANAGEMENT

2.4 | LOCAL BIODIVERSITY

2.5 | LANDSCAPING WITH LOCAL PLANTS

2.6 | FORESHORE RESTORATION

2.7 | ACID SULFATE SOILS

29 | WATER SENSITIVE URBAN DESIGN AND WATER CONSERVATION

2,10 | NUTRIENT AND IRRIGATION MANAGEMENT

211 | WETLANDS

2.14 | PLACEMENT OF ROADSIDE LITTER BINS
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Section 3: ECONOMIC WELLBEING AND PROSPERITY

31|

HOME BASED BUSINESSES

Section 4: ARTS HERITAGE AND CULTURE

4.2 PUBLIC ART ACQUISITION & MANAGEMENT POLICY

4.4 FEE FOR SERVICE, COMMUNITY GROUPS, PUBLIC EVENTS
4.5 BANNER POLES

4.6 CIRCUS POLICY

4.7 RECYCLABLE & BIODEGRADABLE PRODUCTS AT TOWN OF

BASSENDEAN EVENTS AND FUNCTIONS POLICY

Section 5: INCLUSIVENESS LIFELONG LEARNING, HEALTH AND SOCIAL

WELLBEING

52 COMMUNITY AWARDS

53 OFFENCES UNDER COUNCIL'S LOCAL LAWS

5.4 FIRE RISK MANAGEMENT POLICY AND MANAGEMENT PRACTICES
5.5 . | DISUSED VEHICLE

5.6 GRAFFITI

5.7 RODENT CONTROL

5.8 TEMPORARY HOLIDAY ACCOMMODATION IN CARAVANS
5.9 KEEPING OF OTHER CAGE-BIRDS & POULTRY POLICY
5.10 | DISABILITY ACCESS and INCLUSION POLICY

5.11 | ACTIVE AGEING POLICY

5.12 | SERVICES FOR CHILDREN AND FAMILIES

5.13 | HYDE RETIREMENT VILLAGE

5.156 | SERVICES TO YOUNG PEOPLE

5.17 | SPORTS LIGHTING POLICY

5.18 | FOOD/SAFE CATERING POLICY

5.19 | ALCOHOL AND OTHER DRUGS POLICY

5.20 | SUN PROTECTION POLICY

5.21 | MENTAL HEALTH POLICY

5.22 | RESERVES SPONSORSHIP SIGNAGE POLICY

Section 6;: LEADERSHIP AND GOVERNANCE

6.1 COUNCIL DELEGATES

6.3 COUNCIL PRCTOCOLS

6.5 COUNCILLOR PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT

6.6 GIFTS TC DEPARTING COUNCILLORS

6.8 NOTICE OF MOTION

6.9 PUBLICATIONS BY INDIVIDUAL COUNCILLORS

6.10 | RECRUITING COMMUNITY MEMBERS ON COUNCIL COMMITTEES
6.13 | DONATIONS — FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE

6.14 | FESTIVE SEASON OFFICE CLOSURE (ADMINISTRATION)
6.16 | PURCHASING

6.18 | INVESTMENT

6.22 | COUNCILLOR CONTACT WITH ADMINISTRATION

6.24 | ASSET MANAGEMENT

6.25 | COUNCILLORS' CONTACT WITH DEVELOPERS

3. Holds a Councillors’ Workshop in early 2017 to consider
the following policies that requirement amendment:

ection 1: TOWN PLANNING AND BUILT ENVIRONMENT

S

1.3 PATH NETWORK PLANNING POLICY & GUIDELINES Amend
1.5 CROSSOVER Amend
1.9 VERGE TREATMENT AND MAINTENANCE Amend
1.11 STREET TREE PRUNING, REMOVAL & REPLACEMENT Amend
1.20 STANDARDS FOR STREET NUMBERING Amend
5

ection 1: TOWN PLANNING AND BUILT ENVIRONMENT
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LCCAL PLANNING SCHEME NO, 10 POLICIES

LOCAL PLANNING POLICY NO. 2 ENERGY EFFICIENT DESIGN Amend

LOCAL PLANNING POLICY NO. 3 WATER SENSITIVE DESIGN Amend

LOCAL PLANNING POLICY NO. 4 FLOODPLAIN MANAGEMENT & Amend
DEVELOPMENT

LOCAL PLANNING POLICY NO. 5 EARLSFERRY HOUSE DESIGN Amend
GUIDELINES

LOCAL PLANNING POLICY NO. 7 LOCAL SHOPPING ZONE DESIGN Amend
GUIDELINES

LOCAL PLANNING POLICY NO. 8 PARKING SPECIFICATIONS Amend

LOCAL PLANNING POLICY NO. 9 ]NCORPORATION OF EXISTING Amend

DWELLINGS INTO GROUP HOUSING
DEVELOPMENTS

LOCAL PLANNING POLICY NO. 11 | LOT 2; 1 ANZAC TERRACE DESIGN Amend
GUIDELINES
LOCAL PLANNING POLICY NO. 12 | DEVELOPMENT WITHIN THE STREET Amend
SETBACK AREA
LOCAL PLANNING POLICY NO. 14 | ON-SITE STORMWATER POLICY Amend
LOCAL PLANNING POLICY NO. 15 | PERCENT FOR ART POLICY Amend
LOCAL PLANNING POLICY NO. 16 | CONTROL OF ADVERTISEMENTS Amend
UNDER THE LOCAL PLANNING SCHEME
NQO. 10
LOCAL PLANNING POLICY NO. 18 | LANDSCAPING WITH LOCAL PLANTS Amend
LOCAL PLANNING POLICY NO. 19 | PARKING OF COMMERCIAL VEHICLES Amend
Section 2; ENVIRONMENTAL SUSTAINABILITY AND ADAPTATION TO CLIMATE
CHANGE
2.2 TREATMENT OF WEEDS AND NOXIOUS PLANTS Amend
2.8 ENERGY USE Amend
212 | BULK RUBBISH, GREENWASTE/PICKUP COLLECTIONS PUBLICITIY | Amend
2.13 | BULK RUBBISH AND GREENWASTE PRUNING PICKUP SERVICE Amend
Section 3. ECONOMIC WELLBEING AND PROSPERITY
3.2 OUTDOOR EATING FACILITIES IN PUBLIC PLACES Amend
3.3 TRADING IN PUBLIC PLACES Amend
Section 4: ARTS HERITAGE AND CULTURE
4.1 LOCAL STUDIES COLLECTION - PHOTOGRAPHIC REPRODUCTION | Amend
POLICY
4.3 PUBLIC ART POLICY Amend
Section 5: INCLUSIVENESS LIFELONG LEARNING, HEALTH AND SOCIAL WELLBEING
5.1 VOLUNTEERING Amend
5.14 LOCAL STUDIES COLLECTION PHOTOGRAPHIC REPRODUCTION Amend
POLICY
5.16 USE OF COMMUNITY FACILITIES POLICY Amend
Section 6: LEADERSHIP AND GOVERNANCE
6.4 COUNCILLOR ALLOWANCES AND EXPENSES Amend
6.7 ELECTRONIC RECORDING MINUTES OF COUNCIL MEETINGS Amend
6.11 COLLECTION OF OUTSTANDING RATES AND CHARGES Delete
6.12 COMMUNICATION & CONSULTATION, COMMUNITY & Amend
STAKEHOLDERS
6.15 FINANCIAL SUSTAINABILITY Amend
6.17 RISK MANAGEMENT Amend
6.19 CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER AND EXECUTIVE OFFICERS Amend
EMPLOYMENT
6.20 EMPLOYMENT RELATED BENEFITS Amend
6.21 PRESENTATION TO STAFF Amend
6.23 RECORDS KEEFING Amend
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The Officer Recommendation failed for want of a mover.

COUNCIL RESOLUTION — ITEM 10.11

OCM - 14/12/16 The motion which was MOVED by Cr Bridges and Seconded
by Cr Pule, which reads:

That Council:

1. Adopts the revised policy framework to merge the “Arts,
heritage and culture” and “Inclusiveness, lifelong learning,
health and social wellbeing” Key Result Areas to being a
single “Social Wellbeing” Key Result Area; and

2. Refers all policies listed in Points 2 and 3 of the Officer
Recommendation to a Councillors’ Workshop to be held
in early 2017 for review and where necessary,
amendment,

was put to the vote and CARRIED 5/0.

10.12 Bassendean River Parks Management Committee Meeting
held on 16 November 2016 (Ref: GOVN/CCL/MEET/34 —
Simon Stewert-Dawkins, Director Operational Services)

APPLICATION

The purpose of the report was for Council to receive the report
on a meeting of the Bassendean River Parks Management
Committee held on 16 November 20186.

COMMITTEE/OFFICER RECOMMENDATION — ITEM 10.12

OCM - 15/12/16 MOVED Cr Pule, Seconded Bridges, that Council:

1. Notes that once the broader community has provided
their suggestions to make better use of the green spaces
around Storm Water Drains, a further report will be
provided outlining the broader community and
Committee’s suggestions, together with a draft proposal
for the Drainage for Liveability Project for Council for
consideration; and

2. Receives the report of the meeting of Bassendean River
Parks Management Committee held on 16 November
2016.

CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 5/0
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10.13

OCM - 16/12/16

10.14

OCM - 17/12/16

Access and Inclusion Committee Meeting held on 23
November 2016 (Ref: GOVN/CCLMEET/16 — Graeme
Haggart, Director Community Development)

APPLICATION

The purpose of the report was for Council to receive the report
on a meeting of the Access and Inclusion Committee held on
23 November 2016,

COMMITTEE/QFFICER RECOMMENDATION — ITEM 10.13

MOVED Cr Pule, Seconded Cr McLennan, that the:

1. CEO be requested to prepare a report addressing the
ability of the Town to address universal access
requirements through the Town Planning process; and

2. Report on a meeting of the Access and Inclusion

Committee held on 23 November 2016, be received. _
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY BY EN BLOC RESOLUTION —
OCM-4/12/16 5/0

General Meeting of Electors Minutes held on 23 November
2016 (Ref GOVN/CCLMEET/6 —Mike Costarella Director
Corporate Services)

APPLICATION

The purpose of this report was to consider the minutes of the
General Meeting of Electors held on 23 November 2015 in
accordance with the Local Government Act 1995.

COUNCIL RESOLUTION/OFFICER RECOMMENDATION -~
[TEM 10.14

MOVED Cr Lewis, Seconded Cr Pule, that Council receives
the report on the General Meeting of Electors Minutes held on
23 November 2016, and notes the proceedings of the meeting.

CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 5/0
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10.15

OCM - 18/12/16

OCM - 19/12/16

Audit & Risk Management Committee Meeting held on
7 December 2016 (Ref: GOVNCCL/MEET/3 - Michael
Costarella, Director Corporate Services)

APPLICATION

The purpose of this report was for Council to receive the report
on a meeting of the Audit & Risk Management Committee held
on 7 December 2016 and adopt the recommendations from
the Committee.

Cr MclLennan declared an interest in Point 2 of the Committee
Recommendation, as she resides in Anzac Terrace and left
the Chamber, the time being 9.00pm.

COUNCIL RESOLUTION/COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION
—ITEM 10.15(a)

MOVED Cr Pule, Seconded Cr Lewis, that Council:

1.  Receives the report on the meeting of the Audit and Risk
Management Committee Meeting held on 7 December
20186;

2. Accepts the report of the CEO on the review of
appropriateness and effectiveness of the Risk
Management Systems for the Town of Bassendean; and

3. Receives the Draft IT Disaster Recovery Plan for the
Town of Bassendean included as a Confidential
Attachment to the Audit and Risk Management
Committee Agenda of 7 December 2016.

CARRIED 3/1

COUNCIL RESOLUTION/COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION
—ITEM 10.15(b}

MOVED Cr Pule, Seconded Cr Lewis that Councii endorses
that the following amendments be made to the 2016/17
Budget:
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Account Adopted | Revised total
Number Project Name Budget Budget Adjustment Comment
Transfer from the Municipal and
Town Planning Reserve for the 1
Transfers from Reserves (380,000) | (470,000) 90.000 Surrey Street project
Budget adjustment November
" AD1601 | Anzac Tce Drainage 300,000 0- 300,000 OCM-
Grant Funding for Anzac Budget adjustment November
212011 | Tce { 85,022) 0 {85,022} OCM-
Consultant Design
131390 | Playground 175,000 157,042 17,958 RFQ amount less than Budget
$9,978 $312,958 $322,936

10.16

OCM - 20/12/16

10.17

OCM - 21/12/16

Due to ah absolute majority vote not being achieved, the
motion was LOST 3/1.

Crs Gangell, Lewis and Pule voted in favour of the motion. Cr
Bridges voted against the motion.

Cr McLennan return to the Chamber, the time being 9.02pm.

Determinations Made by the Principal Building Surveyor
(Ref: LUAP/PROCED/1 — Kallan Short, Principal Building

Surveyor)

COUNCIL RESOLUTION/OFFICER RECOMMENDATION —
ITEM 10.16

MOVED Cr Pule, Seconded Cr MclLennan, that Council notes
the decisions made under delegated authority by the Principal
Building Surveyar.
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY BY EN BLOC RESOLUTION —
OCM-4/12/16 5/0

Determinations Made by Development Services (Ref:
LUAP/PROCED/1 - Christian Buttle, Development

Services)
OFFICER RECOMMENDATION — ITEM 10.17

MOVED Cr Pule, Seconded Cr Mcl.ennan, that Council notes
the decisions made under delegated authority by the Manager

Development Services.
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY BY EN BLOC RESOLUTION —

OCM-4/12/16 5/0
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10.18

OCM - 22/12/16

10.19

OCM ~ 23/12/16

10.20

OCM - 24/12/16

Use of the Common Seal (Ref: INFM/INTPROP/1 - Yvonne
Zaffino, Council Support Officer)

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION — ITEM 10.18

MOVED Cr Pule, Seconded Cr MclLennan, that Council notes
that the Common Seal was not attached to any documents
during the reporting period. .

CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY BY EN BLOC RESOLUTION -~
OCM-4/12/16 5/0

Calendar for January 2017 {Ref: Julie Klobas, A/[Executive
Assistant

An amendment was made to the Calendar as follows, as a
result of a resolution made at this meeting:

Tue 31 Jan 5.00pm Briefing Session

COUNCIL RESOLUTION/OFFICER RECOMMENDATION -
[TEM 10.19

MOVED Cr Pule, Seconded Cr Lewis, that the Calendar for

January 2017, as amended, be adopted.
CARRIED UNANIMOQUSLY 5/0

Implementation of Council Resolutions (Ref: Yvonne
Zaffino, Council Support Officer)

Cr Bridges requested that 91831 not been deleted as it was
yet to be completed.

COUNCIL RESOLUTION/OFFICER RECOMMENDATION —
ITEM 10.20

MOVED Cr MclLennan, Seconded Cr Bridges, that the
outstanding Council resolutions detailed in the table listed in
the Ordinary Council Meeting Agenda of 13 December 2016
excluding 91831, be deleted from the Implementation of

Council Resolutions list.
CARRIED UNANIMQUSLY 5/0
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10.21

OCM - 25/12/16

10.22

OCM - 26/12/16

Accounts for Payment - November 2016 (Ref:
FINM/CREDTS/4 - Ken Lapham, Manag_er Corporate

Services)
APPLICATION

The purpose of this report was for Council to receive the
Accounts for Payment in accordance with Regulation 13 (3) of
the Local Government (Financial Management) Regulations
1996. :

COUNCIL RESOLUTION/QOFFICER RECOMMENDATION -
ITEM 10.21

MOVED Cr Pule, Seconded Cr MclLennan, that Council
receives the List of Accounts paid for November 2016, as
attached to the Ordinary Council Agenda of 13 December
2016.

CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY BY EN BLOC RESOLUTION —
OCM-4/12/16 5/0

Financial Statements — November 2016 (Ref: FINM/AUD/1
— Ken Lapham, Manager Corporate Services)

COUNCIL RESOLUTION/QOFFICER RECOMMENDATION —
ITEM 10.22

MOVED Cr Pule, Seconded Cr Bridges, that:

1. The Financial Report for the period ending 30" November
2016, as attached to the Ordinary Council Agenda of 13t
December 2016, be received; and

2. The budget amendments listed for adoption in the
Financial Statements as attached to the Ordinary Council
Agenda of 13 December 2016, be approved.

CARRIED BY AN ABSOLUTE MAJORITY 5/0
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11.0

MOTIONS OF WHICH PREVIOUS NOTICE HAS BEEN

11.1

OCM - 27/12/16

11.2

GIVEN

Notice of Motion — Cr Pule: Revocation of part of Item 10.5
of Ordinary Council Meeting of 25 October 2016 (Proposed
Omnibus Amendment to the Local Planning Scheme No
10) of that part relating to the properties located
substantially in the Flood Way, some 10 properties zoned
density code of R5 and proposed to be rezoned R2 - this
being section h) in the resolution

COUNCIL RESOLUTION — ITEM 11.1

MOVED Cr Pule, Seconded Cr Lewis, that Council rescinds its
decision made at the October 2016 Ordinary Council meeting:
OCM - 11/10/16, Point 2 (h) which reads:

“That Council:

2. Endorses the following proposal being included in the
forthcoming omnibus amendment fo the Local Planning
Scheme No. 10:

h) Decreasing the density code of the properties
located substantially in the floodway of the Swan
River to R2, including house numbers 180, 182, 183,
184, 186, 187, 193, 195 and 199 West Road and

- 155 Whitfield Street, Bassendean, as per the
attached plan.”
CARRIED BY AN ABSOLUTE MAJORITY 5/0

Notice of Motion — Cr Pule: Improving service delivery to
the Bassendean Community by expanding Ranger
Services to include Lux meter readings to monitor streets
and parks lighting

MOVED Cr Pule that the Town of Bassendean provide Lux
Light monitoring meters for all Ranger vehicles with manuals
and training for Rangers in their use, to deliver a better

community service to Bassendean.
LAPSED FOR WANT OF A SECONDER
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11.3

OCM - 28/12/16

11.4

OCM - 29/12/16

11.5

OCM - 30/12/16

Cr Bridges — Representative on Bassendean River Parks
Management Committee

COQUNCIL RESOLUTION — ITEM 11.3

MOVED Cr Bridges, Seconded Cr MclLennan, that the CEO
write to the Depariment of Fire and Emergency Services
(DFES) inviting them .to appoint a representative to the
Bassendean River Parks Management Committee (BRPMC)
and that the Instrument of Appointment for the BRPMC be
amended to include a representative from DFES.

CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 5/0

Notice of Motion - Cr Bridges: Standing Orders Local Law
Review

COUNCIL RESOLUTION — ITEM 11.4

MOVED Cr Bridges, Seconded Cr McLennan, that a report be
presented to Council to consider Council's Standing Orders
being amended to include an agenda item of matters of urgent
business approved by the Mayor or CEO.

LOST 2/3

Crs Bridges and McLennan voted in favour of the motion. Crs
Gangell, Lewis and Pule voted against the motion.

Notice of Motion — Cr Pule: BBQ Facilities at the BIC

Cr Gangell proposed a minor amendment to change the words
to the Notice of Motion, to which the Mover agreed to, and are
shown in bold below.

COUNCIL RESOLUTION — ITEM 11.5

MOVED Cr Pule, Seconded Cr Gangell, that;

1. At the February Budget Review, the Town of Bassendean
considers installing free gas BBQ facilities for the
community, at the BIC post 2016 Budget, if funds are
available or that the costs be included in the 2016/2017
Budget; and

2. A targeted program of installing free gas BBQ at other
reserves of the Town, be prepared, costed and

scheduled.
CARRIED 3/2
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Crs Gangell, Lewis and Pule voted in favour of the motion. Crs
Bridges and MclLennan voted against the motion.

12.0 ANNOUNCEMENTS OF NOTICES OF MOTION FOR THE
NEXT MEETING
12.1 Notice of Motion -~ Cr Pule
Cr Pule advised that he wishes to move the following motion at
the next meeting:
“That a report be brought to Council on the frialling of 18
months of a chemical free weeding strategy for Success Hill
based on the ERMC's publication - The Bush is a Garden.”
12.2 Notice of Motion - Cr Bridges -
Cr Bridges advised that he wishes to move the following
motion at the next meeting:
“That funding be allocated in the 2017/18 budget to prepare a
concept plan for the BIC Reserve civic gardens.”
13.0 CONFIDENTIAL BUSINESS

OCM -31/12/16

13.1

COUNCIL RESOLUTION — ITEM 13.0(a)

MOVED Cr MclLennan, Seconded Cr Lewis, that the meeting

go behind closed doors in accordance with Section 5.23 of the

Local Government Act 1995, the time being 9.08pm.
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 5/0

All members of the public vacated the Chamber, the time
being 9.08pm.

Registration of Interest for the Purchase and Development
of Lot 5 (No. 246) Morley Drive, Eden Hill (Ref: A3693,
Brian Reed Manager Development Services)

This matter was considered with members of the public
excluded from the Chamber under Clause 5.23 (2) (c) and (d)
of the Local Government Act 1995, as the Officer report
discusses details of a proposed contract to be entered into.
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OCM - 32/12/16

13.2

OCM - 33/12/16

OCM 34/12/16

14.0

COUNCIL RESOLUTION — ITEM 13.1

MOVED Cr Gangell, Seconded Cr Lewis, that this matter be
deferred pending further information and a concept plan being

provided for the site.
CARRIED 5/0

All staff vacated the Chamber, the time being 9.45pm and did
not return.

CEQO’s Remuneration Report

This matter was considered with members of the public
excluded from the Chamber under Clause 5.23 (2) (c) and (d)
of the Local Government Act 1995, as the Officer report
discusses details of a proposed contract to be entered into.

COUNCIL RESOLUTION — ITEM 13.2

MOVED Cr Lewis, Seconded Cr Pule, that the CEO’s (Mr Bob
Jarvis) performance is considered to have met the established
performance requirements in 2015-16 and as such, a salary
increase of 1.5 percent plus allowances be offered to Mr
Jarvis.

CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 5/0

COUNCIL RESOLUTION — ITEM 13.0(b)

MOVED Cr Lewis, Seconded Cr Pule, that the meeting

proceeds with open doors, the time being 10.25pm.
CARRIED UNANIMQUSLY 6/0

As no members of the public returned to the Chamber, the
reading aloud of the motions passed behind closed doors was
dispensed with.

CLOSURE

The next Ordinary Council meeting will be held on Tuesday
31 January 2017.

There being no further business the Presiding Member
declared the meeting ciosed, the time being 10.25pm.
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TOWN OF

BASSENDEAN

Home by the Swan

Qur Ref: 2014-156:TR

Samuel Bennett & Bruce Milligan FIL E GUP Y

2A Walter Road East
BASSENDEAN WA 6054

Dear Sirs:

2A WALTER ROAD EAST, BASSENDEAN — BREACH OF CONDITIONS OF PLANNING APPROVAL

(( We note that you are the registered proprietor of the property at 2A Walter Road East, Bassendean.
The Town notes that development approval was granted on the 01* October 2014 for a proposed
grouped dwelling.

The Town's records indicate that the driveway on site has not been constructed prior to occupation
of the dwelling meaning that you are currently in breach of your development approval. Site
inspections have confirmed this non compliance. | have attached a copy of the development
approval and associated plans for your convenience. The relevant conditions of development
approval are as follows;

3. With the exception of the driveway and building areas shown on the approved drawings, the
remainder of the front setback area shall be soft landscaped and maintained thereafter to the
satisfaction on the Town.

4. The common property driveway shall be paved and drained in accordance with the Town’s

specifications prior to the occupation of the dwelling and maintained thereafter unless separate

approval arrangements are made with the Town to allow these works to be delayed, having regard
t to the associated development of a dwelling on vacant lot 3.

5. Driveway ramping/banking shall be established so as to comply with the maximum gradients
allowed within AS 2890.1 — Parking Facilities Part 1: Off-street car parking, including the
incorporation of grade transitions as necessary.

6. Soft landscape strips of 500mm in width shall be provided on either side of the proposed common
driveway and shall be maintained thereafter.

8. The vehicle crossover being constructed in accordance with the Town’s ‘Specification for the
Construction of Crossovers’ (separate application and approval required).

11. The proposed building hereby approved shall not be occupied until all of the conditions of
planning approval have been complied with.




(

I refer to your visit to the Town’s Customer Service Centre at 35 Old Perth Road, Bassendean on the
01* December 2016. | note that you stated that you anticipate the works will be completed before
Christmas and you also confirmed that you are currently residing in the dwelling. Your neighbour
phoned the Town on 02" December 2016 and it was verbally confirmed that the driveway would
need to be completed prior to the end of January before the Town seeks to commence prosecution
proceedings. If the matter has not been resolved within the specified time frame, it will be referred
to the February Council meeting for formalisation of enforcement action.

It may be prudent to liaise with the owner of No. 2B Walter Road East, Bassendean in relation to
cost sharing arrangements for the construction of the driveway (the Town advocates an
arrangement whereby the owner of 2A Walter Road East, Bassendean contributes half of the cost of
construction of the driveway, with the owner of No. 2B Walter Road East, Bassendean similarly
contributing half of this cost). Any queries in relation to design and construction standards for the
driveway should be directed to the Town’s Engineering Design Officer, Nicole Baxter, or Engineering
Technical Coordinator, Trent Macpherson.

Please note that the maximum penalty for an offence under section 218 of the Planning and Develop
Act 2015 is $200,000, along with a maximum daily penalty of $25,000 for each day during which the
offence occurs.

As the owner of the land, you are hereby put on notice that it will be open to the Town to
commence prosecutions against you, in the event that you permit this ongoing unlawful activity to

continue at your property.
We look forward to your prompt compliance. If you any queries, please contact Planning Officer,

Timothy Roberts on 9377 8024.

Yours faithfully

s

TIMOTHY ROBERTS
PLANNING OFFICER

08 December 2016



TOWN OF

BASSENDEAN

ome by the Swan

Our Ref: 2014-057:TR

FILE COPY

84 Cardinal Drive
THE VINES WA 6069

Dear Sir:

2B WALTER ROAD EAST, BASSENDEAN — BREACH OF CONDITIONS OF PLANNING APPROVAL

( We note that you are the registered proprietor of the property at 2B Walter Road East, Bassendean.
The Town notes that development approval was granted on the QlSt October 2014 for a proposed

grouped dwelling.

The Town'’s records indicate that the driveway on site has not been constructed prior to occupation
of the dwelling meaning that you are currently in breach of your development approval. Site
inspections have confirmed this non compliance. | have attached a copy of the development
approval and associated plans for your convenience. The relevant conditions of development
approval are as follows;

3. With the exception of the driveway and building areas shown on the approved drawings, the
remainder of the front setback area shall be soft landscaped and maintained thereafter to the
satisfaction on the Town.

4. The common property driveway shall be paved and drained in accordance with the Town’s

specifications prior to the occupation of the dwelling and maintained thereafter unless separate

approval arrangements are made with the Town to allow these works to be delayed, having regard
t to the associated development of a dwelling on vacant lot 3.

5. Soft landscape strips of 500mm in width shall be provided on either side of the proposed common
driveway and shall be maintained thereafter.

7. The vehicle crossover being constructed in accordance with the Town’s ‘Specification for the
Construction of Crossovers’ (separate application and approval required).

11. The proposed building hereby approved shall not be occupied until all of the conditions of
planning approval have been complied with.

| note that your adjoining neighbour visited the Town’s Customer Service Centre at 35 Old Perth
Road, Bassendean on the 01* December 2016. It was stated that it was anticipated that the works
would be completed before Christmas. | refer to your phone call to the Town on 02" December
2016 where it was verbally confirmed that the driveway would need to be completed prior to the
end of January otherwise the Town would seek to commence prosecution proceedings.

i Advancing Perth’s Eastern Region &




| note that you stated that the dwelling was currently occupied. If the matter has not been resolved
within the specified time frame, it will be referred to the February Council meeting for formalisation

of enforcement action.

It may be prudent to liaise with the owner of No. 2A Walter Road East, Bassendean in relation to
cost sharing arrangements for the construction of the driveway (the Town advocates an
arrangement whereby the owner of 2A Walter Road East, Bassendean contributes half of the cost of
construction of the driveway, with the owner of No. 2B Walter Road East, Bassendean similarly
contributing half of this cost). Any queries in relation to design and construction standards for the
driveway should be directed to the Town's Engineering Design Officer, Nicole Baxter, or Engineering
Technical Coordinator, Trent Macpherson.

Please note that the maximum penalty for an offence under section 218 of the Planning and Develop
Act 2015 is $200,000, along with a maximum daily penalty of $25,000 for each day during which the
offence occurs.

As the owner of the land, you are hereby put on notice that it will be open to the Town to
commence prosecutions against you, in the event that you permit this ongoing unlawful activity to
continue at your property.

We look forward to your prompt compliance. If you any queries, please contact Planning Officer,

Timothy Roberts on 9377 8024.

Yours faithfully

TIMOTHY ROBERTS
PLANNING OFFICER

08 December 2016
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BASSENDEAN

Our Ref: DABC/BDVAPPS/2014-156:BR: F "_ E c ﬂP Y

SAMUEL JAMES BENNETT & BRUCE DOUGLAS MILLIGAN
84 FIRST AVENUE
MOUNT LAWLEY WA 6050

Dear Sirs:

PROPOSED GROUPED DWELLING - (SURVEY STRATA LOT 2)
( No. 2A WALTER ROAD EAST, BASSENDEAN.

| advise that your application has been approved subject to the conditions
specified on the attached Notice of Approval.

This approval applies to planning permission only, and approval of detailed
building plans and issue of a building permit must precede any development.

If you are dissatisfied with the conditions imposed you may seek a review
either directly to Council in writing prior to the development commencing, or to
the State Administrative Tribunal within 28 days of the date of this approval.
The State Administrative Tribunal website http://www.sat.justice.wa.gov.au/
provides excellent advice as well as access to the appeal forms.

Should you wish to discuss any aspect of this matter further, please contact
Council’'s Senior Planning Officer, Christian Buttle directly on 9377 8022.

Yours faithfully

Brow Pead

BRIAN REED
MANAGER DEVELOPMENT SERVICES
for and on behalf of the Town of Bassendean

1 October 2014

Encl: Determination on Application for Planning Approval
Copy of Approved Plan

Wh’s Eastern Region @&




NOTICE OF DETERMINATION ON
APPLICATION FOR PLANNING APPROVAL
PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT ACT 2005

TOWN OF BASSENDEAN
LOCAL PLANNING SCHEME NO. 10

NAME OF OWNER: SAMUEL JAMES BENNETT &

BRUCE DOUGLAS MILLIGAN

* ADDRESS: o No. 2A WALTER ROAD EAST, BASSENDEAN

APPLICATION NUMBER: 2014-156

RECEIVED ON: 30/07/2014

DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT: GROUPED
DWELLING.

The application for planning approval is granted subject to the following
conditions:

1. Provision of side and rear boundary fencing (behind the building line) of

1.8 metres in height along the side and rear boundaries of the site. Where
the ground levels differ on either side of the fence, the required height shall
be measured above the higher ground level.

An application for, and separate approval of, any fencing proposed forward
of the building line of the front dwelling at No. 2 Walter Road East prior o

its installation.

With the exception of the driveway and building areas shown on the
approved drawings, the remainder of the front setback area shall be soft
landscaped and maintained thereafter {o the satisfaction of the Town.

The common property driveway shall be paved and drained in accordance
with the Town's specifications (attached) prior to the occupation of the
dwelling and maintained thereafter unless separate approval
arrangements are made with the Town to allow these works to be delayed,
having regard to the associated development of a dwelling on vacant lot 3.



Driveway ramping / banking shall be established so as to comply with the
maximum gradients allowed within AS 2890.1 — Parking Facilities Part 1;
Off-street car parking, including the incorporation of grade transitions as

necessary.

Soft landscape strips of 500mm in width shall be prdvided on each side of
the proposed common driveway and shall be maintained thereafter.

All storm water being contained and disposed of on-site.

The vehicle crossover being constructed in accordance with the Town's
‘Specification for the Construction of Crossovers' (separate application and

approval required).

The street number being prominently displayed at the front of the
development.

10. External fixtures, including but not limited to air—condiﬁoning units, satellite

dishes and non-standard television aerials, hut excluding solar collectors,
are to be located such that they are not visible from the street.

11.The proposed buiiding hereby approved shall not he occupied untit all of

the conditions of planning approval have been complied with.

12.The issue of a Building Permit prior fo the commencement of any works on

D)

site.

Fooinotes:

The Town of Bassendean encourages the retention of storm water on-
site through various best management practices, as laid out in its
Planning Policy. Details of the stormwater containment and disposal
method are to be provided with the building licence application.

Dial Before You Dig

Underground assefs may exist in the area that is subject to your
application. In the interests of health and safety and in order to protect
damage to third party assets please telephone 1100 before excavating
or erecting structures. If alterations are required to the configuration,
size, form or design of the development upon contacting the Dial
Before You Dig service, an amendment to the development consent (or
a new development application) may be necessary. Individuals owe
asset owners a duty of care that must be observed when working in the
vicinity of plant or assets. [t is the individual's responsibility to anticipate
and request the nominal location of plant or assets on the relevant
property via Dial Before You Dig "1100" number in advance of any
construction activities.



Telecommunications Act 1997 (Commonwealth)

Telstra (and its authorised contractors) are the only companies that are
permitted to conduct works on Telstra's network and assets. Any
person interfering with a facility or installation owned by Telstra is
committing an offence under the Criminal Code Act 1995 (Cth) and is
liable for prosecution. Furthermore, damage to Telstra's infrastructure
may result in interruption to the provision of essential services and
significant costs. If you are aware of any works or proposed works
which may affect or impact on Telstra's assets in any way, please
contact Telstra's Network Integrity Team on 1800810443,

If the development the subject of this approval is not substantially commenced
within a period of 2 years, or such other period as specified in the approval
after the date of the determination, the approval shall lapse and be of no

further effect.

Where an approval has so lapsed, no development shall be carried out
without the further approval of the local government having first been sought

and obtained.

If an applicant is aggrieved by this determination there is a right of review
under Part 14 of the Planning and Development Act 2005. An application for
review must be lodged within 28 days of the determination.

Briou Pecd

BRIAN REED
MANAGER DEVELOPMENT SERVICES
for and on behalf of the Town of Bassendean

1 October 2014



-------

BASSENDEAN .

Council Policy

LOCAL PLANNING SCHEME NO. 10

LOCAL PLANNING POLICY NO 8 PARKING SPECIFICATIONS

OBJECTIVE

To ensure a high standard of construction of car parking bays in all developments
within the Town, and to ensure that all parking bays and manoeuvre areas are

constructed to an adequate size.

APPLICATION

This policy applies to all land within the Local Planning Scheme No. 10 area.
POLICY

Where provision of parking bays is required as a condition of planning approval, the
following minimum construction requirements shall apply:

DEVELOPMENT TYPE
Material Residential Other
Type
Asphalt 25mm of 7mm high bitumen asphalt 1. 25mm of 10mm asphalt over:
over: a) 200mm CRRB or
a) 150mm crushed rock roadbase b) 75mm CRRB above 200mm
(CRRB); or crushed limestone.
b) 50mm CRRB above 150mm 2. 50mm of 14mm asphalt over
crushed limestone. 250mm crushed limestone.
Concrete | 100mm (preferably reinforced with one | 125mm reinforced with F62 mesh over
layer of FB3 mesh) over a minimum a minimum thickness of 150mm
thickness of 150mm compacted clean compacted clean sand.
sand.
Brick- 50mm (minimum) thick solid paving 80mm thick solid paving bricks paid in
paving bricks over 25mm bedding sand and accordance with manufacturer's
100mm CRRB or crushed limestone. specifications (to be supplied with a
Building Licence Application).
All ‘free’ edges to be supported by a
header course on a 250mm x 50mm
mortar bed.

Website: www.bassendean.gov.au

Town of Bassendean Council Policy
Local Planning Policy No 8. Parking Specifications

Email: mail@hassendean.wa.gov.au

Tel: (08) 9377 8000
December 2008
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Our Ref: DABC/BDVAPPS/2014-057:BR: P[/A(NN [

BEN TRAGER HOMES F'LE BUPY

PO BOX 1849
OSBORNE PARK DC 6916

Dear Sir or Madam:

PROPOSED GROUPED DWELLING — SURVEY STRATA LOT 3 (No. 2B)
WALTER ROAD EAST, BASSENDEAN

| advise that your application has been approved subject to the conditions
specified on the attached Notice of Approval.

This approval applies to planning permission under the local scheme only,
and approval under the Metropolitan Region Scheme must also be obtained
along with approval of detailed building plans and the issue of a building
permit prior to any development commencing on site.

If you are dissatisfied with the conditions imposed you may seek a review
either directly to Council in writing prior to the development commencing, or to
the State Administrative Tribunal within 28 days of the date of this approval.
The State Administrative Tribunal website http://www.sat.justice.wa.gov.au/
provides excellent advice as well as access to the appeal forms.

Should you wish to discuss any aspect of this matter further, please contact
Council’s Senior Planning Officer, Christian Buttle directly on 9377 8022.

Yours faithfully

Briow Pecd

BRIAN REED
MANAGER DEVELOPMENT SERVICES
for and on behalf of the Town of Bassendean

11 August 2014

CARL MORGAN DOWLING
84 CARDINAL DRIVE
THE VINES WA 6069

Encl: Determination on Application for Planning Approval
Copy of Approved Plan




NOTICE OF DETERMINATION ON
APPLICATION FOR PLANNING APPROVAL

PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT ACT 2005

TOVWWN OF BASSENDEAN
LOCAL PLANNING SCHEME NO. 10

NAME OF OWNER: CARL MORGAN DOWLING
ADDRESS: No. 2B WALTER ROAD EAST, BASSENDEAN
APPLICATION NUMBER: 2014-057

RECEIVED ON: 14/03/2014

DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT: GROUPED
DWELLING.

The application for planning approval is granted subject to the following
conditions:

1. Provision of side and rear boundary fencing (behind the building fine) of
1.8 metres in height along the southern (adjoining survey strata lot 2) and
western (adjoining No. 4 Walter Road East) boundaries of the site. Where
the ground levels differ on either side of the fence, the required height shall
be measured above the higher ground level.

2. An application for, and separate approval of, any fencing proposed forward
of the building line of the front dwelling at No. 2 Walter Road East prior to

its installation.

3. With the exception of the driveway shown on the approved drawings, the
remainder of the front setback area shall be soft landscaped and
maintained thereafter to the satisfaction of the Town.

4. The common propetiy driveway shall be paved and drained in accordance
with the Town's specifications (attached) prior to the occupation of the
dweling and maintained thereafter unless separate approval
arrangements are made with the Town to allow these works fo be delayed,
having regard to the associated development of a dwelling on vacant lot 2.

5. Soft landscape strips of 500mm in width shall be provided on each side of
the proposed common driveway and shall be maintained thereafter.



6. All storm water being contained and disposed of on-site.

7. The vehicle crossover being constructed in accordance with the Town's
‘Specification for the Construction of Crossovers' (separate application and

approval required).

8. The street number being prominently displayed at the front of the
development,

9. External fixtures, including but not limited to air-conditioning units, sateliite
dishes and non-standard television aerials, but excluding solar collectors,
are fo be located such that they are not visible from the street.

10. The surface finish of the garage boundary wall facing the neighbouring
property owner shall be finished fo the satisfaction of the adjoining owner
or in the case of a dispute to the satisfaction of the Town of Bassendean.

11.The proposed building h'ereby approved shall not be occlpied until all of
the conditions of planning approval have been complied with.

12. Approval of the Western Australian Planning Commission for the proposed
development being granted under the provisions of the Metropolitan
Region Scheme prior to the issue of a Building Permit for the proposed
dwelling.

13.The issue of a Building Permit prior to the commencement of any works on
site.

Foolnotes:

i) The north-eastern (rear right hand) corner of the development site is
reserved under the provisions of the Metropolitan Region Scheme,
hence the need for approval to also be granted by the Western
Awustralian Planning Commission.

i) The applicant is encouraged to install visually permeable fencing
adjacent to the rear (northern) and common driveway (eastern) sides of

the lot,

i) The Town of Bassendean encourages the retention of storm water on-
site through various best management practices, as laid out in its
Planning Policy. Details.of the stormwater containment and disposal
method are to be provided with the building licence application.



Dial Before You Dig

Underground assets may exist in the area that is subject to your
application. In the interests of health and safety and in order to protect
damage fo third party assets please telephone 1100 before excavating
or erecting structures. If alterations are required to the configuration,
size, form or design of the development upon contacting the Dial
Before You Dig service, an amendment to the development consent (or
a new development application}) may be necessary. Individuals owe
asset owners a duty of care that must be observed when working in the
vicinity of plant or assets. It is the individual's responsibility to anticipate
and request the nominal location of plant or assets on the relevant
property via Dial Before You Dig "1100" number in advance of any
construction activities.

Telecommunications Act 1997 (Commonwealth)

Telstra (and its authorised contractors) are the only companies that are
permitted to conduct works on Telstra's network and, assets. Any
person intérfering with a facility or installation owned by Telstra is
committing an offence under the Criminal Code Act 1995 (Cth) and is
liable for prosecution. Furthermore, damage to Telstra's infrastructure
may result in interruption to the provision of essential services and
significant costs. If you are aware of any works or proposed works
which may affect or impact on Telstra's assets in any way, please
contact Telstra's Network Integrity Team on 1800810443,

It the development the subject of this approval is not substantially commenced
within a period of 2 years, or such other period as specified in the approval
after the date of the determination, the approval shall lapse and be of no

further effect.

Where an approval has so lapsed, no development shall be carried out
without the further approval of the local government having first been sought

and obtained.

If an applicant is aggrieved by this determination there is a right of review
under Part 14 of the Planning and Development Act 2005. An application for
review must be lodged within 28 days of the determination.

Briown Pecd

BRIAN REED
MANAGER DEVELOPMENT SERVICES
for and on behalf of the Town of Bassendean

11 August 2014
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ATTACHMENT NO. 3

(O:\General\Covers attachments and confidential reports.doc)




Lot 3 (Unit 4, No. 51) Devon Road, Bassendean







ATTACHMENT NO. 4

{O:\General\Covers attachments and confidential reporis.doc)
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BASSENDEAN

ABN 20 347 405 108

ome by the Swan

Advancing Perth's Eastern Region & ——— ’

Our ref® 2016-130:TR

EMIL VRANIES
19 FIRST AVENUE
BASSENDEAN WA 6054

Dear Sir:

DEVELOPMENT APPLICATION - (LOT 420), No. 97 SECOND AVENUE
BASSENDEAN WA 6054.

| refer to your application received on 21/07/2016 and advise that an assessment of the
application revealed that the following must be resolved prior to Development Approval
being issued:

The application was discussed at length at the Town’s weekly Development Control Unit
meeting. The shade sail has been erected within the primary street setback without
development approval and is therefore required to be assessed against the provisions of
the Town’s Local Planning Policy No. 12: Development within the Street Setback Area.
As the shade sail falls within the primary street setback and provides shade to the
associated car parking spaces, it is by definition a ‘carport’ and needs to be assessed as
such. Local Planning Policy No. 12 stipulates that the roof of the structure is to have a
similar pitch and is to be finished in sheet metal or tile to match the colour of the roof of
the existing residence. Additionally, any associated support columns should be provided
in brick or an alternate material to match the materials of the dwelling facing the street.
As such the shade sail is unable to be approved as part of this application and is therefore
required to be removed. | have attached a copy of Local Planning Policy No. 12 for your
consideration.

Please amend the plans to demonstrate the removal of the shade as part of this
development application. Please also amend any revised plans to demonstrate the front
fence brick pier (closest to the driveway) modified to a single width pier as discussed.
Please note that the development application will not be approved until the above
modifications have been made. Should the above modifications not be made, a refusal
will be issued and it will be open to the Town to commence prosecutions action against
you.

48 01d Perth Road, Bassendean WA 6054
PO Box 87, Bassendean WA 6934

Tel: (08) 9377 8000 Fax: (08) 92794257
Email: mail@bassendean.wa.gov.au

Website: www.bassendean.wa.gov.au




Should you wish to discuss any aspect of this matter further please contact the Town’s
Planning Officer, Mr Timothy Roberts, on 9377 8024.

Yours faithfully

S=

TIMOTHY ROBERTS
PLANNING OFFICER

16 August 2016
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TOWN OF BASSENDEAN
LOCAL PLANNING SCHEME 10

AMENDMENT 9



PROPOSAL TO AMEND A LOCAL PLANNING SCHEME

Local Authority:

Description of
Scheme:

Type of Scheme:

Serial No. of
Amendment:

Proposai:

Town of Bassendean

Local Planning Scheme No. 10

District Local Planning Scheme

Amendment No. 9

1. Rezoning Lots 14 and 15 Surrey Street,
Bassendean from “Residential with a
density code of R20" to “Parks and
Recreation.

2. Zoning a portion of the Bridson Street
road reserve intended to become a
recreation reserve (Lot 354 on Plan
071636) "Parks and Recreation”

3. Zoning a portion of the Eighth Avenue
and River Street road reserves intended
to become a recreation reserve (Lot 500
on Plan 069914) to “Parks and
Recreation” and Rezoning Reserve
43398, Anzac Terrace Bassendean from
“Residential with a density code of R20”
to “Parks and Recreation”.

4, Rezoning Reserve 32920 Hamilton
Street and the adjoining drainage
reserves 178279, 29953, 29953 Reid
Street from "Residential with a density
code of R20" to “Parks and Recreation”

5. Rezoning Reserve 47865 Watson Sireet
from “Residential with a density code of
R20” to “Parks and Recreation”.

6. Rezoning Lots 162 and 163 Anstey Road
from “Residential with a density code of
R25" to “Parks and Recreation”

7. Rezoning Lots 4289, 4763, and 7102
forming Reserve 30297 Third Avenue
Bassendean from "Residential with a split

2



Dated this

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

density code of R20/40" to “Parks and
Recreation”.

Rezoning Lots 268 Prospector Loop, 293
Perway Lane, forming Reserve 49929
and Lot 280 Atlantic Bend, forming
Reserve 49930 from “Residential with a
split density code of R20/30/60" to “Parks
and Recreation”.

Rezoning Lot 41 Guildford Road from
“Residential with a density code of R20”
to “Parks and Recreation”

Rezoning Part Lot 271 Hamilton Street
from "Residential with a density code of
R20 and R25" to “Parks and Recreation”

Rezoning Lot 20 Hanwell Way from
“Parks and Recreation” to “Light
Industry”

Removing additional use No 12 from
Schedule 2 additional uses of the Local
Planning Scheme.{ Hotel /Tavemn Lot 3
Gallagher Street Eden Hill)

Deleting the numbers and words “1. Prior
to the subdivision of the land, the existing
single storey dwelling facing Nurstead
Avenue shall be demolished; and 2. and
replacing “all” with “All" from additional
use No 3 in Schedule 2 additional uses of
the Local Planning Scheme.(Lots
1,2,3,45 and 6 Earlsferry Court,
Bassendean)

Applying a residential zoning with a
density code of R10 to the unzoned
portion of Lot 6 Earsferry Court
Bassendean;

Applying a residential zoning with a spit
density code of R20/40 to the unzoned
portion of Lot 9 Water Road East;

......................................

Chief Executive Officer



REPORT BY: TOWN OF BASSENDEAN

Purpose
The purpose of this amendmenit is to:

*» Reserve additional land for Parks and Recreation, including 2 new
recreation reserves that are in the process of being created (proposals
1-10);

¢ Rezone one property in the industrial area from parks and recreation to
light industry;(proposal 11)

e Deleting an additional use that is no longer required, and updating a
second additional use (proposals 12 & 13); and

o Applying a residential zoning to two discrete portions of land that are now
not zoned under the Scheme as a result of Amendments to the
Metropolitan Region Scheme(proposals 14 & 15)

While the Local Planning Scheme No 10 is a district wide Scheme, three of the
proposals (proposals 2, 6 &10) are affected by the Town Planning Scheme No
4A, which is a guided and resumptive development scheme relating to Ashfield
Flats, Bindaring/Pickering Park and a number of smaller ancillary areas in the
Town of Bassendean.

Amendment No 17 to the 4A Scheme will be initiated which will be included
together with this amendment to ensure consistency between the two schemes

The proposals

Proposal 1 - Rezoning Lots 14 and 15 Surrey Street, Bassendean from
“Residential with a density code of R20” to “Parks and Recreation.

This site is owned in freehold by the Town of Bassendean and comprises two
lots each with an area of 542.29m2. The land was gifted to the Town in 1939 by
Mrs Christie, and it is considered to be appropriate to reserve the land for parks
and recreation purposes under the Scheme.



Proposal 2 - Zoning a portion of the Bridson Street road reserve intended
to become a recreation reserve (Lot 354 on Plan 071636) “Parks and
Recreation”

This site is located on the south east corner of Bridson Street and Elder Parade
with an area of 1,448m2. Council has initiated a road closure with a view to
creating a recreation reserve to be vested in the Town. It is considered that the
reserve should be reserved for Parks and Recreation under the Scheme.




Proposal 3 - Zoning a portion of the Eighth Avenue and River Street road
reserves intended to become a recreation reserve (Lot 500 on Plan
069914) to “Parks and Recreation” and Rezoning Reserve 43398, Anzac
Terrace Bassendean from “Residential with a density code of R20” to
“Parks and Recreation”.

Council has initiated a road closure with a view to creating a recreation reserve
to be vested in the Town.

On completion of the road closure, the reserve which is known locally as Kelly
Park will have an effective area of approximately 3,204m? however, only 352m?
is currently reserved for Parks and Recreation under the Local Planning
Scheme.

The Reserve also contains two Eucalyptus rudis( flooded gums) which are
listed on the Town’s Significant Tree Register.

Proposal 4 - Rezoning Reserve 32920 Hamilton Street and the adjoining
drainage reserves 178279, 29953 Reid Street from “Residential with a
density code of R20” to “Parks and Recreation”

Reserve 3290 Hamilton Street has a Management Order in favour of the Town
as a recreational reserve. .This site has an area of 2184m2. The adjoining
reserves have a Management Order in favour of the Water Corporation, and
have a combined area of 3662.56m?. The whole of the land is currently zoned
residential with a density code of R20.



The Town is committed to make the zoning under the Local Planning Scheme
consistent with its reserved purpose and is interested in pursuing a proposal
with the Water Corporation in converting the open drain into a living stream and
extending the area of the recreation reserve.

Proposal 5 - Rezoning Reserve 47865 Watson Street from “Residential
with a density code of R20” to “Parks and Recreation”.

Reserve 47865 Watson Street has a Management Order in favour of the Town
as a recreational reserve. This site has an area of 863m>.

The Town is committed to make the zoning under the Local Planning Scheme
consistent with its reserved purpose.
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roposalﬁ Rezoning Lot 163nd 163 n“tey Road r"‘ResintiaI B
with a density code of R25” to “Parks and Recreation”

Lots 162 and 163 Anstey Road are owned in freehold by the Town of
Bassendean. This site has a combined area of 2024m?. While the properties
are currently zoned for residential purposes the land is considered to be valued
by the local community as local open space.

A geotechnical investigation undertaken in March 2006 found uncontrolled fill
at various location across Lots 162 and 163 such as fragments of concrete and
bricks at depths of 0.3m to 0,6m, and the site has been declared a potentially
contaminated site by the Department of Environment Regulation.

The uncontrolled disposal of waste is an action that has the potential to cause
contamination, as specified in the guideline 'Assessment and management of
contaminated sites' (DER, 2014).

Having regard to the above it is proposed to reserve the land for Parks and
Recreation purposes.



and|St!

Proposal 7- Rezoning Lots 4289, 4763, and 7102 forming Reserve 30297
Third Avenue Bassendean from “Residential with a split density code of
R20/40” to “Parks and Recreation”.

Reserve 30297 Third Avenue has a Management Order in favour of the Town
as a recreational reserve. This site has an area of 3029m?2. The land is currently
zoned residential with a split density code of R20/40.

The Town is committed to make the zoning under the Local Planning Scheme
consistent with its reserved purpose.




Proposal 8 - Rezoning Lots 268 Prospector Loop, 293 Perway Lane,
forming Reserve 49929 and Lot 280 Atlantic Bend, forming Reserve 49930
from “Residential with a split density code of R20/30/60” to “Parks and
Recreation”.

Reserves 49929 and 49930 were created as part of the subdivision of the Park
Estate and have Management Orders in favour of the Town as recreational
reserves. The reserves have a combined site area of 9381m?2 The land is
currently zoned residential with a split density code of R20/30/60.

"-/
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Proposal 9 - Rezoning Lot 41 Guildford Road from “Residential with a
density code of R20” to “Parks and Recreation”

This site is owned freehold by the Town and ha an area of 371m? and adjoins
the Returned Services League Hall in Kenny Street. The land functions as local
open space for the adjoining Hall. This land is currently zoned residential with
a density code of R20.
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Proposal 10 - Rezoning Part Lot 271 Hamilton Street from “Residential
with a density code of R20 and R25” to “Parks and Recreation”

Lot 271 Hamilton Street is owned freehold by the Town of Bassendean and has
an area of 8128m?2. At present approximately 3786m? is reserved for parks and
recreation and 4342m? is zoned for residential purposes: Of the residential
component of the land 2422m? has a density code of R25 and 1920m? has a
density code of R20.

The north-west corner of the site contains a stand of Eucalypts and the land is
valued by the community as open space.

A geotechnical investigation undertaken in March 2006 found uncontrolled fill
at various locations across the site. The uncontrolled disposal of waste is an
activity that has the potential to cause contamination, as specified in the
guideline 'Assessment and management of contaminated sites' (DER, 2014).

The geotechnical investigation found evidence of uncontrolled fill, such as
fragments of concrete, asphalt, metal and plastic at depths of 0-1.4 metres
below ground level across the site.

Detailed site investigations were undertaken in 2015 to assess the site's
suitability for residential landuse. Soil investigations confirmed the presence of
uncontrolled fill material across the site at varying depths to a maximum of 1.5
metres below ground level.

While the site could be remediated to make the site suitable for residential use,
it is the Town's preference that the western and northern portion site with an
area of approximately 2482.4m? be reserved for Parks and Recreation, to
preserve the stand of Eucalypts and to provide additional open space.
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Proposal 11 - Rezoning Lot 20 Hanwell Way from “Parks and
Recreation” to “Light Industry”

Lot 20 Hanwell Way has an area of 5120.00m? and is reserved for Parks and
Recreation by the Local Planning Scheme No 10. While the property was
formerly owned by the Town of Bassendean, it was sold to the Ukrainian
Association in 1995. The property is now owned by Morley Baptist Church
incorporated and operates as a church and function centre. Having regard to
the above and the fact that the Town has absolutely no interest in acquiring the
property as a recreation reserve, it is appropriate to zone the land light industry,
similar to adjacent land to the west. A church and a function centre are
discretionary uses on land zoned light industry.

Proposal 12 - Removing the additional use No 12 from Schedule 2
additional uses of the Local Planning Scheme.( Hotel /Tavern Lot 3
Gallagher Street Eden Hill)

12



This site is zoned residential with a split density code of R20/30 by the Local
Planning Scheme No 10: it also enjoys an additional use for a Hotel/Tavern as
there was a Tavern on the site at the time of gazettal of the scheme in 2008.
The former Tavern was demolished in 2014 and the additional use is no
longer required, as the site is now developed largely with single houses.

MoLITyTn Ty -
:‘1‘ U (B

Proposal 13 - Deleting the numbers and words “1. Prior to the subdivision
of the land, the existing single storey dwelling facing Nurstead Avenue
shall be demolished; and 2. and replacing “all” with “All” from additional
use No 3 in Schedule 2 additional uses of the Local Planning
Scheme.(Lots 1,2,3,4,5 and 6 Earlsferry Court, Bassendean)

This proposal relates to Earlsferry House and the adjoining dwellings that were
created out of the subdivision of the property in 1999. The current additional
use for the property requires development to conform with Council's Local
Planning Policy No 5 — Earlsferry House Design Guidelines, which is still
appropriate, but also requires the demolition of a structure, which has been
demolished. This requirement should be removed from the additional use
requirements.

13



Proposal 14 - Applying a residential zoning with a density code of R10 to
the unzoned portion of lot 6 Lot 6 Earlsferry Court, Bassendean.

This portion of lot 6 Lot 6 Earlsferry Court, Bassendean was formerly affected
by a small portion of a Primary Regional Roads reservation which Main Roads
WA considered to be surplus to requirements. The land is now zoned urban
under the Metropolitan Region Scheme as a result of Amendment 1213/57
Eastern Districts Omnibus 8, which was gazetted in May 2012, but is now
unzoned under the Local Planning Scheme No 10.

This portion of the lot has an area of approximately 1032m>.

It is proposed to zone the land Residential with a density code of R10, which is
the zoning and density code that applies to the remainder of of Lot 6 Earlsferry
Court, Bassendean.

N
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Proposal 15 - Applying a residential zoning with a spit density code of
R20/40 to the unzoned portion of Lot 9 Water Road East.

This portion of Lot 9 Water Road East, Bassendean was formerly affected by a
small portion of Metropolitan Region Scheme Hospital reservation. The land is
now zoned urban under the Metropolitan Region Scheme as a result of
Amendment 1275/57 Central Districts Omnibus 4 , which was gazetted in July
2016, but is now unzoned under the Local Planning Scheme No 10.

This portion of the lot has an area of approximately 70m?

It is proposed to zone the land Residential with a split density code of R20/40,
which is the zoning and density code that applies to the remainder of of Lot 9
Water Road East, Bassendean.
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PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT ACT 2005
TOWN OF BASSENDEAN
LOCAL PLANNING SCHEME 10

AMENDMENT 9

The Bassendean Town Council under and by virtue of the power conferred
upon it in that behalf by the Planning and Development Act, 2005, hereby
amends the above local planning scheme by:

1.

Rezoning Lots 14 and 15 Surrey Street, Bassendean from “Residential
with a density code of R20” to “Parks and Recreation.

Zoning a portion of the Bridson Street road reserve intended to become
a recreation reserve (Lot 354 on Plan 071636) “Parks and Recreation”

Zoning a portion of the Eighth Avenue and River Street road reserves
intended to become a recreation reserve (Lot 500 on Plan 069914) to
“Parks and Recreation” and Rezoning Reserve 43398, Anzac Terrace
Bassendean from “Residential with a density code of R20" to “Parks and
Recreation”.

Rezoning Reserve 32920 Hamilton Street and the adjoining drainage
reserves 178279, 29953, 29953 Reid Street from “Residential with a
density code of R20” to “Parks and Recreation”

Rezoning Reserve 47865 Watson Street from “Residential with a density
code of R20” to “Parks and Recreation’.

Rezoning Lots 162 and 163 Anstey Road from “Residential with a
density code of R25" to “Parks and Recreation”

Rezoning Lots 4289, 4763, and 7102 forming Reserve 30297 Third
Avenue Bassendean from “Residential with a split density code of
R20/40” to “Parks and Recreation”.

Rezoning Lots 268 Prospector Loop, 293 Perway Lane, forming Reserve
49029 and Lot 280 Atlantic Bend, forming Reserve 49930 from
“Residential with a split density code of R20/30/60" to “Parks and
Recreation®.

Rezoning Lot 41 Guildford Road from “Residential with a density code
of R20” to “Parks and Recreation”
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

Rezoning Part Lot 271 Hamilton Street from “Residential with a density
code of R20 and R25" to “Parks and Recreation”

Rezoning Lot 20 Hanwell Way from “Parks and Recreation” to “Light
Industry”

Removing additional use No 12 from Schedule 2 additional uses of the
Local Planning Scheme.{ Hotel /Tavern Lot 3 Gallagher Street Eden Hill)

Deleting the numbers and words “1. Prior to the subdivision of the land,
the existing single storey dwelling facing Nurstead Avenue shall be
demolished; and 2. and replacing “all” with “All” from additional use No 3
in Schedule 2 additional uses of the Local Planning Scheme.{Lots
1,2,3,4,5 and 6 Earlsferry Court, Bassendean)

Applying a residential zoning with a density code of R10 to the unzoned
portion of Lot 6 Earisferry Court Bassendean;

Applying a residential zoning with a spit density code of R20/40 to the
unzoned portion of Lot @ Water Road East;

ADOPTION

Adopted by resolution of the Council of the Town of Bassendean at the Ordinary
Meeting of the Council heldonthe ............... day of , 2017.

........................................

CHIEF EXECUTIVE
OFFICER
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FINAL APPROVAL

Adopted by Resolution of the local government of the Town of Bassendean at
the Ordinary Meeting of Council held on the ____ day of ,
, and pursuant to that Resolution the Seal of the Municipality was

hereunto affixed in the presence of:

CHIEF EXECUTIVE
OFFICER

RECOMMENDED/SUBMITTED FOR FINAL APPROVAL

DELEGATED UNDER S.16 OF THE
PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT ACT 2005

FINAL APPROVAL GRANTED
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ADOPTION [Regulation 35(1)]

Adopted by Resolution of the Council
of the Town of Bassendean at the
Ordlnary Meetmg of the Council held on
the ........day of...

Maycr Da(e

Chief Executive Date
Officer

FINAL APPROVAL

1. Adopted for final approval by resolution of the Town of Bassendean at the
Ordinary Meeting of the Council held on the.........day of .. ”
The Common Seal of the Town of Bassendean was hereunin afﬂxed by
authority of a resolution of the COuncil in the presence of

Mayor Date / g
l

Chief Executive Date \\

Officer ~

Recommended for final approval Pl
by the Western Australian / \\
Planning Commission. |

Chairperson Date (SEAL)
Minister for Date
Planning
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ADOPTION [Regulation 35(1)]

Adopted by Resoluticn of the Council
of the Town of Bassendean at the
Ordinary Meeting of the Council held on
the ........day of............20......

Mayor ) Date

Chief éxeculive Date
Officer

FINAL APPROVAL

1. Adopted for final appraval by resolution of the Town of Bassendean at the
Ordinary Meeting of the Council held on the.........day of ...... e
The Common Seal of the Town of Bassendean was hereunto affixed by

authority of a resalution of the COuncil in the presence of

Date

Mayor
Chief Executive Date
Officer

|
\_\ p.
------------ Graiperson Bt e
7 Y
{
l ‘ Minister for Date
N iof Planning

Recommended for final approval /".—
by the Western Australian / \
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TOWN OF BASSENDEAN

TOWN PLANNING SCHEME NO. 4A

AMENDMENT NO. 17




MINISTER FOR PLANNING

PROPOSAL TO AMEND A TOWN PLANNING SCHEME

Local Authority:

Description of Town
Planning Scheme:

Type of Scheme:

Serial No. of Amendment:

Proposal:

Town of Bassendean

Town Planning Scheme No 4A

Guided /Resumptive Scheme

17

Amending the Scheme Map as
follows:

a)

b)

Removing the “‘new roads
and footways” annotation
from the unconstructed road
reserve adjacent to Lot 821
Villiers Street West (adjacent
to 1 Hardy Road).

Removing the “new roads
and footways” annotation
from the unconstructed road
reserve known as Lot 13656
Hatton Court .

Deleting a portion of the
Bridson Street road reserve
intended fo become a
recreation reserve (Lot 354
on Plan 071636) from area
‘A’ and include the land
within area ‘B’



b)

d)

Deleting Lots 162 and 163
Anstey Road from area ‘C"
and include the land within
area ‘B”.

Deleting a portion of Lot 271
Hamilton Street from area
‘C" and include the land
within area ‘B”.

Amending the Scheme Text as
follows:

a)

by deleting Clause 30
under the heading of
Scheme Timetable of the
Scheme and substituting
the following:

“30. The Council wishes to

actively pursue the
completion of the
Scheme. To this end it
has set a goal of
completing the
compulsory acquisition
of properties in Area B
within three years from
the date of gazettal of

the Scheme
Amendment  inserting
this clause. The

remaining properties to
be acquired under Area
B are as follows:

(a) Lot211 Carnegie Street
(b) Pt Lot 206 Hyland

Street

(c) Pt Lot 130 Anstey Road
(d) Pt Lot 113 Harcourt

Street”;

By deleting clause 31 of the
Scheme and replacing it with
the following:



...................... BobJams
CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER

a)

“Other commitments of the
Council within the time-
frame referred to in clause
30 are the acquisition of a
portion of part lots 127
Hatton Court and Lot 1003
Kenny Street, and
construction of a footway”



TOWN PLANNING SCHEME NO 4A
AMENDMENT NO. 17

REZONING REPORT

BACKGROUND

Town Planning Scheme 4A is a guided resumptive development scheme
relating to Ashfield Flats, Bindaring/Pickering Park and a number of smaller
areas in the Town of Bassendean. TPS 4a has been operating since 20
January 1981. The Scheme was subject to a substantial review in 2000/2001
through Amendment No 16 to the Scheme.

The Town of Bassendean is committed to the finalisation of the Town
Planning Scheme No 4A over a 3 year period as expressed on the Town of
Bassendean Corporate Business Plan 2016-2020.

The proposals included in this amendment are aimed at removing redundant
Scheme proposals and to ensure consistency between the 4a Scheme and
the Local Planning Scheme No 10.

The 4A Scheme is administered in parallel with the Town of Bassendean
Local Planning Scheme No 10 which is a District Zoning Scheme. The
changes proposed under the 4A Scheme to the classification of certain land
by this Amendment are mirrored by Amendment No 9 No 10 Scheme in terms
of the zoning and reservation of land of land under that Scheme.

AMENDMENTS TO THE LOCAL PLANNING SCHEME NO 10

Council is proposing an Amendment No 9 to the Local Planning Scheme No.
10. Three of the proposals (proposals 2, 6 &10) are affected by the Town
Planning Scheme No 4A, and it necessary to alter the classification of the
land under the 4A Scheme.

It is therefore proposed to:
1 Deleting a portion of the Bridson Street road reserve intended to
become a recreation reserve (Lot 354 on Plan 071636) from

area 'A’ and include the land within area ‘B’

2. Deleting Lots 162 and 163 Anstey Road from area ‘C" and
include the land within area ‘B”



3. Deleting a portion of Lot 271 Hamilton Street from area ‘C" and
include the land within area ‘B'.

The justification for the amendments to the No 10 Scheme are contained
within the Amendment No 9 Scheme report.
REMOVAL OF NEW ROADS AND FOOTWAYS FROM LAND.

The current Scheme shows two new roads and footways to be constructed
which are now considered to be redundant.

The Scheme shows a footway over the unconstructed road reserve adjacent
to Lot 821 Villiers Street West (adjacent to 1 Hardy Road). The footway was
originally intended to provide pedestrian access from Hardy Road to Ashfield
Flats, however due to the difference in level of Hardy Road to Ashfield Flats,
and issues of topography, and the desire to retain exiting trees, it is
considered impractical to provide a path in this location.

The Scheme shows a new road connecting the cull de sac at the northern end
of Hatton Court with the southern section of Hatton Court, whereby a road
would run around the park.

The existing road as constructed has been designed to give access to each of
the adjoining residential lots, and therefore it is considered that the road
connection is no longer required, and the opportunity exists in the future to
close the unconstructed portion of the road reserve and formalise its reserved
purpose as a recreation reserve.



UPDATING OF SCHEME TIMETABLE AND COMMITTMENTS

The amendment also proposes to update the Scheme Timetable and
commitments to take account of Council's decision to finalise the Scheme
within a three year frame and to take account of land acquisitions that have
taken place and Scheme Works that are no longer required since amendment
No 16 to the Scheme was finalised.

Land acquisitions that have occurred are Lots 278 and 280 Hamilton Street
which fall within Area B - land to be set aside for recreation.

Other commitments to the scheme that are no longer required include:

e The construction of a road on the unconstructed portion of Harcourt
Street, as mentioned in the removal of new roads and footways above.
This also negates the need to acquire a portion of part lots 5, 6 and 7
Kenny Street.

e A footpath has been constructed over Lot 3 Hardy Road, and it is no
longer intended to construct a footpath adjoining lot former lot 663
Hardy Road ( now Lot 821 Villiers Street West)

e The acquisition of a portion of part lot 103 Kenny Street (15 Claughton
Way) to take account of the current road alignment, has been
addressed through the subdivision of that lot.



ADOPTION

PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT ACT 2005
TOWN OF BASSENDEAN
LOCAL PLANNING SCHEME 10
AMENDMENT 17

The Bassendean Town Council under and by virtue of the power conferred
upon it in that behalf by the Planning and Development Act, 2005, hereby
amends the above Town Planning Scheme by:

1. Amending the Scheme Map as follows:

a) Removing the “new roads and footways” annotation from the
unconstructed road reserve adjacent to Lot 821 Villiers Street West
(adjacent to 1 Hardy Road).

b) Removing the “new roads and footways”™ annotation from the
unconstructed road reserve known as Lot 13656 Hatton Court .

c) Deleting a portion of the Bridson Street road reserve intended to
become a recreation reserve (Lot 354 on Plan 071636) from area ‘A’
and include the land within area ‘B’

d} Deleting Lots 162 and 163 Anstey Road from area 'C" and include
the land within area ‘B”.

e) Deleting a portion of Lot 271 Hamilton Street from area 'C” and
include the land within area ‘B”.

2. Amending the Scheme Text as follows:

a) by deleting Clause 30 under the heading of Scheme Timetable of
the Scheme and substituting the following:

“30. The Council wishes to actively pursue the completion of the
Scheme. To this end it has set a goal of completing the
compulsory acquisition of properties in Area B within three
years from the date of gazettal of the Scheme Amendment
inserting this clause. The remaining properties to be acquired
under Area B are as follows:



(a) Lot 211 Carnegie Street

(b) Pt Lot 206 Hyland Street
(c) Pt Lot 130 Anstey Road

(d)  PtLot 113 Harcourt Street”.

b) By deleting clause 31 of the Scheme and replacing it with the
following:

a) "“Other commitments of the Council within the time-frame referred
to in clause 30 are the acquisition of a portion of part lots 127
Hatton Court and Lot 1003 Kenny Street, and construction of a
footway”.

ADOPTION

Adopted by resolution of the Council of the Town of Bassendean at the
Ordinary Meeting of the Council held onthe ............... day of , 2017.

CHIEF EXECUTIVE
OFFICER



FINAL APPROVAL

Adopted by Resolution of the local government of the Town of Bassendean at
the Ordinary Meeting of Council held on the _ day of .

, and pursuant to that Resolution the Seal of the Municipality was

hereunto affixed in the presence of:

CHIEF EXECUTIVE
OFFICER

RECOMMENDED/SUBMITTED FOR FINAL APPROVAL

................................................

DELEGATED UNDER S.16 OF THE
PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT ACT 2005



TOWN OF

BASSENDEAN

Home by the Swan

Town of Bassendean

Town Planning Scheme No. 4A

SCHEME TEXT

Reproduction of an extract from
Government Gazette (No. 8) of 20 January 1981.

Incorporating all approved text amendments
as at 6 February 2001.




Consilidated TPS No 4A
{Including Amendment No 16) Page 2 of 12

TOWN OF BASSENDEAN
TOWN PLANNING SCHEME NO. 4A
McDonald Park Scheme

The Town of Bassendean under and by virtue of the powers conferred upon it in

that behalf by the Town Planning and Development Act, 1928 (as amended),

hereby makes the following Town Planning Scheme.

Citation

1. This Town Planning Scheme may be cited as Town of Bassendean Town
Planning Scheme No. 4A - McDonald Park Scheme (hereinafter called
“the Scheme”).

Responsible Authority

2. The Authority responsible for enforcing the observance of the Scheme is
the Town of Bassendean (hereinafter called “the Council”).

Contents of Scheme

3. The Scheme comprises:
(a)  this Scheme text

(b} the Scheme map

Scheme Area

4, The Scheme shall apply to the lands within broken black lines on the
Scheme Map. The said areas are hereinafter referred to as “the Scheme
Area”.

5. The portions of the Scheme Area which are hereinafter referred to as

Areas A, B, C, D and E respectively are marked accordingly on the
Scheme map.

(standards/twon planning schemes/town planning scheme no 4A — text — updated 6/02/01)
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General Objectives

6. The general objectives of the Scheme are:

(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

(e)

To improve and develop the Scheme Area to the best possible
advantage by making provision for the planning of and undertaking
the work hereinafter mentioned.

To make suitable provision for the better use of land within the
Scheme Area for building purposes.

To make suitable provision for roads and traffic transportation and
residences within the Scheme Area.

To make provision for land to be used for public open space, public
recreation and local authority purposes within the Scheme Area.

To provide for the sharing of the costs of the Scheme among
owners of land within the Scheme Area.

Scheme Works

7. The following works shall be carried out within the Scheme Area:

(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

(€)

(f)

Areas A to D inclusive shall be resurveyed in accordance with the
design shown on the Scheme map with such minor variations as
may with the approval of the Western Australian Planning
Commission be determined by the Council.

The land shown as roads on the Scheme map of which the
carriageway is coloured yellow shall be constructed and drained
and any necessary earthworks undertaken,

Ali roads within the Scheme Area shall where considered desirable
by the Council be repaired and reconstructed.

The tand shown as footways on the Scheme map shall be set aside
for that purpose and shall be paved.

Levelling filling and drainage works shall be carried out where
necessary or desirable except in Areas C.

The land coloured light blue on the Scheme Map shall be set aside
for drainage purposes and drainage reserves .

{standards/twon planning schemes/town planning scheme no 4A — fext — updated 6/02/01)
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(g)  The land coloured green on the Scheme Map shall be set aside for
recreation, public open space and local authority purposes .

(h) Basic development of recreation areas and public open space
within the Scheme Area shall be carried out.

(i) Those buildings and fences which in the opinion of the Council
interfere with the proper development of the Scheme Area
according to the new subdivision will be demolished or otherwise
removed and in cases considered desirable by the Council such
fences and buildings may be re-erected.

(j) Facilities shall be provided for the disposal of sewage by
connection of the Scheme Area to a reticutated sewerage service.

(k)  Provision shall be made for the reticulation of water supply
throughout the Scheme Area except in Areas C.

Closure of Roads and Rights-of-Way

8.

Those roads and rights-of way which are shown on the Scheme map as
roads and rights-of-way to be closed shall be closed in accordance with
the provisions of the Local Government Miscellaneous Provisions Act,
1960-1986 (as amended). The Council shall not pass a resolution to close
a road if the effect of the closure would be to leave a lot without access to
a road. The land formerly within the closed road shall be used for the
purposes shown on the Scheme map and where no such purpose is
shown shall be deemed to have been set aside for public open space.

Areas A

9.

10.

11.

The Council may from time to time and at times it considers expedient so
to do resume or otherwise acquire lands contained in such one or others
of Areas A as it shall from time to time determine.

Upon the acquisition by the Council of one or other Areas A or part thereof
it shall carry out within such area or areas so acquired by it the Scheme
Works in accordance with the design shown upon the Scheme map.

The Council shall when the Scheme Works in any of Areas A so acquired
by it have been completed or at the option of the Council progressively as
such works are undertaken deal with such lots as hereinafter provided:

(standards/twon planning schemes/fown planning scheme no 4A — text — updated 6/02/01)
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(a) Each owner from whom land has been resumed shall be offered
the new lot or lots (if any) which are situated wholly within the land
resumed from that owner. The price shall be a reasonable sale
price recommended to the Council by the Valuer General or by a
disinterested and competent valuer appointed by the Council.

(b)  The offer shall be served by certified post on the owner at the
address of the owner appearing in the rate book or last known to
the Council and may be accepted by notice in writing to the Council
within 30 days from the service of the offer and on payment of 10%
of the purchase price. The balance of purchase money shall be
paid within 30 days from the acceptance of the offer and
contemporaneously with the registration of a transfer of the lot.

(c) The new lots created by the re-survey of an Area A which are not
the subject of sales to owners in accordance with the foregoing
provisions shall be offered by the Council for sale by public
auction.

(d)  Any lots unsold at auction may be sold by the Council by private
contract at such price and upon such terms as shall be determined
by the Council.

12.  All costs incurred by the Council in the acquisition of land within all or any
of the Areas A on the Scheme map and the costs of the carrying out of the
Scheme Works therein shall form part of the Scheme Costs. The net
proceeds of sale of the new lots within Areas A shall be credited to the
Scheme and applied in reduction of the Scheme Costs.

Areas B

13.  The land within Areas B shall be resumed or otherwise acquired by the
Council. Except in the case of portions of some of the lots in Areas B the
land shall be set aside for recreation, public open space and roads.

14. The costs of acquisition of the land within Areas B including all
compensation payable shall form part of the Scheme Costs.

Areas C

15.  The lands within Areas C shall benefit by the carrying out by the Council of

the Scheme Works. The lands shall not be resumed or otherwise
acquired by the Council in order to carry out Scheme Works. The owners
thereof shall contribute to the costs of the Scheme in accordance with the
following clauses:

{standards/fwon planning schemes/town planning scheme no 4A — text — updated 6/02/01}
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16. (1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

For the purpose of this clause the term “dwelling unit® means a
separate dwelling and may be either a separate dwelling house or a
dwelling unit within a building containing other dwelling units and
taking the form of either Grouped Dwellings or Multiple Dwellings
within the meaning of those terms in the Residential Planning
Codes.

Costs of the acquisition of public open space in the Scheme Area
were estimated and this has been divided by the estimated number
of dwelling units which will be constructed in the Scheme Area.
The resultant figure is called the “dwelling unit contribution”. This
figure is to be adjusted annually in accordance with an inflation
factor consistent with the Perth Land Value Index (PLVI), subject to
phasing in of the adjustments from the date of operation of this
clause as follows:

18t year: current contribution of $995
2" year: increment of $500, to $1495
3 year: increment of $500, to $1995
4% year; increment of up to $500 or Perth Land

Value Index, whichever is the lesser
5% and subsequent years: Perth land Value Index

If any difference arises between the Council and an owner as to the
calculation of the inflation factor or its contribution by any owner,
the owner or the Council may refer the matter to arbitration.

The inflation factor shall be reviewed by the Council thereafter
having regard to the rate of inflation in land values (if any) in the
metropolitan region (within the meaning of the term Metropolitan
Region in Section 6 of the Metropolitan Region Town Planning
Scheme Act 1959).

Each owner shall pay the said dwelling unit contribution at the time
of the issue of a building licence in respect of this proposed
development.

Monies received by the Council pursuant to this clause shall be
credited to the Scheme and applied in reduction of Scheme Costs.

(standards/twon planning schemes/town planning scheme no 4A - text — updated 6/02/01)
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Areas D
17.  The land within the Areas D have prior to the coming into operation of the

Scheme been acquired by the Council and developed by it. The said
lands have been sold by the Council. The net proceeds of sale of the said
lands shall be credited to the Scheme and applied in reduction of Scheme
costs. the development cost incurred by the Council in respect of the said
lands shall form part of the Scheme Costs. The owners of land within
Areas D shall have the right to connect that land to the sewers provided.
The said owners shall not be liable to contribute to the costs of the
Scheme nor to receive any payment from the Scheme Funds.

Areas E

18.

The lands within Areas E are lands reserved by the Western Australian
Planning Commission for Parks and Recreation, pursuant to the
Metropolitan Region Scheme or intended by it fo be so and are shown on
the Scheme Map in order to comply with the Metropolitan Region Town
Planning Scheme Act, 1959, as amended. The boundaries of these lands
are not altered by this Scheme nor will these lands be improved as part of
the Scheme.

Development by Owners

19.

(1)  The Council may in accordance with this clause permit an owner or
a group of owners to develop land in an Area A prior to the
implementation of the Scheme in respect of such land. If the
Council does so agree the owner or owners shall enter into an
agreement agreeing:

(a)  To subdivide and develop the land according to the Scheme
within a time limited.

(b)  That the works shall be carried out under the supervision of
the Council’'s officers and consultants and to pay all costs
and fees incurred in so doing.

(c) To pay the owner’s proportion of the Scheme Costs.

(d) To mortgage or charge specified lands to secure payment of
any monies payable to the Council.

(e) To release the Council from all claims for compensation in
respect of the Scheme.

(standards/twon planning schemes/town planning scheme no 4A — fext — updated 6/02/01)
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20.

(2) The agreement shall contain such other clauses as the Council
acting on the advice of its solicitors shall require.

if any land within the Scheme Area shall be the property of the Council the
value of such land shall be ascertained in accordance with Clauses 23-25
and upon payment by the Scheme to the Council of the value so
ascertained the said land shall be made available by the Council for the
purpose of the Scheme.

Finance

21.

The Council shall finance the Scheme Works and other Scheme Costs
and it shall receive all income from the Scheme. If the Scheme shows a
loss the amount of the loss shall be paid by the Council. [f the Scheme
shows a profit the amount thereof shall be distributed to the owners of
land within Areas A who have accepted the offers made pursuant to
Clause 12 in proportion to the amounts of the prices of the new lots
recommended to the Council pursuant to that Clause and paid by those
owners respectively.

If no owner of land within Area A has accepted an offer under clause 11,
the Council shall disperse any profit as follows:

(a)  to reimburse the Council for any payment to the Scheme otherwise
than in a capacity of an owner; and

(b)  any balance shall be used for improvements to open space within
the Scheme Area.

Scheme Costs

22.

The Scheme shall be debited with:

(a) The administration costs of the Scheme including an amount to
reimburse the Council for such overhead and supervision costs as
may be incurred in the implementation of the Scheme.

(b)  The cost of the Scheme Works.

(¢)  Allinterest payable to the Council in accordance with the foregoing
provisions of the Scheme.

(d) All compensation payable and all costs and expenses of
determining and settling compensation.

(standards/twon planning schemes/town planning scheme no 4A — text — updated 6/02/01)
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(e) The cost of acquisition of any land within the Scheme Area in the
event of such land being acquired other than by resumption.

(f) All monies paid by the Council in order that sewerage services and
water supply services may be made available to the Scheme Areas
and the costs of extension of water mains and sewerage and
drainage mains which may become payable by the Council.

(g) The costs of altering existing electricity water sewerage drainage
and telephone services or of providing exceptional services
rendered necessary by the Scheme to the extent to which and in
cases where the Council considers the cost justified.

(h)  All other costs and expenses which the Council shall be required to
meet in order to complete the Scheme.

Valuations

23.

24,

25.

Where it is necessary to ascertain the value of any land for the purpose of
the Scheme the value shall be determined by the Valuer General or by a
disinterested and competent valuer appointed by the Council.

If an owner objects to the value so determined he may give notice of such
objection to the Council within 28 days after having been informed of the
said value or revised value. If the valuer does not agree to change the
value to a figure acceptable by the owner the value shall be determined by
arbitration in accordance with the provisions hereinafter contained.

If a valuation made by a valuer shall be changed as the resuit of an
objection, the valuer may reconsider the values placed on other land and
make such revaluation as he considers just and equitable. The owners
affected by such revaluation shall forthwith be notified of any change in
value.

Arbitration

26.

Any matter which by the terms of this Scheme may be determined by
arbitration may be referred to arbitration in accordance with the
Commercial Arbitration Act, 1985, or any statutory modification thereof for
the time being in force.

{standards/twon planning schemes/town pianning scheme no 4A — fext — updated 6/02/01)
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Encumbrances on Title

27. In the event of any land resumed by the Council being subject to a
registered mortgage charge or a lease or a caveat to protect the interests
of a purchaser, mortgagee, chargee or lessee the Council shall not make
any payment to nor transfer a new lot to the owner without the consent of
all persons entitled to the benefit of the encumbrance or unless subject to
a similar encumbrance.

Powers of Council

28. The Council in the conduct and management of the Scheme shall in
addition to the powers and authorities hereinbefore mentioned have the
following powers:

(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

(e)

(f)

(9)

(h)

An officer of the council, authorised by the council for the purpose,
may at all reasonable times and with such assistance as may be
required, enter any land for the purpose of ascertaining whether the
provisions of the Scheme are being observed.

To enter into arrangements and agreements with the owners of
land within the Scheme Area.

To acquire by purchase or resumption any land or buildings,
excepting those in Area C, within the Scheme Area.

To agree to the extension of time for payment of any monies
payable to it or to accept security for the payment thereof.

To postpone the implementation of the Scheme for such period as
it thinks fit or to implement the Scheme in stages dealing with
portions of the Scheme Area from time to time as the Council
considers proper in the circumstances.

To transfer any land acquired by it in pursuance of the Scheme in
compensation or part compensation and to enter into agreements
relative to the determination and settlement of compensation.

To enter into such agreements and arrangements with the Crown,
the Water Corporation or other Govermnment instrumentality or
statutory authority as seems proper to the Council for any purpose
connected with the Scheme for the carrying out of any of the
Scheme Works.

To move, alter or demolish any building which obstructed the
observance or carrying out of the Scheme.

(standards/twon planning schemes/town planning scheme no 4A — text — updated 6/02/01)
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(i)

()

(k)

To make minor variations to the survey diagram where necessary
or desirable.

To dispose of any lots within the Scheme Area for the time being
vested in it upon such terms and conditions as it may think fit.
Without limiting the generality of the foregoing the Council may sell
the lots singly or in groups and on the condition that buildings of a
specified character with specific parking or other facilities shall
within a limited period be constructed thereon or that the land and
buildings be used for a specific purpose.

To let or lease on such terms and conditions as it thinks fit any land
or building acquired by it pursuant to the Scheme.

Time Limit for Claim for Compensation

29. The time limit for the making of claims for compensation pursuant to
Section 11 of the Town Planning and Development Act, 1928 (as
amended), is six months after the date when notice of the approval of the
Scheme is published in the manner prescribed by the Regulations made
under the Act.

Scheme Timetable

30. The Council wishes to actively pursue the completion of the Scheme. To
this end it has set a goal of completing the compulsory acquisition of
properties in Area B within five years from the date of gazettal of the
Scheme Amendment inserting this clause. The remaining properties fo be
acquired under Area B are as follows:

(a)
(b)
(c)
(d)
(e)
(f)

Lot 278 Hamilton Street
Lot 280 Hamilton Street
Lot 211 Carnegie Street
Pt Lot 206 Hyland Street
Pt Lot 130 Anstey Road
Pt Lot 113 Harcourt Street

(standards/twon planning schemes/town planning scheme no 4A — text — updated 6/02/01)
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31. QOther commitments of the Council within the time-frame referred to in
clause 30 are as follows:

(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)
(e)

Construction of a road on the unconstructed portion of Harcourt
Street.

Construction of a footway over portion of plan 5963 (Water
Corporation reserve) leading from Hatton Court to Bridson Street.

Acquisition of a portion of part lots 5, 6 and 7 Kenny Street and
construction of the unconstructed portion of Hatton Court.

Construction of footways adjoining lots 663 and 3 Hardy Road.

Acquisition of a portion of part lot 103 Kenny Street to take account
of the current road alignment.

(standards/twon planning schemes/town planning scheme no 4A — fext — updated 6/02/01)
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Document #: ILET-11542117

@ Government of Western Australia g?iﬁ;r %;?,anggeo
{ Development Assessment Panels File. DABGILIAISA

Qur Ref: DP/12/00609
Enquiries: DAP Secretariat
Telephone: 6551 9919

Mr Bob Jarvis

Chief Executive Officer
Town of Bassendean

PO Box 87
BASSENDEAN WA 6934

Dear Mearvis,
DEVELOPMENT ASSESSMENT PANELS — LOCAL GOVERNMENT NOMINATIONS

As you would be aware, Development Assessment Panels (DAP) member appointments expire on
26 April 2017.

Members whose term has expired will be eligible for re-consideration at this time. Under regulation
26 of the Planning and Development (Development Assessment Panels) Regulations 2011 (DAP
Regulations), your local council is requested to nominate four elected members of the Council,
comprising two local members and two alternate local members to sit on your respective DAP as
required. The local government nominations process require online submissions at the following -

https:/consultation. planning.wa.gov. aufoffice-of-the-director-generalffeccd28

Nominations are required to be received by 28 February 2017.

Following receipt of all local government nominations, the Minister for Planning will consider and
appoint nominees for up to a three-year term, expiring on 26 April 2020. All appointed local
members will be placed on the local government member register and advised of DAP training
dates and times. It is a mandatory requirement, pursuant to the DAP regulations, that all DAP
members attend training before they can sit on a DAP and determine applications. Local
government members who have previously undertaken training are not required to attend further
training, but are encouraged to attend refresher training.

When selecting nominees, the Council should consider that local government elections may result
in a change to DAP membership if current councillors, who are DAP members, are not re-elected.
If members are not re-elected, the local government will need to re-nominate for the Minister's
consideration. DAP members are entitled to be paid for their attendance at DAP meetings and
training, unless they fall within a class of persons excluded from payment. Further details can be
found in the Premier's circular — State Government Boards and Commitiees Circular (2010/02).

If you have any queries regarding this request for nominations, please contact the DAPs secretariat
on (08) 6551 9919 or email daps@planning.wa.gov.au. Further information is available online at
htips://iwww.planning.wa.gov.au/Development-Assessment-Panels.asp.

Yours sincerely

e
G cGdwan
ifector General

4January 2017

Postal address: Locked Bag 2506 Perth WA  Street address: 140 William Street Perth WA 6000

Tel: (08) 655 19000 Fax: (0B) 655 19001 corporate@planning.wa.gov.au  www.planning.wa.gov.au
ABN 79 051 750 680

wa.gov.au




Premier’s Circular

Number: 2010/02
Issue Date: 26/07/2010
Review Date: 21/05/2017

TITLE
STATE GOVERNMENT BOARDS AND COMMITTEES
BACKGROUND

This Circular defines what constitutes a Government Board or Committee, and also provides
clarity on remuneration for people who sit on these Boards and Committees. A register of
State Government Boards and Committees can be found at http://www.dpc.wa.gov.au. This
register provides transparency in relation to State Government Boards and Committees and
also provides an effective tool for monitoring Boards and Committees. This is consistent
with the Government'’s objectives of promoting efficiency within the public sector and making
Government more responsive to the needs of Western Australians.

POLICY
This policy applies to all State Government Boards and Committees.

Ministers and agencies are encouraged to utilise interdepartmental working groups, drawing
upon external advice and engaging in other forms of consultation that do not involve the
establishment of a State Government Board or Committee and the payment of fees.

The Government has endorsed the recommendations of the Public Sector Commission’s
(PSC) 2012 “Report on Government Boards and Committees”.

A State Government Board or Committee is a body:

(i) established for the purpose or function of having a major impact on government
policy; or

(ii) which has a cross-over of Ministerial responsibilities; or

(iii) where members are paid a fee (other than reimbursements for travel expenses).

This includes sub-committees that fall within that definition.

All establishments, abolitions (including those due to expire), changes in name,
appointments, and reappointments to State Government Boards and Committees are
matters for Cabinet consideration.

The authority to pay fees to State Government Board and Committee members derives from
statutory provision or endorsement by Cabinet where applicable. The rate of any fee is to be
recommended by the Public Sector Commissioner unless provided by statute.

A member of a State Government Board or Committee is not eligible for fees (other than
reimbursements for travel expenses) if they are:

(i on the public payroll, including all current full time State, Commonwealth and Local
Government employees; Members of Parliament; current and retired judicial officers;
and current non-academic employees of public academic institutions; or

(i) a former Member of Parliament and less than 12 months has passed since sitting in
Parliament.



Part time public servants; elected Local Government councillors and university academics
are eligible for fees when sitting on State Government Boards and Committees.

A university academic is defined as someone who is engaged primarily for the purpose of
providing educational services and not administrative or other services.

Part time public servants are eligible for remuneration for membership on Government
Boards and Committees if:

(i) it is clearly demonstrated to the satisfaction of the relevant Minister that the part time
public servant’s Board or Committee work will happen in their own time; and
(ii) potential conflicts of interest will be appropriately managed.

Section 102 of the Public Sector Management Act 1994 which requires employees to obtain
the prior permission of their employing authority to engage in activities unconnected with
their functions also applies.

As a general guide, an individual should not sit on more than two (2) State Government
Boards and Committees.

The Department of the Premier and Cabinet (DPC) provides advice on the application of this
circular, including the eligibility of members to receive remuneration, supports appointment
processes and maintains a database of State Government Boards and Committees, from
which a Register is accessible at http://www.dpc.wa.gov.au.

The Public Sector Commission (PSC) provides recommendations on remuneration levels for
eligible members of Government Boards and Committees.

Members of the public interested in serving on a State Government Board or Committee are
able to register their interest on the Government of Western Australia Jobs website
(http://jobs.wa.gov.au). To express an interest, members of the public should select the
Interested Persons Register tab on the website home page and follow the directions to
complete an online nomination form and upload a current curriculum vitae.

Guidelines for the reimbursement of travel expenses are contained in the Public Sector
Commissioner's Circular 2009-20: Reimbursement of Travel Expenses for Members of
Government Boards and Committees. Principles for good governance of Boards and
Committees and the Conduct Guide for Boards and Committees are published on PSC's
website (http://www.publicsector.wa.gov.au).

Remuneration of Board members should be reported in an agency’'s Annual Report and
consistent with the guidelines issued annually for the preparation of such reports.

Colin Barnett MLA
PREMIER

For enquiries contact: Richard May 6552 5235 (for policy and database advice)
Department of the Premier and Cabinet
Andrew Dores 6552 8633 (for remuneration matters)
Public Sector Commission

Other relevant Circulars: Public Sector Commissioner's Circulars 2009-20
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K703 Bus SHELTER .
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Landmark Products Pty Ltd

, ‘.; 55-57 Kabi Circuit
o Landmark
R DECEPTION BAY, QLD 4508 AUSTRALIA

Phone: (07) 3817 9444
Fax: (07) 3204 0457
Quote No: 30674R1 Email: landmark@landmarkpro.com.au

Monday, 14 November 2016 ABN: 99 112 000 843

Delivery Location:

Client: Town of Bassendean

Contact:  Nicole Baxter Bassendean, WA, 6054
Email: nbaxter@bassendean.wa.gov.au

Phone: (08) 9377 9025

Project Consultant: Adel Young Estimator: JENMOU

*#%% A formal instruction to proceed must be submitted on a company letterhead or official purchase order, and placed on Landmark Products Pty Ltd via the above fax number or email address ***

Project: K703 Bus Shelter

Supply of ( 1) Standard K703 Bathurst shelter 2.6m x 1.6m with 'inground' steel posts.

* Pre-cut Colorbond, custom orb roof sheeting - XRW grade ( colour TBA ).

* Hot dipped galvanised and powder coated steel roof frame ( colour TBA ).

* Hot dipped galvanised and powder coated steel posts ( colour TBA ).

* Landmark products stainless steel anti vandal fastening system.

* All remaining brackets and fixings are galvanised steel.

* Footing design and setout plan.

* Engineers certification and building application drawings.

* Installation instructions.

* Delivery to site or depot - unloading by others.
Price for 1 $9,500.00
+10% GST $950.00

Total Price for 1 $10,450.00

Supply of ( 1) Standard 1.5m bench for K703 bus shelter with 'inground' legs.

* Clear anodised aluminium seat boards.

* Powder coated aluminium seat frames ( colour TBA ).
* 316 grade stainless steel fixings.

* Footing design and setout plan.

* Installation instructions.

Price for 1 $645.00
+10% GST $64.50

Total Price for 1 $709.50

Site mobilization and de-mobilization.
Price for 1 $180.00
+10% GST $18.00
Total Price for 1 $198.00

Excavate concrete slab, remove and dispose soil from site.
Price for 1 $850.00
+10% GST _ $85.00
Total Price for 1 $935.00

INSURANCES FOR YOUR PROTECTION: $20 Million Public and Product Liability Cover. $5 Million Professional Indemnity Cover

WARRANTY: 10 year Structural Guarantee

QUOTE TERMS AND TRADING TERMS:

As per Landmark Products Quotation and Trade Terms (clause 5.1) invoice of proeduct supply will occur on completion of manufacture (regardless if the product is shipped or not). A 20% deposit must be paic
upon placement of order of all custom manufactured goods.

This quotation is subject to Landmark Quotation and Trading Terms - Available on our website at www.landmarkpro.com.au

We thank you for the opportunity to submit this proposal and lock forward to working with you.

Page 1 of 2



Landmark Products Pty Ltd

fa 55-57 Kabi Gircuit
\ ' PO Box 603
DECEPTION BAY, QLD 4508 AUSTRALIA

Phone: (07) 3817 9444
Fax: (07) 3204 0457
Quote No: 30674R1 Email: landmark@landmarkpro.com.au

Monday, 14 November 2016 ABN: 99 112 000 843

Delivery Location:

Client: Town of Bassendean

Contack: Nicole Baxter Bassendean, WA, 6054
Email: nbaxter@bassendean.wa.gov.au

Phone: (08) 9377 9025

Project Consultant: Adel Young Estimator: JENMOU

New concrete slab.
Price for 1 $1,500.00
+10% GST $150.00

Total Price for 1 $1.650.00

Installation of:

( 1) Standard K703 Bathurst shelter 2.6m x 1.6m with 'inground’ steel posts, and
( 1) Standard 1.5m bench for K703 bus shelter with 'inground' legs.

* Delivery to and unloading of kit at site.

* Hire of excavator - excavate footings and slab.

* Hire of concrete truck - pour concrete footings and slab.

* Installation of the shelter.

* Supply of labour for the duration of the project.

* Leave site clean and tidy.

* Lodge Practical Completion.
Price for 1 $2,250.00
+10% GST _ $225.00

Total Price for 1 $2,475.00

PTA approved tactiles supply and installation.
Price for 1 $1,100.00
+10% GST $110.00
Total Price for 1 $1.210.00

Prices are Valid Until Friday, 13 January 2017

INSURANCES FOR YOUR PROTECTION: $20 Million Public and Product Liability Cover. $5 Million Professional Indemnity Cover

WARRANTY: 10 year Structural Guarantee

QUOTE TERMS AND TRADING TERMS:

As per Landmark Products Quotation and Trade Terms (clause 5.1) invoice of product supply will occur on completion of manufacture (regardless if the product is shipped or not). A 20% deposit must be paic
upon placement of order of all custom manufactured goods.

This quotation is subject to Landmark Quotation and Trading Terms - Available on our website at www.landmarkpro.com.au

We thank you for the opportunity to submit this proposal and look forward to working with you.
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FOREWORD

The Australian Pesticides and Veterinary Medicines Authority (APVMA) is an independent statutory authority with
responsibility for the regulation of agricultural and veterinary chemicals in Australia. Its statutory powers are
provided in the Agvet Codes scheduled to the Agricultural and Veterinary Chemicals Code Act 1994.

The APVMA has legislated powers to reconsider the approval of an active constituent, registration of a chemical
product or approval of a label at any time after it has been registered. The reconsideration process is outlined in
sections 29 to 34 of Part 2, Division 4 of the Agvet Codes.

A reconsideration may be initiated when new research or evidence raises concerns about the use or safety of a
particular chemical, a product containing that chemical, or its label. The scope of each reconsideration can cover a
range of areas including human health (toxicology, public health, occupational health and safety), the environment
(environmental fate and ecotoxicology), residues and trade, chemistry, efficacy or target crop/animal safety.
However, the scope of each reconsideration is determined on a case-by-case reflecting the specific issues raised
by the new research or evidence.

The reconsideration process (illustrated in Figure 1) includes a call for information from a variety of sources, a
review of that information and, following public consultation, a decision about the future use of the chemical or
product. The information and technical data required by the APVMA to review the safety of both new and existing
chemical products must be generated according to scientific principles. The APVMA conducts science and
evidence-based risk analysis with respect to the matters of concern, analysing all the relevant information and data
available.

When the APVMA receives or is made aware of a significant new piece of information that questions the safety (to
target animals, humans or the environment) or efficacy of a registered chemical, the APVMA assesses the new
information to determine whether a formal reconsideration of that chemical and/or products containing that
chemical should be initiated.

In undertaking this process, the APVMA works in close cooperation with external experts including the Department
of Health, Food Standards Australia New Zealand (FSANZ), the Department of the Environment and Energy and
the state departments of agriculture, as well as other expert advisers as appropriate.

This document sets out the nomination assessment process for glyphosate that was initiated following the
classification of glyphosate as ‘probably carcinogenic to humans' by the International Agency for Research on
Cancer (IARC) in March 2015.

This document and the technical reports relating to glyphosate are available from the APVMA website at
www.apvma.gov.au. The technical reports are:

e Review of IARC Monograph 112 (Glyphosate): Tier 1
e Review of IARC Monograph 112 (Glyphosate): Tier 2.



Nomination. Any person or group (including the APVMA and its partner agencies)
may nominate an active constituent, product or label for reconsideration. The APVMA
assesses the supporting scientific information and determines whether a
reconsideration is warranted. Not all nominations will proceed to a formal
reconsideration—there are other regulatory pathways available that may more

efficiently address concerns.

The APVMA nominated glyphosate for reconsideration following the
classification of glyphosate as ‘probably carcinogenic to humans’ by the
International Agency for Research on Cancer in 2015.

Prioritisation. The APVMA (with input from its advisory agencies) determines the

priority of the reconsideration.

Scope. A scope document is prepared that outlines the areas of concern to be
reconsidered. From 1 July 2015 the APVMA is legislatively required to publish a work
plan for all reconsiderations to provide predictability about the timeframe for the

reconsideration.

Notice of reconsideration. To begin the reconsideration, the APVMA gives each
holder a written Notice of Reconsideration that invites the holder to make a written
submission to the APVMA. The holder is legally obliged to submit any available data
relevant to the scope of the reconsideration. The APVMA supplements the submitted
data with data available in the public domain (eg peer-reviewed scientific journal
articles or international assessment reports).

Toxicology assessment.

The toxicology assessment
characterises all of the adverse health
effects that a compound may cause
and establishes health-based guidance
values (also known as public health
standards) for exposure to the
chemical. The toxicology assessment
recommends first aid directions,
poisons scheduling and any necessary
warnings for product labels.

Environment risk assessment.

Where indicated in the scope of the
reconsideration, an environmental risk
assessment is conducted. The
environmental risk assessment may include
an evaluation of environmental fate and
ecotoxicology.

Human exposure assessment.

The Toxicology assessment findings
are used in the Occupational Health
and Safety (human exposure)
assessment. This assessment
recommends safety directions, re-entry
periods and restraints for all the uses
supported by the assessment.

Residues and dietary exposure risk
assessment (includes trade).

The available residues data are used in

the residues and dietary exposure risk
assessment. This assessment recommends
withholding periods, MRLs and restraints for
all use patterns supported by this
assessment. It also considers the potential
trade risks arising from all the supported
uses of products.

Efficacy: If included in the scope of the review efficacy assessments are conducted

by the APVMA.




Interim Regulatory Action. At any time during a reconsideration, the APVMA may
take regulatory action to mitigate any risks identified in relation to the use of a
chemical. The aim of any such action is to protect human health or the environment
(or both) while a final decision is being reached through the reconsideration process.

Proposed Regulatory Decision. The APVMA considers all the assessments and
develops draft recommendations for the reconsideration which summarise the results
of the assessment, identified risks, risk mitigation measures, proposed review findings
and draft regulatory decisions. The PRD and the component assessment reports are
released for public consultation.

Consultation. Further data or information may be submitted to the APVMA from a
range of stakeholders including holders, users of the chemicals, peak industry bodies,
interest groups, non-government organisations, state and territory governments or the
public.

Usually a 3-month public consultation period is conducted following publication of the
PRD. Any further data or information submitted during consultation will be taken into
consideration before making the final regulatory decision.

Regulatory decision. After the public consultation period has closed, the APVYMA
assesses all the comments received and amends the assessment, review findings and
the proposed regulatory measures as necessary. We then make the final regulatory
decision.

There are three possible regulatory outcomes from a reconsideration:

e affirm the approvals or registrations

« vary the relevant particulars or conditions and affirm the approval or registration, or
e suspend or cancel the approval or registration.

The APVMA will affirm the approval or registration only if satisfied that it meets all
statutory safety, efficacy, trade and labelling criteria and also complies with all
requirements in the regulations

If the active constituent, product or label does not meet the criteria as described
above, the APVMA will examine whether the relevant particulars or conditions of the
approval or registration can be varied so that the criteria can be met. This may include
varying the instructions for use on the label.

If product registrations or label approvals are cancelled the APVMA will examine
whether a phase out period for dealing with or using cancelled products or products
bearing cancelled labels is appropriate. Additional instructions may be applied during
phase out. If a phase out period is not appropriate then recall action may be required.

END OF RECONSIDERATION (regulatory decision)

Implementation. Once the decision is made to affirm, cancel or vary conditions of
registrations or approvals the APVMA will send written Notices to the holders of
registrations and approvals and publish Notices of affirmation, variation of conditions,
and cancellation of actives, products or label approvals.

These Notices will include brief statements of the reasons for the actions, relevant
particulars for any affirmed approvals or registrations and any appropriate instructions
of use or phase-out periods for cancellations. The APVMA will publish details of any
applicable phase out periods if any approvals of actives, registration of products or
label approvals are cancelled. The maximum legislated phase out period is 12-months.

Figure 1: The chemical reconsideration process



SUBMISSIONS FROM THE PUBLIC ARE INVITED

This draft regulatory position report:

e outlines the APVMA chemical reconsideration process

e advises interested parties how to respond to the assessment

e summarises the nomination assessment methodology and outcomes

» outlines the proposed regulatory position to be taken in relation to the nomination for reconsideration of

glyphosate and products containing glyphosate.

The APVMA invites persons and organisations to submit their comments and suggestions on this nomination
assessment report directly to the APVMA. Comments on this report will be assessed by the APVMA before the
report is finalised and the final regulatory position report is published.

Submissions can be sent to:

Director, Chemical Review
Australian Pesticides and Veterinary Medicines Authority
PO Box 6182

KINGSTON ACT 2604

Telephone: +61 26210 4749

Facsimile: +612 6210 4776

Email: chemicalreview@apvma.gov.au
Website: www.apvma.gov.au.

Preparing your comments for submission

Please limit any comments you have to the scientific justification for the proposed regulatory position on
glyphosate.

When making your comments:

¢ clearly identify the issue and clearly state your point of view

e give reasons for your comments, supporting them with relevant scientific information and indicating the source
of the information you have used.

Please try to structure your comments in point form, referring each point to the relevant section in the regulatory
position report. This will help the APVMA assemble and analyse all of the comments it receives.

When making a submission, please include:

e contact name



¢ company name or group name
¢ postal address
+ email address (if available)

« the date you made the submission.
Finally, tell us whether the APVMA can quote your comments in part or full.

Please note that, subject to the Freedom of Information Act 1982, the Privacy Act 1988 and the Agvet Code, all
submissions received may be made publicly available. They may be listed or referred to in any papers or reports
prepared on this subject matter.

The APVMA reserves the right to reveal the identity of a respondent unless a request for anonymity accompanies
the submission. If no request for anonymity is made, the respondent wilt be taken to have consented to the
disclosure of their identity for the purposes of Information Privacy Principle 11 of the Privacy Act 1988.

The contents of any submission will not be treated as confidential or confidential commercial information unless
they are marked as such and the respendent has provided justification for the material to be classified as
confidential or confidential commercial infermation in accordance with the Freedom of Information Act 1982 or the
Agvet Code, as the case may be.

THE CLOSING DATE FOR SUBMISSIONS IS FRIDAY 30 DECEMBER 2016.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Introduction

Glyphosate is a broad-spectrum, non-selective, post-emergent, systemic herbicide that kills or suppresses all plant
types (except those genetically modified to be resistant to glyphosate) and is commonly used to control annual and
perennial broadleaf and grassy weeds in various agricultural and non-agricultural settings. Glyphosate acts by
disrupting the shikimic acid pathway, which is unique to plants, to prevent protein biosynthesis and kill the plant.

The first product containing glyphosate was registered for use in Australia in the 1970s, under the trade name
‘Roundup®. Products containing glyphosate that are registered for use in Australia are formulated as solutions,
granules, aerosols and gels and are generally applied using ground or aerial equipment.

Concerns have recently been raised about human exposure to glyphosate, following an assessment by the
International Agency for Research on Cancer (IARC) that re-classified glyphosate as ‘probably carcinogenic to
humans’.

The APVMA chose to consider glyphosate for reconsideration following the publication of the IARC Monograph
112 in July 2015. Once a chemical has been nominated for reconsideration, the APVMA examines the new
information to determine whether there are sufficient scientific grounds to warrant placing the chemical under
formal reconsideration. This regulatory position report represents the outcome of that scientific nomination
assessment process.

Evaluation methodology: a weight-of-evidence approach

The nomination assessment process involved a scientific weight-of-evidence evaluation of information in the IARC
monograph, risk assessments undertaken independently by regulatory agencies in other countries and expert
international bodies, in addition to Adverse Experience Reports (AERs) submitted to the APVMA. A weight-of-
evidence assessment involves an examination of the quality, biological relevance and consistency of studies,
assessment reports and scientific conclusions according to the scientific method.

The APVMA commissioned a review of the IARC monograph by the Office of Chemical Safety (OCS) within the
Department of Health. This review was conducted in two phases: Tier 1 involved conducting a preliminary scoping
review of the IARC monograph to ascertain the relevance of the carcinogenicity classification of glyphosate and
any implications that this may have for glyphosate approvals and registrations in Australia; Tier 2 involved
conducting a detailed assessment of those studies that were identified during the Tier 1 assessment as requiring
further evaluation.

The APVMA also reviewed a number of very recent international assessments of glyphosate including those
undertaken by the Joint Food and Agriculture Organisation of the United Nations/World Health Organisation
(FAO/WHO) Meeting on Pesticide Residues, the European Food Safety Authority (EFSA), the European
Chemicals Agency (ECHA), Health Canada and the New Zealand Environmental Protection Authority (NZ EPA).
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Assessment of the IARC glyphosate monograph

The OCS undertook a screening level assessment of the IARC monograph (Tier 1) and identified 19 references
relevant to the carcinogenicity classification of glyphosate requiring a more in-depth evaluation, with an additional
74 references requiring further review to determine their relevance—the APVMA utilised recent independent
international assessments of these references. Following the assessment of the 19 studies relevant to the IARC
carcinogenicity classification of glyphosate (Tier 2), the OCS concluded that there did not appear to be any new
information to indicate that glyphosate poses a carcinogenic or genotoxic risk to humans.

Evaluation of international assessments of glyphosate

The JMPR, EFSA, ECHA and Health Canada assessments of glyphosate all evaluated the publicly available data
that was considered in the IARC monograph, as well as other published and unpublished data not available to
IARC. In addition, the NZ EPA assessed the publicly available data contained in the IARC monograph and
assessments by JMPR and EFSA.

Carcinogenicity studies in laboratory animals: EFSA concluded that the weight-of-evidence is that there is no
carcinogenic risk to humans related to the use of glyphosate. JMPR concluded that glyphosate is not carcinogenic
in rats but was unable to exclude the possibility that glyphosate is carcinogenic in mice at very high doses.

The assessment conducted by ECHA concluded that there was no evidence of carcinogenicity in mice or rats due
to a lack of statistical significance in pair-wise comparisons, a lack of consistency across studies, that slightly
increased tumour incidences were only evident at doses exceeding the maximum tolerated dose, the absence of
early cellular changes or pre-neoplastic lesions and/or incidences that tumour incidences were in the range of
normal biological variation. Health Canada concluded that there was no evidence that glyphosate was
carcinogenic or genotoxic in rats but that there was some evidence for a marginal increase in the incidence of
ovarian tumours in mice only at the highest tested dose—however, these results were considered to be of low
concern for human health risk assessment. The assessment commissioned by the NZ EPA concluded that long-
term carcinogenicity studies produced consistently negative results and that the IARC assessment attributed
inappropriate weight to the studies included in its assessment, which did not demonstrate a dose-response
relationship, reported only minor positive results at the maximum dose tested, did not to consider relevant
historical control data and excluded some studies that did not report positive associations between glyphosate
exposure and carcinogenicity.

Genotoxicity studies: JMPR concluded that the overall weight-of-evidence is that glyphosate is unlikely to be
genotoxic to humans at anticipated dietary exposures. EFSA, ECHA, Health Canada and the NZ EPA similarly
concluded that the weight-of-evidence does not support the hypothesis that glyphosate is genotoxic. Again, these
assessments concluded that the evidence presented by IARC as representative of strong evidence for genotoxicity
and oxidative stress was primarily based on exposure scenarios not relevant to humans.

Epidemiological studies: ECHA concluded that the value of the human data for hazard classification purposes is
questionable and limited because it is difficult to distinguish between the effects of the active constituent and
co-formulants, as humans are never exposed to the active constituent alone, and humans are exposed to a many
environmental chemicals, making it difficult to attribute health effects to one specific chemical. The JMPR, EFSA,
ECHA and NZ EPA assessments concluded that while there was some evidence of a positive statistical
association between glyphosate exposure and the risk of non-Hodgkin's lymphoma (NHL) in some retrospective
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case-control studies, the one large, high-quality prospective cohort study found no statistical association at any
exposure level. The EFSA assessment further noted that it was not possible to differentiate between the effects of
glyphosate and the co-formulants in the epidemiological data available. The ECHA assessment describes a
number of papers that did not identify a risk between glyphosate exposure and various specific cancer types,
including NHL, lymphomas in general or multiple myeloma. The ECHA concluded that a comprehensive review of
epidemiological studies assessing the possible association between glyphosate exposure and cancer found no
consistent pattern of positive associations that would suggest a causal relationship between glyphosate exposure
and the development of cancer in adults or children. The ECHA further concluded that, while epidemiological data
is of limited value for detecting the carcinogenic potential of a pesticide, the data do not provide convincing
evidence for an association between glyphosate exposure in humans and any cancer type. The Health Canada
assessment concluded that the majority of epidemiological data considered by IARC lacked adequate
characterisation of glyphosate exposure and that as a result these studies were of limited use for supplementing
the hazard assessment of glyphosate.

Assessment of adverse experience reports (AER)

Between 1996 and 2013, a total of four AERSs relating to human safety were submitted to the APVMA's Adverse
Experience Reporting Program (AERP). All were classified as ‘possible’ or ‘probable’ by the APVMA. Of the four
reports, one was of skin irritation while the remaining three were reports of eye irritation. The APVMA is confident
that the current safety and use directions included on approved labels for products containing glyphosate are
sufficient to mitigate these known adverse effects.

Proposed regulatory position
Based on this nomination assessment, the APVMA concludes that the scientific weight-of-evidence indicates that:

e exposure to glyphosate does not pose a carcinogenic or genotoxic risk to humans

e there is no scientific basis for revising the APVMA’s satisfaction that glyphosate or products containing
glyphosate:

e would not be an undue hazard to the safety of people exposed to it during its handling or people using
anything containing its residues

e would not be likely to have an effect that is harmful to human beings

e would not be likely to have an unintended effect that is harmful to animals, plants or things or to the
environment

» would be effective according to criteria determined by the APVMA by legislative instrument, and
» would not unduly prejudice trade or commerce between Australia and places outside Australia.

e there are no scientific grounds for placing glyphosate and products containing glyphosate under
formal reconsideration

e the APVMA will continue to maintain a close focus on any new assessment reports or studies that indicate that
this position should be revised.
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1 INTRODUCTION

Glyphosate [N-(phosphonomethyl)glycine) is an aminophosphonic analogue of glycine, which is a naturally
occurring amino acid. Glyphosate is classified as an organophosphate as it contains carbon and phosphorous;
however, it does not affect the nervous system the way other organophosphates do. Glyphosate is a broad-
spectrum, non-selective, post-emergent, systemic herbicide that kills or suppresses all plant types, except those
that have been genetically modified to be resistant to glyphosate, and can be used as a plant-growth
regulator/desiccator at lower dose rates. Herbicide products that contain glyphosate are commonly used to control
annual and perennial broadleaf and grassy weeds in various agricultural and non-agricultural settings. Glyphosate
binds strongly to soil particles and is readily metabolised by soil microorganisms, therefore when applied post-
emergence, glyphosate demonstrates no pre-emergence or residual activity.

The water solubility of technical-grade glyphosate acid can be increased by formulating it primarily as its
isopropylamine salt, or less commonly as monoammonium, potassium, timesium, monoethanolamine or
dimethylammonium salts, or various combinations of those salts. Furthermore, commercial formulated products
contain various non-ionic surfactants to facilitate uptake by plants. Some commercial formulations also contain
other active constituents in an attempt to mitigate herbicide resistance.

Glyphosate is taken up by the leaves and other green parts of the plant and translocated to the entire plant
systemically. As a result, glyphosate is capable of total destruction of the plant. Glyphosate binds to and blocks the
enzyme 5-enolpyruvylshikimate-3-phosphate synthase (EPSPS), thereby disrupting the shikimic acid pathway and
preventing the plant from synthesising the essential aromatic amino acids required for protein biosynthesis
(phenylalanine, tyrosine and tryptophan), killing the plant. As this pathway is unique to plants and therefore is not
present in mammals, glyphosate demonstrates low vertebrate toxicity.

The first product containing glyphosate was registered for use in Australia in the 1970s, under the trade name
‘Roundup’. Products containing glyphosate that are registered for use in Australia are formulated as solutions,
granules, aerosols and gels (Table 1) and can be applied using ground or aerial equipment, as well as some
specialised application methods (eg aerosol).

1.1 Current regulatory status of glyphosate in Australia

As of February 2016 there were 80 active constituent approvals for glyphosate and 471 registered products
containing glyphosate. Of the 471 registered products, 130 are for home garden use and 370 are for
commercial/agricultural use (Table 1). In these registered products, glyphosate is present at varying
concentrations and is formulated in various salt forms, including ammonium, dimethylammonium, isopropylamine,
mono-ammonium, monoethanolamine and potassium salts. Some registered products contain additional active
constituents, including amitrole, ammonium thiocynate, butafenacil, carfentrazone-ethyl, diflufenican, imazapyr and
oxyfluorfen.

Glyphosate is approved for use in Australia to control various annual and perennial broadleaf, grassy and woody
weeds, trees and brush and is used in a variety of different situations, such as:

e croplands for the control of emerged weeds prior to crop and fallow establishment, minimum tillage farming,
direct drilling into seedbed, for pre-harvest desiccation



14

e non-cultivated land (eg industrial, commercial, domestic and public service areas) and rights of way
e forests, orchards, vines and plantations

¢ home garden use on rockeries, garden beds, driveways, fence lines, firebreaks, around buildings and prior to
planting new lawns and gardens

e aquatic areas (restricted to dry drains and channels, dry margins or dams, lakes and streams)
e aquatic weed control and control of weeds on margins of dams, lakes and streams or in channels, drains or

irrigation (selected products only).

Glyphosate is applied by ground boom, knapsack/handgun, gas/splatter gun, wiper equipment, controlled droplet
application equipment, aerial spraying, aerosol spray, ready to use spray bottle and ready to use gel dispenser.

Table 1: Formulation types for glyphosate products

Formulation type Level of active constituent Product type
Agueous concentrate 3.6 g/L Home garden
7.2g/L Home garden
60 g/L Commercial
100 g/L Home garden
150 g/L Commercial
300 g/L Commercial
360 g/L Home garden and commercial
450 g/L Home garden and commercial
470 g/L Commercial
480 g/L Commercial
490 g/L Home garden and commercial
500 g/L Home garden and commercial
510 g/L Commercial
540 g/L Home garden and commercial
Soluble concentrate 7.2 g/L Home garden
15.2 g/L Home garden
143 g/L Home garden

150 g/L Commercial
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Formulation type

Level of active constituent

Product type

360 g/L Home garden and commercial
450 g/L Commercial
470 g/L Commercial
480 g/L Commercial
490 g/L Home garden
495 g/L Commercial
500 g/L Commercial
510 g/L Commercial
517 g/L Commercial
535 g/L Commercial
540 g/L Home garden and commercial
570 g/L Commercial
600 g/L Commercial
Emulsifiable concentrate 360 g/L Commercial
Suspension concentrate 225 g/L Home garden and commercial
360 g/L Home garden and commercial
450 g/L Commercial
510 g/L Commercial
600 g/L Commercial
700 g/L Commercial
Water dispersible granule 680 g/kg Home garden and commercial
690 g/kg Commercial
700 g/kg Commercial
835 g/kg Commercial
Water soluble granule 680 g/kg Commercial
700 g/kg Commercial
720 g/kg Commercial
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Formulation type Level of active constituent Product type
800 g/kg Commercial
840 g/kg Commercial
900 g/kg Commercial
875 g/kg Commercial
Aerosol 10 g/kg Home garden
Liquid 7.2 g/lL Home garden
360 g/L Home garden and commercial
450 g/L Commercial
Liquid concentrate 570 g/L Commercial
Emulsion, oil in water 4.8 g/L Home garden
25.6 g/L Home garden
432 g/L Commercial
Gel 7.2g/L Home garden
40 g/L Home garden
Dry flowable 225 g/L Home garden
Other liquids to be applied undiluted 7.29/L Home garden
7.4 g/L Home garden
16 g/L Home garden

Previous reconsideration of glyphosate by the APVMA in 1996

A formal reconsideration of glyphosate was initiated following concern by the then Commonwealth Environment
Protection Agency that certain surfactants in glyphosate formulations were acutely toxic to tadpoles at
concentrations that are likely to occur in shallow water when products were used according to approved label
instructions. Seventy five products were placed under review and all 27 holders were invited to provide information
to the APVMA (then the National Registration Authority; NRA) relating to the review.

The scope of the review was limited to:

e reviewing application methods of glyphosate formulations adjacent to aquatic environments of all registered
agricultural products
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e a proposal to include a warning statement on all agricultural glyphosate product labels precluding use on or
adjacent to waterways unless otherwise authorised

¢ a proposal to only allow use of glyphosate formulations in sensitive aquatic situations where it can be
demonstrated that there is no significant risk to the aquatic environment.

The conclusions of the reconsideration were that the aquatic toxicity of registered glyphosate formulations was
undesirably high and was mainly due to the surfactants in the formulations. Therefore, a number of conditions of
registration were modified to describe more clearly the situations in which products registered for use in aquatic
situations could be used to avoid the risk of significant aquatic contamination. Use of the formulated products was
restricted to dry drains and channels and dry margins of dams, lakes and streams. Warning statements on labels
were amended to minimise any possible aquatic contamination. Only formulations with an acceptable margin of
aquatic safety would be registered for controlling weeds growing in or over water. Holders were provided

12 months (until 30 June 1997) to make the necessary changes to their products. No changes were made to
products registered solely for home garden use, as the risk of significant aquatic contamination was considered
very low. The final reconsideration report is available on the APVMA website.

Response to claims that glyphosate is responsible for causing birth defects

In June 2011, Earth Open Source (EOS) published a document titled ‘Roundup and birth defects: is the public
being kept in the dark?' In this document, EOS questioned the safety of glyphosate and products that contain it.
The claims made by EOS were:

s exposure to concentrations of glyphosate lower than those commonly used in agriculture and the home
garden have been linked to developmental malformations affecting the skull, face, brain and spinal cord in frog
and chicken embryos

¢ arange of developmental malformations, as well as endocrine disruption and reproductive toxicity have been
observed in humans and experimental animals following exposure to glyphosate

e avariety of in vitro test systems have demonstrated that glyphosate can induce damage to DNA and genetic
material in laboratory animals and humans

¢ glyphosate exposure has been linked to cancer of the testis in rats, skin cancer in mice and blood system
cancers in humans

¢ glyphosate exposure has been linked to neurotoxicity and the development of Parkinson’s disease in humans.

The APVMA commissioned an expert review of that document, which was published in July 2013, to address the
concerns raised in the EOS article. In doing so, the APVMA evaluated both the published studies cited in the EOS
document and other more recent publications and archived toxicology studies of glyphosate, compared the EU
reviews of glyphosate with reviews prepared by other regulators, assessed the scientific merit of the claims made
by EOS and the research upon which those claims were based and considered whether there were implications
for the registration of products containing glyphosate in Australia. The full review of the EOS document can be
found on the APVMA archive website.

A number of conclusions were made in the review of the EOS document. These included:
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¢ The available data do not indicate that glyphosate products registered for use in Australia and used according
to label instructions present any unacceptable risks to human health, the environment or frade.

e The weight- and strength-of-evidence demonstrate that glyphosate is not genotoxic, carcinogenic or
neurotoxic.

e Developmental malformations caused by glyphosate in toad and chicken embryos are not predictive of a
developmental hazard to humans because of the routes of administration used. Some studies have reported
fetal skeletal abnormalities, toxicity to the male reproductive tract during puberty and interference with the
maturation of the male reproductive organs during puberty; however, these studies were affected by flawed
design, methodology and/or reporting and the claimed effects on puberty are inconsistent.

e Glyphosate is extremely unlikely to cause reproductive or developmental toxicity in humans under normal
conditions of exposure.

e At present, there is no scientific justification for classifying glyphosate as an endocrine disrupter.

e Effects on hormonal regulation and cellular toxicity observed in vitro may have been confounded by
surfactants present in formulated products.

* Most studies utilising formulated products containing glyphosate have not identified which chemical
constituent was responsible for causing the reported effects, or characterised their mode of action.

e The toxicological studies cited by EOS do not demonstrate a need to revise the current Australian Acceptable
Daily Intake (ADI) of 0.3 mg/kg bw/day for glyphosate.

e New information that emerges from the United States (US) and Canadian reviews of glyphosate will be
considered by the APVMA.

The Poisons Standard (SUSMP)

The Poisons Standard, or the Standard for the Uniform Scheduling of Medicines and Poisons (SUSMP) controls
how medicines and poisons are made available to the public and classifies them into Schedules according to the
level of regulatory control that is required in order to maintain public health and safety. Scheduling of medicines
and poisons in Australia is a legislative requirement administered by the Therapeutic Goods Administration (TGA).
However, the scheduling controls are implemented through State and Territory legislation, therefore the
implementation of any restrictions imposed by the TGA may differ between States and Territories. Model
provisions about packaging and labels, a list of products recommended to be exempt from the provisions and
recommendations about other relevant controls are also included.

When making a scheduling decision, various criteria are considered, including toxicity, purpose of use, potential for
abuse, safety in use and the need for the substance. Medicines and poisons are classified in one of ten
Schedules. Agricultural, domestic and industrial poisons are generally listed in Schedules 5 (caution), 6 (poison) or
7 (dangerous poison), which represent increasingly stricter container and labelling requirements. Products for
domestic use must not be listed in Schedule 7.

Glyphosate is classified as a Schedule 5 (caution) substance, which is defined as a substance with a ‘low potential
for causing harm, the extent of which can be reduced through the use of appropriate packaging with strong
warnings and safety directions on the label’. To classify as a Schedule 5 poison, the substance must adhere to the
following criteria:
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o the substance is non-corrosive and has a low toxicity
e acute oral toxicity (rat): 2000 mg/kg to 5000 mg/kg
¢ acute dermal LDso: > 2000 mg/kg
» acute inhalation LCso (rat): > 3000 mg/m?® (4 hours)
e the substance has a low health hazard from repeated use and is unlikely to result in irreversible toxicity
e no other significant toxicity (eg carcinogenicity, mutagenicity, etc)
e the substance is capable of causing only minor adverse effects to humans in normal use
e specialised personal protective equipment should not be necessary for safe use

e the likelihood of injury during handling, storage and use can be mitigated through appropriate packaging and
label warnings

¢ the substance has a low potential for causing harm

» potential harm is reduced through the use of appropriate packaging with simple warnings and safety
directions on the label.

1.2 Health-based guidance values for glyphosate

Health-based guidance values are established by regulatory authorities (and international bodies such as the
JMPR) for the purpose of determining whether human exposure (via the diet or occupationally) to a particular
chemical is safe. Health-based guidance values provide quantitative information to risk managers to enable them
to make informed, scientific decisions related to protecting human health.

Acceptable Daily Intake (ADI)

The ADI is the amount of a chemical that can be ingested daily over a lifetime without any appreciable risk to
health. The ADI is based on the lowest NOAEL (No Observed Adverse Effect Level) for the most sensitive adverse
effect relevant to humans.

The ADI for glyphosate in Australia is 0.3 mg/kg bw/day based on the No-Observed-Adverse-Effect Level
(NOAEL) of 30 mg/kg bw/day (the highest tested dose) in a 3-generation reproduction dietary study in rats and
using a 100-fold safety factor to account for extrapolation from animals to humans as well as variation in sensitivity
within the human population.

Acute Reference Dose (ARfD)

The ARfD is an estimate of the amount of a substance in food and drinking water, expressed on a milligram per
kilogram bodyweight basis, which can be ingested in a period of 24 hours or less without appreciable health risk to
the consumer. In 1998, JMPR concluded that an ARTfD must be determined for all pesticides, unless the
toxicological profile indicated that the pesticide was unlikely to present an acute hazard. As the toxicology
assessments of glyphosate indicate that there is no likelihood of glyphosate presenting an acute hazard to human
health, an ARfD has not been established for glyphosate in Australia or overseas.
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Maximum Residue Limits (MRL) and National Residue Survey (NRS)

The maximum amount of a chemical that is legally permitted in a food is known as the MRL. The MRL is based on
good agricultural and chemical use practices to ensure that an agricultural or veterinary chemical has been used
according to the directions on the approved label. The MRL is set well below the level that would result in the
health-based guidance values being exceeded if the chemical is used according to the approved label instructions.
Therefore, while exceedance of the MRL may indicate a misuse of the chemical, it does not normally indicate that
there is a public health or safety concern. The APVMA sets MRLs for agricultural and veterinary chemicals in
agricultural produce. The states and territories are responsible for enforcing MRLs.

The Agricultural and Veterinary Chemicals Code Instrument No. 4 2012 (MRL Standard) lists MRLs for chemicals
that may arise from the approved use of products containing that chemical, and outlines the definitions of those
residues. The glyphosate residue definition is the sum of glyphosate, N-acetyl-glyphosate and
aminomethyphosphonic acid (AMPA) metabolite, expressed as glyphosate.

As a part of the Department of Agriculture and Water Resources strategy to minimise chemical residues in
agricultural product, the NRS facilitates testing of animal and plant products for pesticide and veterinary medicine
residues, and environmental contaminants. In the 2013—14 NRS report, glyphosate residues greater than half of
the MRL were not detected in any samples of barley, canola, chickpea, faba bean, field pea, lentil, lupin, maize,
sorghum, triticale, wheat, wheat durum or macadamias. In 1/28 samples of oats, glyphosate residues above the
MRL were detected (NRS 2014b), while in 1/37 almond samples, glyphosate residues lower than the MRL were
detected (NRS 2014a). In the 2014—15 report (not yet published), glyphosate residues above the MRL were
reported in 1/42 oat samples and residues below the MRL (above half of the MRL) were reported in 4/42 oat
samples (NRS 2015). No residues greater than half of the MRL were detected in any samples of barley, chickpea,
faba bean, canola, cowpea, field pea, lentil, maize, lupin, maize, mung bean, sorghum or wheat.

Australian Total Diet Study (ATDS)

The ATDS is coordinated by FSANZ to monitor Australia’s food supply and ensure that food regulatory measures
are protecting consumer health and safety. The ATDS assesses dietary exposure to pesticide residues,
contaminants and other substances and is conducted approximately every two years.

The 23@ ATDS examined dietary exposure to 214 agricultural and veterinary chemicals, nine contaminants,

12 mycotoxins and 11 nutrients in 92 commonly consumed foods and beverages in 2008 (FSANZ 2011a).
Glyphosate residues were detected in 2/12 samples of multigrain bread (mean concentration 0.016 mg/kg)
(FSANZ 2011b). Based on these results, FSANZ estimated the mean consumer dietary exposure to glyphosate as
0.12, 0.81, 0.87, 0.97 and 1.4 ug/day in children aged 9 months, 2-5 years, 6—12 years and 13-16 years and
adults aged 17 years and above, respectively (FSANZ 2011b). These estimated exposures are well below (214—
25 000 times) the ADI of 0.3 mg/kg indicating that there are no safety concerns for Australian and New Zealand
consumers.

Drinking water standards

The Australian Drinking Water Guidelines (the Guidelines) are a joint publication of the National Health and
Medical Research Council (NHMRC) and the Agricultural and Resource Management Council of Australia and
New Zealand. The Guidelines are not legally enforceable but provide a standard for water authorities and state
health authorities to ensure the quality and safety of Australia’s drinking water.
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The health-related guideline value (expressed as mg/L) is the concentration or measure of a water quality
characteristic that, based on present knowledge, does not result in any significant risk to the health of the
consumer over a lifetime of consumption (NHMRC 2011). Health values are derived so as to limit intake from
water alone to approximately 10% of the ADI, on the assumption that (based on current knowledge) there will be
no significant risk to health for an adult having a daily water consumption of 2 litres over a lifetime. The current
health-related guideline value for glyphosate in drinking water is 1 mg/L—excursions above this value would need
to occur over a significant period of time to be of a health concern (NHMRC 2011). Glyphosate is generally not
reported in the analysis of Australian waters and is unlikely to be found at levels that may cause health concerns.

1.3 Legislative basis for a reconsideration of glyphosate

The basis for a reconsideration of the registration and approvals for a chemical is whether the APVMA is satisfied
that the safety, efficacy and trade criteria listed in sections 5A, 5B and 5C of the Agvet Code for continued
registration and approval are being met. These requirements are that the use of the product, in accordance with
instructions approved, or to be approved, by the APVMA for the product or contained in an established standard:

¢ would not be an undue hazard to the safety of people exposed to it during its handling or people using
anything containing its residues
* would not be likely to have an effect that is harmful to human beings

e would not be likely to have an unintended effect that is harmful to animals, plants or things or to the
environment

» would be effective according to criteria determined by the APVMA by legislative instrument, and
 would not unduly prejudice trade or commerce between Australia and places outside Australia.

The APVMA may also consider whether labels for containers for chemical products containing glyphosate meet
the labelling criteria as defined in section 5D of the Agvet Code which requires that labels have adequate
instructions relating to:

¢ the circumstances in which the product should be used

e how the product should be used

e the times when the product should be used

e the frequency of the use of the product

e the re-entry period after use of the product

» the withholding period after the use of the product

¢ disposal of the product and its container

¢ safe handling of the product and first aid in the event of an accident

e any matters prescribed by the regulations.
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2 INTERNATIONAL REGULATORY STATUS

Glyphosate is approved for use throughout the world, including in Europe and the United Kingdom (UK), the US,
Canada, Australia, New Zealand, China, Brazil etc.

2.4 United States

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (US EPA) registers pesticides under the Federal Insecticide,
Fungicide and Rodenticide Act and periodically (at least every 15 years) re-evaluates pesticides to ensure that
they continue to meet registration standards, noting that new scientific information may be generated that should
be taken into consideration. The registration of glyphosate is currently being reviewed as a part of this process.
The re-assessment began in 2009 and was originally scheduled for completion in 2015; however, finalisation of
the assessment was delayed following the re-classification of glyphosate by IARC. The final report is currently
expected to be completed and published in 2016. The US EPA utilises a risk assessment process for evaluating
the potential for health and ecological effects of a pesticide. The human health risk assessment process utilises
the National Research Council's process for human health risk assessments, which is the procedure outlined by
the International Programme on Chemical Safety (IPCS) and adopted by JMPR, as described in Section 4.3.

In addition, the US EPA has developed a framework to incorporate epidemiological information into its risk
assessment, which is based on peer-reviewed, robust principles and tools. The framework methodology was
reviewed in 2010 by the Federal Insecticide, Fungicide and Rodenticide Act Scientific Advisory Panel. Chemicals
are assessed for carcinogenicity using the US EPA’s Guidelines for Carcinogen Risk Assessment (2005).

In February 2016, the US Food and Drug Administration (US FDA) announced that they would begin testing for
residues of glyphosate on various foods, including soybeans, corn, milk and eggs. Concurrently, the US Fish and
Wildlife Service announced that they would commence an analysis in conjunction with the US EPA of the impacts
of four commonly used pesticides (including glyphosate) on 1500 endangered species, which is due for completion
by December 2022.

Glyphosate-based formulations are currently registered in the US to control weeds in various fruit, vegetable and
other food crops, glyphosate-resistant transgenic crops, ornamental plantings, lawns and turf, greenhouses,
aquatic areas, forest plantings and roadside rights of way. Products registered in the US that contain glyphosate
are formulated as liquids, solids and ready-to-use formulations, and can be applied using ground and aerial
equipment as well as small hand-held sprayers.

2.2 Canada

The registration of pesticides in Canada is regulated by Health Canada’s Pest Management Regulatory Agency
(PMRA). In 2010 Health Canada's PMRA commenced a re-evaluation of glyphosate in collaboration with the US
EPA'’s re-evaluation of glyphosate. In April 2015, the PMRA published its Proposed Re-evaluation Decision
(PRVD2015-01) for glyphosate. In that document, the PMRA proposed continued registration of products
containing glyphosate for sale and use in Canada. However, as a condition of the proposed continued registration,
new risk reduction measures were proposed for end-use products, aimed at protecting both human health and the
environment (Table 2).
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Table 2:
Management Regulatory Agency

New measures to minimise risk of glyphosate exposure proposed by Health Canada’s Pest

Human health Environment

A restricted-entry interval of 12 hours for agricultural
uses to protect workers

Environmental hazard statements to inform users of
toxicity to non-target species

Apply only when potential for drift to areas of human
habitation or activity (eg houses, cottages, schools and
recreational areas) is minimal, to protect bystanders

Spray buffer zones to protect non-target terrestrial and
aquatic habitats

Precautionary statements for sites with characteristics
that may be conducive to runoff and when heavy rain is
forecast are proposed to reduce potential for runoff to
adjacent aquatic habitats

A vegetative strip between treatment area and edge of
a water body to reduce runoff to aquatic areas

Following the publication of the proposed re-evaluation decision, the PMRA accepted written comments on the
report for 60 days from the date of publication. The PMRA will consider all submissions prior to making a final,
scientific decision on the registration of glyphosate in Canada.

2.3

Europe and the United Kingdom

All active constituents used in pesticide products in the EU are subject to approval by the European Commission
(EC). However, individual Member States are responsible for authorising the final formulated pesticide products
containing those active constituents in its territory. Therefore, whilst a chemical may be registered for use in the
EU, Member States have the power to restrict use of that product in its territory. The EC approval is limited to a
maximum of ten years—therefore, if manufacturers wish to continue using that active constituent in pesticide
products, they must apply for renewed approval prior to the end of these ten years. The EC appoints a member
state to act as the Rapporteur Member State (RMS) to conduct the assessment of a chemical.

The European Food Safety Authority (EFSA) is an agency that is funded by the EU but operates independently
of the European legislation and member states. Legally established in 2002 by the EU, EFSA provides scientific
advice and communication on risks associated with the food chain in Europe and is responsible for risk
assessment of available science, but is not involved in legislative risk management or policy determination.
Instead, the risk assessment conducted by EFSA is used to inform European policy and legislation by the EU risk
managers, including the EC and the European Parliament (EP).

Glyphosate is registered for use throughout Europe and the UK and in August 2014 was subjected to a re-
assessment by the RMS, Germany, as mandated by the EC and coordinated by EFSA. The Federal Republic of
Germany was appointed as the RMS to conduct the assessment. The Federal Office of Consumer Protection and
Food Safety was appointed by the German government as the lead authority for drafting the Renewal Assessment
Rapport (RAR). The Federal Institute for Risk Assessment (BfR) was subsequently commissioned to assess the
potential health risks of glyphosate. Once completed, the draft report was presented to EFSA and a consultation
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pericd commenced. All comments and additional data resulting from the consultation period was incorporated into
the draft, which was then submitted to EFSA in December 2014,

In February 2015, the BfR prepared a revised health risk assessment report on glyphosate, which was
subsequently revised in April 2015 to include additional evaluation tables and clarify some factual information
following consultation with EFSA. The assessment by EFSA was published in November 2015, The report
concluded that glyphosate was ‘unlikely to pose a carcinogenic hazard to humans and the evidence does not
support classification with regard to its carcinogenic potential' (EFSA 2015).

tn April 2015, the EC provided EFSA with a second mandate, to consider the findings of the IARC regarding the
potential carcinogenicity of glyphosate or products containing glyphosate in the original assessment, In July 2015,
the German government and EFSA commissioned BfR to review the IARC monograph on the re-classification of
glyphosate, The review was completed in August 2015 as an addendum to the original RAR and was peer
reviewed by EFSA. A detailed discussion of the BfR’s review of the IARC monograph is provided below in Section
4.4).

Eriefly, the BiR agreed with IARC’s conclusion that there is ‘limited evidence in humans for the carcinogenicity of
glyphosate’ but noted that no consistent positive association between glyphosate exposure and the development
of cancer was demonstrated, and the most powerful study reported no effect. The BiR disagreed with IARC's
conclusion that there is ‘sufficient evidence in animals for the carcinogenicity of glyphosate’, concluding that the
weight-of-evidence suggests that there is no carcinogenic risk related to the use of glyphosate and that no hazard
classification for carcinogenicity is warranted according to the Classification, Labelling and Packaging of
Substances and Mixtures (CLP criteria) (Germany 2015). The BfR also disagreed with IARC’s conclusion that
there ‘is mechanistic evidence for genotoxicity, oxidative stress, inflammation, immunosuppression, receptor-
mediated effects, and cell proliferation or death of glyphosate’ and concluded that the mechanistic and other
studies do not provide evidence for a carcinogenic mechanism. The BfR concluded that the weight-of-evidence
suggests that neither glyphosate nor AMPA (a metabolite of glyphosate) induce mutations in vive and that no
hazard classification for mutagenicity was warranted according to CLP criteria (Germany 2015).

The inifial registration of glyphosate was scheduled to expire on 31 December 2015 (EC 2015). Following an
expert meeting of EFSA, the EU member states, WHO, |IARC and the US EPA, and in consideration of the revised
RAR and addendum, EFSA completed its report for the assessment of glyphosate for the purpose of renewed
approval and recommended that a renewal of the registration of glyphosate be granted. The EFSA RAR and
addendum were subject {o a thorough peer review by the competent authorities of the EU Member States and to
accommodate that peer review process, the registration of glyphosate was provisionally extended until 30 June
2016. All but one of the Member States experts agreed that glyphosate is unlikely to be genoloxic or pose a
carcinogenic risk to humans. The EC postponed a vote by EU member states to renew approval of glyphosate,
which was originaily scheduled for the meeting on 7 and 8 March 2016 of the EU Standing Committee on Plants,
Animals, Food and Feed {hereafter referred to as the Standing Committee) until after the European Parliament
vote in April 2016.

In March 2018, the EU Environment Committee Members of the European Parliament {(MEPs) voted in favour of a
resolution for the EC to abandon its proposal to renew approval of glyphosate in the EU for a further 15 years with
no restrictions. The Environment MEPs instead requested that the EC conduct an independent review and
disclose all of the scientific evidence used by EFSA in its assessment of glyphosate. They added that the EU Food
and Veterinary Office should also be mandated to test and monitor glyphosate residues in food and drink.
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The resolution was put to a vote at the plenary session of the EP scheduled for 11-14 April in Strasbourg, which
again resulted in a postponement of the vote to re-register glyphosate, as a qualified majority consensus could not
be reached. The Standing Committee again met on 18-19 May 2016 to discuss a 10 year re-registration for
glyphosate in the EU. Again, the vote was postponed because a qualified majority was not reached. On 2 June
2016, the EC announced a proposal for the Standing Committee to meet on 6 June 2016 to consider a 2-year
extension to the current registration of glyphosate so that the ECHA could complete an assessment of the
carcinogenicity and potential for endocrine disruption of glyphosate. The EC also proposed banning
polyethoxylated tallow amines (POEA; in glyphosate-based formulations only), minimising the use of glyphosate in
public parks, playgrounds and gardens, and minimising pre-harvest use of glyphosate. In order for the proposal to
pass, 55% of Member States (representing 65% of the EU’s population) would be required to vote in favour. Of the
28 Member States, 20 voted in favour of the proposal, 7 abstained (did not vote for or against) and 1 (Malta) voted
against the proposal. As a resulf of the relatively large populations of some of the countries that abstained from
voting, the favourable votes accounted for only 52.91% of the EU’s population and the proposal did not pass.

On 24 June 20186, the EC convened an Appeals Committee to consider the re-approval of glyphosate for

18 months to allow the ECHA to gather additional data and undertake a comprehensive analysis of the health risks
association with its use. Again, a qualified majority position was not reached, with 19 countries in favour of the
extended approval, two against (France and Malta) and seven abstaining, representing 51.49% of the EU's
population in favour of the extension.

When a qualified majerity is not obtained, the EC may bring forward its own decision to authorise the re-approval
of a chemical. On 29 June 2016, the EC extended the approval of glyphosate in the EU to allow the ECHA to
complete its assessment of glyphosate. This approval will expire either 6 months following the date of receipt of
the ECHA report or 31 December 2017, whichever occurs first (EC 2016). On 11 July 2016, Member State experts
voted as a qualified majority in favour of two recommendations proposed by the EC as conditions to the
registration extension, at a meeting of the Standing Committee in Plants, Animals, Food and Feed. These
restrictions included:

» an EU-wide ban on POEAs contained in some glyphosate-based formulations

« restricted use of glyphosate-based formulations in public parks, playgrounds and home gardens and for
pre-harvest application.

In July 2016, the pesticide regulator in Malta (the Malta Competition and Consumer Affairs Authority) began
implementing a policy decision by the Ervironment Ministry to withdraw authorisation for all glyphosate and
glyphosate-based formulations.

Glyphosate is currently authorised throughout the EU and UK, predominantly for uses in agriculture (cereals,
vineyards, olives, cifrus, nuts etc}, but also to manage weed growth on non-cultivated areas (eg railway tracks,
verges), public amenities, forestry and aquatic environments, and in home gardens. Glyphosate is authorised for
weed control use after harvest or sowing, before a new crop is planted. Glyphosate is also authorised for
pre-harvest weed control use and dessication (to promote the maturation of crops} in crops such as oilseed rape
and cereals. It is not currently clear which uses will be affected as a result of the recently announced use
restrictions described above.
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2.4 New Zealand

In New Zealand, the registration of herbicides is the responsibility of the Environmental Protection Authority and
the Ministry for Primary Industries. Glyphosate is listed on the Chief Executive Initiated Reassessment (CEIR)
Programme and as such is being actively monitored by the Environmental Protection Authority.

Glyphosate has been registered in New Zealand since 1976 and is used in various settings, including orchards,
vineyards, pastures, vegetable patches, along roadways and in parks, sporting fields and home gardens.
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3 EVALUATION METHODOLOGY: THE WEIGHT OF SCIENTIFIC
EVIDENCE

Consistent with the scientific method, a weight-of-evidence approach should be used to determine whether a
chemical is carcinogenic. To conduct an initial quality assessment of each individual study, the study design
should be assessed, taking into account OECD (Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development) or
national test guidelines where appropriate. In a weight-of-evidence assessment, any observation should be
reproducible: the strength of any finding will be increased if it can be replicated under the same conditions in more
than one laboratory. Plausible patterns in the hierarchy of the results will also strengthen the finding—ie where a
finding in vitro is reproduced in vivo.

In toxicological science, there are a number of criteria that are used to determine whether an effect, such as
cancer, is treatment-related and adverse:

e Dose-response relationship—the number of animals or subjects showing the effect and/or the severity of the
effect should increase with dose. There should be a progression to a more severe state of toxicity as the dose
and duration of dosing increases.

e Consistency of the effect— the effect should be observed consistently across studies of similar exposure
duration and sexes (in unusual cases an effect may be sex-specific). Additionally, an effect should be
corroborated by related toxicological endpoints — for example, increases in malignant neoplasms should be
preceded by cellular changes that should be observed at lower doses or following shorter exposure durations.

e  Statistical significance—differences between treated groups and the concurrent control group should be
statistically significant. However, statistical significance on its own does not imply biological significance and
the absence of statistical significance also does not necessarily mean the absence of an effect (for example a
rare type of tumour may be highly biologically relevant).

e Biological plausibility—an observed effect needs to be mechanistically plausible based on the characteristics
of the chemical and principles of biology/physiology.

e  Natural variation and incidental findings—the normal range of natural variation of a parameter in the
test species needs to be understood through the use of age- and sex-matched historical control data.
All laboratory animal strains used in rodent bioassays have a background incidence of age- and sex-related
neoplasms at different tissue sites. It is critical that this normal range of biological variation is documented and
understood.

When assessing toxicological data associated with chemical residues in food, the APVMA has regard to the
principles and methods outlined by the IPCS, described below in Section 4.3 (IPCS 2009) including guidance on
the interpretation of toxicological data by JMPR' and OECD?. For the evaluation of carcinogenicity via dietary or
other exposure routes, the IPCS has published a mode-of-action (MOA) framework for chemical carcinogenesis
(Meek et al 2013). In this framework, treatment-related cancer must first be demonstrated in laboratory animals

' http://www.who.int/foodsafety/publications/impr guidance document 1.pdf?ua=1

2 http://www.oecd-
ilibrary.org/docserver/download/9750321e.pdf?expires=1472172141&id=id&accname=quest&checksum=28F68D5204F 38A
1B96055A611D12C4DF
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before proceeding fo examine genotoxicity data, human epidemiological and mechanistic data in order to
determine the mechanism for how cancer arises and the human relevance of adverse effects observed in
laboratory animals.

The APVMA considered aspects of study design and reporting that may either increase or decrease confidence in
the data. The presence of a dose-response relationship, consistency and reproducibility were considered to
increase confidence in the data, while any unexplained inconsistencies and significant deviations from
international test guidelines were considered to reduce confidence in the data. Therefore, those studies that
demonstrated a dose-response relationship, adhered to international test guidelines {where appropriate) and were
consistent and reproducible within and/or between laboratories were given more weight in the assessment.

For epidemiclogical data, the APVYMA considered prospective cohort studies to be more powerful than
retrospective case-control studies, which are mere prone to recall bias and confounding by exposure to other
chemicals and environmental situations. It is well known that study participants’ memory may not be reliable:
participants are often asked to provide information about use patterns that occurred many years previously,
participants may be providing information relating to a family members’ usage (not their own) and it is possible that
a participant with cancer may have spent more time thinking about possible causes and exposure scenarios than
participants without cancer. It is also very difficult to separate usage of one pesticide from another: those who
routinely use glyphosate-based formulaticns are likely to have been using many other types of agricultural and/or
industrial chemicals, or be exposed to other occupational scenarios that may confound the data.

3.1 Use of international test guidelines

All scientific studies considered by the APVMA are assessed on their scientific merits. However, studies that have
been conducted according fo principles of Good Laboratory Practice (GLP) and comply with international test
guidelines are preferred because of the assurance of their scientific quality.

To ensure the scientific quality of studies submitted for regulatory purposes and to enable comparison of studies
utilising the same methodology in different laborateries, a number of internationally accepted test guidelines have
been developed for various toxicological studies. The testing guidelines produced by the OECD are commonly
used throughout the world and provide quality standards for different types of studies. Guidance is provided
regarding test species and strain, the number of animals to be used, choice of chemical doses and duration of
exposure, as well as parameters to be measured, observed and reporied. By comparing studies that were
conducted using equivalent test guidelines, regulators can identify potential human health hazards and set
appropriate endpoints for risk assessment and management.

When assessing toxicology studies, consistency with international test guidelines is not the only measure of
scientific quality. For some types of studies, guidelines have not yet been developed while for studies that were
never intended for regulatory or risk assessment purposes (eg most studies published in scientific journals) some
criteria may rarely be met. However, depending on how the study design, interpretation ar reporting differs from
the guidelines, the discrepancies may not affect the validity of the results. Specifically, data for individual animals
is rarely reported in scientific publications; instead the data is presented as group means along with a measure for
variance between control and treatment groups. This omission would not be considered a serious flaw and
invalidate the study results. However, other elements of the testing guidelines may be considered more critical and
omission may invalidate the study findings. For example, failure to independently code slides (or failure to report
independent coding) used to visually scere assay results would be considered as a potentially critical flaw, as it
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would not be clear that the scoring was performed by an independent observer who was not aware of the
treatment or control group being scored. In other cases, test guidelines may stipulate a maximum dose that is
associated with minimal toxicity, for determining a specific carcinogenic or genotoxic end-point. In some
experimental studies, that maximum dose may be exceeded up to ten-fold. In the absence of appropriate
cytotoxicity tests, it may not be possible to determine whether any positive effects are indeed indicative of
genotoxicity.

3.2 Statistical significance and biological or toxicological relevance

Statistical analysis is a useful tool for detecting differences between groups exposed to a test compound or not.
Biologically this difference may be real or a chance or incidental finding. That is why a statistically significant result
on its own without an evaluation of its biological and ultimately toxicological relevance provides only limited insight
into the possible effects of a chemical. As described above, there are a range of other criteria that must be met in
order to conclude that an effect is truly treatment-related and adverse.

Epidemiological data is often presented using an Odds Ratio (OR) with an associated confidence interval (Cl;
usually 95%). An OR is a relative measure of effect and is used in this context to compare the incidence of cancer
(or some other health outcome) in individuals exposed to glyphosate with those who have not been exposed. If the
OR is 1, the statistical analysis implies that there is no difference between the incidences of cancer in either group.
The Cl is used to determine the level of uncertainty around the OR, because the sample population used in the
study is only a representative group of the overall population. The statistical test infers that the true population
effect lies between the upper and lower Cl. Therefore, a very narrow Cl infers that the true effect is very close to
the estimated OR, while a wide Cl infers that the OR is less reliable. In addition, if the Cl crosses 1 (eg 0.5-1.5),
the statistical test is inferring that there is no difference between the two groups, in terms of cancer incidence.
Therefore, the APVMA considered studies reporting positive associations between glyphosate exposure and
cancer incidence that presented an OR greater than 1 and a narrow Cl range that did not cross 1 to be more
powerful than studies that had a wide Cl range that crossed 1.

3.3 Historical control data and spontaneous tumour incidence

Consideration of historical control data is an important aspect of interpreting toxicology studies. Historical control
data is a compilation of the findings from strain-, age- and sex-matched control animals from all the studies
undertaken by the performing laboratory and provides an indication of the background frequency of tumours that
occur in that species/strain of animals by chance. A statistically significant increase in tumour frequency may be
observed in treated animals when a lower than normal tumour frequency is observed in control animals in that
study. Conversely, a non-significant result may be observed when a higher than normal tumour frequency is
observed in the control group. Therefore, historical control data is used to determine whether an increase in
tumours is within the realms of normal biological variation or is in fact truly treatment related. For some common
tumours

(eg liver, pituitary or adrenal), the historical control ranges are so wide that the incidences of tumours in both the
concurrent control and treated groups often fit within their bounds. In these cases, the mean value or distribution
of historical control data may be more useful than the range only.
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3.4 Test species and route of administration

Data obtained from humans is preferable to data cbtained from experimental animals because it increases the
certainty that an observed effect is relevant to humans. Volunteer studies and human clinical trials provide
accurate exposure metrics that can be directly linked with adverse outcomes. However, the extent of exposure can
be difficult to determine in human observational studies (such as epidemiological studies), because subjects are
often expected to rely on memory recall to provide exposure details and subjects are frequently exposed to more
than one chemical. When evaluating studies conducted using animal models, those that use mammals are
considered more relevant to human outcomes than non-mammalian species or in vifro cell culture studies.

When evaluating the toxicological effects of pesticides, such as glyphosate, studies in which the chemical was
administered via the oral (gavage, dist, drinking water), dermal or inhalational routes are highly relevant because
these are the only possible routes of exposure for humans. Subcutaneous (skin injection), intravenous (vein
injection) and intraperitoneal (stomach cavity injection) administration are generally not directly relevant for
chemical risk assessment purposes because humans would not be exposed via these routes. In addition, these
routes of expostre bypass normal metabolic processes.
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4 SUMMARY OF ASSESSMENTS AND CONCLUSIONS

4.1 The IARC glyphosate monograph

The IARC is a specialist cancer agency of the WHO and, as such, follows the general governing rules of the
United Nations. However, IARC has its own Governing Council and Scientific Council. Currently, 25 countries are
IARC members, including Australia.

The IARC assessment process

The IARC appoints a Working Group to evaluate carcinogenic risks to humans, which is guided by the Preamble
(IARC 2006). The Preamble is a statement of scientific principles; however, the procedures that each Working
Group use to implement those scientific principles are not specified and are the prerogative of each individual
Working Group. The Monographs produced by the Working Groups assess the strength of available evidence that
an agent could alter the age-specific incidence of cancer in humans. Working Group members have usually
published significant research related to the carcinogenicity of the agents being reviewed.

The IARC Monographs evaluate cancer hazards and the Preamble emphasises the distinction between a hazard
and a risk. A cancer hazard is defined in the Preamble as ‘an agent that is capable of causing cancer under some
circumstances’ while a cancer risk is defined as ‘an estimate of the carcinogenic effects expected from exposure to
a cancer hazard'. The Preamble cautions that the Monographs identify cancer hazards even when the risks are
very low at current exposure levels (IARC 2006).

The IARC assessments also utilise a ‘strength-of-evidence’ approach, rather than the ‘weight-of-evidence
approach’ more common in regulatory assessments. The weight-of-evidence approach assesses the predictive
validity of a hypothesis, while the strength-of-evidence determines its level of extremeness (Simon 2014).
Predictive validity is dependent on factors such as study design, sample size, background rates etc. A strength-of-
evidence assessment may be based on a single study where the effect was easily noticeable or was apparent in a
large population, even though the predictive value of the study was weak.

The IARC Preamble states that while the Monographs are used by regulatory authorities worldwide to make risk
assessments and formulate regulatory decisions, they represent only one part of the body of information that
informs regulatory decisions (IARC 2006). The Preamble acknowledges that public health options vary according
to circumstance and geographical location and relate to a multitude of factors. As a result, the IARC does not
regard regulation or legislation while developing Monographs, as it acknowledges that this is the responsibility of
individual governments or other international organisations.

When assessing an agent for a Monograph, the Working Group reviews epidemiological studies, cancer bioassays
in experimental animals, as well as exposure, mechanistic and other relevant data. In each case, the Working
Group only considers data that has been determined by them to be relevant to the evaluation. Only reports that
have been published or accepted for publication in the openly available scientific literature and data from
government agency reports that are publicly available are reviewed (IARC 2006). Unlike regulatory authorities,
IARC does not consider the often large number of unpublished studies submitted for regulatory assessment.



32

The outcome of the Working Group's assessment is a categorisation of an agent that reflects the strength-of-
evidence from studies in humans and experimental animals and other relevant data. The classifications used by
IARC and the circumstances that may lead to an agent being assigned to each group are listed below {IARC
2006):

+ Group 1 —the agent is carcinogenic to humans

» there is sufficient evidence of carcinogenicity in humans

* evidence of carcinogenicity in humans is less than sufficient but there is sufficient evidence of
carcinogenicity in experimental animals and strong evidence that the agent acts through a relevant
mechanism of carcinogenicity in humans (exceptional circumstances)

»  Group 2A - the agent is probably carcinogenic to humans

e limited evidence of carcinogenicity in humans and sufficient evidence of carcinogenicity in experimental
animals

» inadequate evidence of carcinogenicity in humans and sufficient evidence of carcinogenicity in experimental
animals and strong evidence that carcinogenesis is mediated by a mechanism that also operates in
humans

¢ limited evidence of carcinogenicity in humans but the agent clearly belongs to a class of agents for which
one or more members have been classified in Group 1 or Group 2A (exceptional circumstances)

» Group 2B —the agent is possibly carcinogenic to humans

+ limited evidence of carcinogenicity in humans and less than sufficient evidence of carcinogenicity in
experimental animals

« inadequate evidence of carcinogenicity in humans and sufficient evidence of carcinogenicity in experimental
animals

* inadequate evidence of carcinogenicity in humans and less than sufficient evidence of carcinogenicity in
experimental animals, as well as supporting evidence from mechanistic and other relevant data

+ strong evidence from mechanistic and other relevant data.
¢+ Group 3 — the agent is not classifiable as to its carcinogenicity to humans

» inadequate evidence of carcinogenicity in humans and inadequate or limited evidence of carcinogenicity in
experimental animals

s inadequate evidence of carcinogenicity in humans and sufficient evidence of carcinogenicity in experimental
animals when there is sfrong evidence that the mechanism of carcinogenicity in experimental animals
does not operate in humans (exceptional circumstances)

+ agents that do not fall into any other group.
« Group 4 — the agent is probably not carcinogenic to humans
¢ evidence suggesting lack of carcinogenicity in humans and experimental animals

¢ inadequate evidence of carcinogenicity in humans but evidence suggesting lack of carcinogenicity in
experimental animals, consistently and strongly supported by a broad range of mechanistic and other
relevant data.
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Assessment of glyphosate by IARC

In March 2015, IARC evaluated the potential carcinogenicity of five organophosphate pesticides and classified
glyphosate {(as well as malathion and dfazinon) as ‘probably carcinogenic to humans', Group 2A. The complete
monograph was published in July 2015. Note that where the Working Group cited an unpublished study, it relied
on the published summary report as the complete, original study report was not available.

The Working Group concluded that there was ‘limited evidence of carcinogenicity’ in humans, with a positive
association observed between exposure to glyphosate and NHL (IARC 2015). The IARC preamble explains that
‘limited evidence of carcinogenicity’ in humans is concluded when the Working Group has determined that a
credible causal link between the agent and cancer may have been identified ‘but chance, bias or confounding
could not be ruled out with reasonable confidence’ (IARC 2006). The Working Group also concluded that there
was ‘sufficient evidence of carcinogenicity’ in experimental animals (IARC 2015). The IARC Preamble describes
that sufficient evidence of carcinogenicity is concluded when a causal relationship between the agent and an
increased incidence of malignant neoplasms or an appropriate combination of benign and malignant neoplasms
has been established in either two or more species of animals, or two or more independent studies in one species.
Sufficient evidence is also considered to be established when an increased incidence of tumours is observed in
both sexes of a single species in a well conducted study {preferably conducted according to GLP). Alternatively,
sufficient evidence of carcinogenicity may be considered established in a single study in one species and sex
when malignant tumours occur to an ‘unusual degree with regard to incidence, site, type of tumour or age at onset,
or when there are strong findings of tumours at multiple sites’ (IARC 2006).

The studies relied on by the Working Group for human carcinogenicity comprised reports of the Agricultural Health
Study (AHS) and various case-control studies conducted in the US, Canada and Sweden. The Working Group
concluded that these studies presented increased risks for the development of NHL associated with exposure to
glyphosate (IARC 2015).

The AHS was a prospective cohort study of 54 315 licensed pesticide applicators from lowa and North Carolina,
which has produced data relating to the use of pesticides, such as glyphosate on the risk of cancer at various
sites. Overall, the study concluded that exposure to glyphosate was not associated with all cancers combined
{RR 1.0; 95% CIl 0.80-1.2) or any cancer at a specific anatornical site (De Roos et al. 2005),

A study conducted in Canada reported an increased risk of NHL following more than 2 days per year of exposure
to glyphosate in 51 exposed cases (OR 1.20; 85% Cl 0.83-1.74 when adjusted for age, province and medical
variables) (McDuffie et al. 2001); however, no adjustment for other pesticides was performed and the OR spans 1
(indicating that there was no difference between the incidence of cancer in either group). A study conducted in the
US (De Roos et al. 2003) and two studies conducted in Sweden (Hardell & Eriksson 1899; Eriksson et al. 2008)
reported an increased risk of NHL following glyphosate exposure, which persisted foliowing adjustment for other
pesticides. However, the results of Hardell & Eriksson (1999) should be treated with caution, as only 4 glyphosate-
exposed cases and 3 controls were included and while an increased OR was reported (2.3), the 95% CIl was wide
(0.40-13.0), indicating poor precision and spans 1, indicating that there was no difference between the incidence
of cancer in either group. Hardell et al. (2002) analysed pooled data that included the data presented in Hardell &
Eriksson {1999)—a non-statistically significant elevated risk for NHL following glyphosate exposure with poor
precision and an OR that spans 1 was identified (OR 1.86; 95% Ci 0.55-6.20). In 29 exposed cases and

18 controls, Eriksson et al. (2008) reported an increased risk for NHL following more than 10 days/year exposure
to glyphosate (OR 2.36; 95% CI 1.16-4.40) following adjustment for exposure to other pesticides. After pooling
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data from three case-control studies of NHL conducted in the Midwest US in the 1980s, De Roos et al. (2003)
reported an increased incidence of NHL following exposure to a number of individual pesticides, including
glyphosate (OR 2.1; 95% Cl, 1.1-4.0), based on 36 cases. However, while an increased risk was still identified
following adjustment for exposure to other pesticides (OR 1.6, 956% Cl 0.90-2.8), it was no longer significant.

A case-control study also conducted among males in the Midwest US reported an increased risk of developing
NHL for men who had ever farmed {OR 1.2; 95% CI, 1.0-1.5) and men who had ever handled glyphosate (OR 1.1;
95% Cl, 0.7-1.9); however, no adjustment was made for other pesticides {Cantor ef al. 1992). No association
between glyphosate exposure and development of NHL was calculated in a hospital-based case-control sfudy
conducted in France (OR 1.0; 95% CI 0.5-2.2) (Orsi et al. 2009); however, only 12 exposed cases were assessed.
One study conducted in Europe reported an elevated risk for B-cell lymphoma following glyphosate exposure (OR
3.1; 85% CI 0.6-17.1), but again, this study was based on few exposed cases (n=4) and controls (n=2), with a
very wide Cl (poor precision) that spans 1 and the authors of the paper concluded that no increased risk of elther
lymphoma overall, or B cell lymphoma was associated with glyphosate exposure (Cocco et al. 2013).

The Working Group also relied on three studies that reported an increased risk of multiple myeloma (a subtype of
NHL) following more than 2 days glyphosate exposure per year {Brown et al. 1993; Orsi et al. 2009; Kachuri et al.
2013). However, none of these studies adjusted for the effect of other pesticides and in all three studies, the
results were not statistically significant. Therefore, the variation observed in the resuits could be attributable to
norral biological variation and not exposure to glyphosate or other pesticides. A report of data obtained by the
AHS found no association hetween glyphosate exposure and NHL {OR 1.1; 95% Cl 0.5-2.4; n=54 315) but saw
an increased risk of multiple myeloma when the data were adjusted for multiple confounders, such as
demographic and lifestyle factors, as well as other pesticides (OR 2.6; 95% Cl 0.7-9.4; n=40 716) (De Roos et al.
2005). However, the number of myeloma cases included in the study was small (32 cases out of 2088 fotal cancer
cases) and the wide Cl spanning 1 indicates poor precision and a lack of difference between groups. Re-analysis
of the data determined that the increased risk of multiple myeloma (OR 1.24; 95% CI 0.52-2.94) was only present
in the subset of subjects for which there was no missing data (22 cases); however, again, the Cl spans 1 (Sorahan
2015). This re-analysis of the data concluded that the observed increased risk of developing multiple myeloma
following glyphosate exposure resulted from the use of an unrepresentative restricted dataset and that analysis of
the full dataset provided no convincing evidence that glyphosate exposure is linked with the development of
multiple myeloma (Sorahan 2015).

The studies relied on by the Working Group for animal carcinogenicity comprised two dietary studies in male and
female mice, five dietary studies in male and female rats, as well as one drinking-water study of a glyphosate-
based formulation in male and female rats.

In mice, one dietary study reported in summary form by the US EPA calculated a positive trend in the incidence of
renal tubule carcinoma and renal tubule adenoma/carcinoma combined in male, but not female mice (IARC 2015).
A second dietary study reported by the JMPR (2006} in mice observed a significant positive trend in the incidence
of haemangiosarcoma incidence in male, but not female mice (IARC 2015). However, haemangiosarcomas were
cnly observed at the highest dose tested in male mice (4/50; 8%). In females, haemangiosarcomas were reported
at the lowest (2/50, 4%) and highest (1/50, 2%) doses tested.

Three dietary studies in rats evaluated by the JMPR found no significant increase in tumour incidence in any tissue
(JMPR 2006). Of the remaining two studies (evaluated by the US EPA), one reported an increase in the incidence
of pancreatic cell adenoma in male rats only; however, no statistically significant dose-response was evident and
there was no progressfon to carcinomas (IARC 2015). In the final study, a significant increase in the incidence of
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pancreatic islet cell adenoma and hepatocellular adenoma in males and thyroid C-cell adenoma in females was
reported. However, again, there was no statistically significant dose-related trend in the incidence of pancreatic
islet cell adenomas and no progression to carcinoma for any tumour type (IARC 2015). No significant increase in
tumour incidence was observed following administration of a glyphosate formulation (13.85% solution, purity of
glyphosate not reported) to rats in drinking water.

The Working Group concluded that there was strong evidence that glyphosate and glyphosate-based formulations
are genotoxic and, along with the main metabolite, AMPA can act to induce oxidative stress. Two studies
investigated genotoxicity following exposure of community residents to glyphosate-based formulations, reporting
chromosomal damage (micronucleus formation) in blood (Paz-y-Mifio et al. 2007) and significant increases in DNA
damage (DNA strand breaks) (Bolognesi et al. 2009) four or two months following spraying, respectively. Other
studies assessing the effects of either glyphosate or glyphosate-based formulations in human cells in vitro
produced varied results (IARC 2015). The majority of the studies relied on by the Working Group that assessed
genotoxicity in human cells in vitro reported DNA damage (DNA strand breaks), which can also be indicative of
cytotoxicity and not just genotoxicity. Two studies were relied on by IARC as evidence of chromosomal damage in
human lymphocytes in vitro. Both studies reported that glyphosate did not produce chromosomal damage without
metabolic activation (Manas et al. 2009; Mladinic et al. 2009b). One study reported micronucleus formation
following metabolic activation at the highest concentration tested only, but no concentration-related increase in
micronucleus formation was evident (Mladinic et al. 2009b). Similarly, experiments utilising glyphosate or
glyphosate-based formulations conducted in animals, both in vivo and in vitro produced varied results (IARC
2015). As for mammalian cells in vitro, many of the non-human mammalian genotoxicity studies utilised a DNA
damage endpoint, which may be associated with cytotoxicity, rather than genotoxicity. One study assessing
mutations in mouse uterine cells reported negative results. Four of the nine studies that assessed chromosomal
damage (micronucleus formation) in mouse bone marrow cells produced negative results. Of the remaining five
studies that reported positive results, three tested a single dose only, one reported a positive effect at the highest
dose tested only and one reported a positive effect at the lowest dose tested only (IARC 2015). No chromosomal
aberrations were reported following exposure to glyphosate (single ip dose) (Li & Long 1988) or a single oral dose
of a glyphosate-based formulation in mouse bone marrow cells (Dimitrov et al. 2006); however, a single ip dose of
a glyphosate-based formulation increased chromosomal aberration in a dose- and time-dependent manner
(Prasad et al. 2009).

The Working Group concluded that there was weak evidence that glyphosate may affect the immune system and
that glyphosate or glyphosate-based formulations induce receptor-mediated effects, such as aromatase activity.
The Working Group also concluded that glyphosate-based formulations may affect cell proliferation or death, the
latter via apoptosis; however, glyphosate alone either had no effect or had a weaker effect than the formulated
products (JMPR 2006; IARC 2015).

4.2 Assessment of the IARC Monograph

The assessment of the IARC Monograph was undertaken by the Department of Health (OCS). The APVMA
requested that OCS conduct a preliminary scoping review of the IARC Monograph to ascertain the relevance of
the carcinogenicity classification of glyphosate and any implications that this may have to the registration of
glyphosate and glyphosate-based formulations in Australia. In particular, the APVMA requested that OCS identify
any relevant data not previously evaluated by Australia. This constituted Tier 1 of the OCS assessment
(Supporting document 1).
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Tier 2 of the OCS scoping assessment involved a detailed review of any studies that had been reviewed by IARC
as part of its assessment of glyphosate and were identified by OCS as requiring further review during the Tier 1
assessment (Supporting document 2).

Previous OCS epidemiological review in 2005

An association beiween reported glyphosate use and an increased risk of NHL was reviewed by the CCS in 2005
{unpublished). Therefore, the OCS did not assess the epidemioclogical studies described in the IARC monograph
published prior to 2005 and recommended that the APVMA rely on international assessments for any additional
epidemiological information relating to glyphosate exposure. The OCS' unpublished 2005 assessment of
epidemiological information relating to glyphosate exposure is summarised below.

The first report of an association of glyphosate exposure with NHL was from a case-control study conducted in
Sweden; however, this estimate was based on enly four exposed cases and three controls {(Hardell & Eriksson
1999). A pooled analysis of this initial study with a study of hairy cell leukaemia (a rare subtype of NHL) suggested
a relationship between glyphosate exposure and an increased risk of the disease (unadjusted analysis with an OR
of 3 and 95% Cl 1.1-8.5) (Hardell et al. 2002). A more extensive study across a large region of Canada found an
increased risk of NHL associated with glyphosate use of 2 days or more per year, based on 23 exposed cases and
31 controls (OR = 2.1; 95% Cl| 1.2-3.7) {McDuiffie et al. 2001). In a pocled analysis of case-control studies
conducted in the US, De Roos et al. (2003) reported an association between glyphosate exposure and increased
NHL risk in men after adjustment for other commonly used pesticides, based on 36 exposed cases and €1 controls
(OR =2.1; 95% Cl 1.2-4.0).

By confrast, in another cohort study, De Roos et al. {2005) reporied that glyphosate exposure was not associated
with increased NHL risk in men after adjustment for other commonly used pesticides, based on 92 exposed cases.
One plausible explanation for this conflicting result is that all previous studies had a lower number of exposed
cases and were retrospective in design, and thereby susceptible to recall bias of exposure reporting. As
information on exposures is obtained by questionnaires and interview of farmers or their next-of-kin, often years
after the event, the quality of data on pesticide use obtained by recall is questionable (Blair et al. 2002). Indeed,
recall bias is particularly problematic for widely used products such as Roundup and the potential for recall bias
and for misclassification of pesticides were acknowledged as one of the limitations in all such studies. On the other
hand, the study by De Roos et al. (2005) reported a higher number of exposed cases and was prospective in
design, which should have largely eliminated the possibility of recall bias. On this basis and also based on the
toxicity profile of glyphosate derived from animal studies, it is unlikely that exposure tc this chemical is associated
with an increased risk of NHL.

This is further supported by a recent epidemiclogical report showing that NHL incidence decreased between
1991-2000 in Sweden, Finland, Denmark and the US (Hardell & Eriksson 2003), a period in which glyphosate use
increased very significantly. It is of interest to note that decreased NHL incidence during this period in Sweden
also coincides with a decline in the prevalence of human immunodeficiency virus (HIV), which has been shown to
be a risk factor for NHL (Pluda et al. 1993).
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Tier 1 assessment of the IARC glyphosate monograph

Tier 1 assessment outcomes
REFERENCE LIST AND KEY STUDY REVIEW

The OCS examined the reference list from the IARC Monograph 112, which included 264 published papers.
Publicly available papers were sourced and designated as either:
* relevant for the carcinogenicity classification for humans and requiring further analysis (Tier 2, Part 1)
o studies previously reviewed by the EU or
e studies not previously reviewed by the OCS or EU and
o studies that used glyphosate technical
o studies that investigated carcinogenicity, genotoxicity or oxidative stress
o Studies that used relevant test animal models or cell lines, eg mouse, rat, human lymphocytes

¢ relevance for the carcinogenicity classification for humans unclear and to be determined internationally (the
APVMA will rely on international assessment of these studies)

e studies previously reviewed by the EU or
e studies not previously reviewed by the OCS or EU and
o studies that used a formulation of glyphosate
o studies that were unclear as to the formulation or combination of active constituents used
o Studies that do not fit the criteria for the other designations
¢ not relevant to the classification and excluded
e studies previously reviewed by the OCS

o studies undertaken using animal models or cell lines not relevant for assessing human toxicity; eg fish,
frogs, bovine

¢ studies investigating endpoints not relevant to a carcinogenicity classification; eg endocrine disruption,
reproduction, immune function, neurotoxicity

» environmental fate and residue studies

e determination of glyphosate in air, soil, water or in vivo

¢ market/industry summary publications

e case studies regarding glyphosate poisoning

¢ occupational exposure or biomonitoring studies.
Following analysis of the study abstracts, 174 references were excluded from requiring further review. The majority
of these papers were excluded because the study utilised non-conventional species or methodology for evaluating

human toxicity (eg fish). A total of 19 references were considered relevant to the carcinogenicity classification of
glyphosate, requiring further in-depth revision. Of these 19 studies, 9 had been previously reviewed by the EU in
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2013 and 10 had not previously been reviewed by either the OCS or the EU. The remaining 71 references were
considered to require further review to determine their relevance to the carcinogenicity classification. Of these

71 references, 19 had been previously reviewed by the EU in 2013, five were referenced as US EPA papers (not
referenced by the EU) and 47 had not been previously reviewed by either the OCS or EU. These studies will be
assessed in detail by the JMPR in 2016.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Based on the Tier 1 assessment, the OCS recommended an evaluation of the studies listed in Table 4 (Appendix
A) and an evaluation of the EU position for the key studies listed in Table 5 (Appendix B). This review constituted
Tier 2 of the OCS scoping assessment of glyphosate. The studies referenced in the IARC Monograph that were
not recommended for evaluation by the OCS are listed in Appendix C (Table 6).

The OCS noted that parallel reviews of the IARC Monograph were being planned or were in progress by
independent expert international bodies (eg JMPR). Therefore, the OCS recommended that rather than
undertaking a full review in isolation, the APVMA make use of this international assessment. This approach is
consistent with the APVYMA's policy on the use of international assessments.

Tier 2 assessment of the IARC glyphosate monograph
The Tier 2 assessment involved:

¢ Evaluation of 19 studies relevant to the carcinogenicity classification of glyphosate (Table 4, Appendix A). Of
these, 16 were either considered or critically appraised by EFSA (2015).

¢ 12 genotoxicity studies
e 5 oxidative stress studies
¢ 1 epidemiology study

¢ 1 classification review report.

The Tier 2 assessment did not include a detailed review of the epidemiological studies or studies that evaluated
the possible carcinogenicity of glyphosate-based formulations, as a number of international reviews of the IARC
Monograph will be undertaken concurrently with the OCS assessment. A total of 47 studies that were not reviewed
by the EU Renewal Assessment Report (RAR) and 19 studies that were reviewed by the EU RAR (Table 5,
Appendix B) were not reviewed by the OCS in the Tier 2 assessment of glyphosate because their relevance to the
carcinogenicity classification for humans was unclear. The APVMA will rely on international assessments of these
studies.

Animal carcinogenicity studies

The OCS evaluated one published study that reviewed animal carcinogenicity studies to support regulatory
requirements (Greim et al. 2015). The review paper included nine rat and five mouse studies in a weight-of-
evidence assessment of the carcinogenicity of glyphosate that included a review of absorption, distribution,
metabolism and excretion (ADME), acute toxicity, genotoxicity, epidemiology and animal chronic toxicity studies.
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The authors refer to an article that qualitatively analysed the outcomes from seven cohort studies and 14 case-
confrol studies thaf examined an association between glyphosate and cancers. No consistent pattern of positive
statistical associations between total cancer or site-specific cancer in adults or children exposed to glyphosate was
evident (Mink et al. 2012). All studies cited by Mink et al. (2012) were referenced in the IARC Monograph and five
(Nordstrom et al. 1998; Harde!l & Eriksson 1999; McDuffie et al. 2001; Hardell et al. 2002; De Roos et al, 2005)
were included in a previous assessment of glyphosate by the OCS in 2005, which concluded that glyphosate is not
mutagenic or carcinogenic and it is unlikely that exposure to glyphosate is associated with an increased risk of
NHL. Of the remaining studfes cited by Mink et al. (2012), four (Brown et al. 1990; Cantor et al. 1982; Carreon et
al. 2005; Andreotti et al. 2009) were considered during the Tier 1 assessment as not appropriate for review
because glyphosate was not referred to in the abstract and the remaining 12 were identified as requiring additional
assessment in order to determine their relevance to the assessment. Therefore, a detailed appraisal of this paper
was not conducted by the OCS as a part of the Tier 2 assessment.

Several one year toxicity studies in animals were reviewed by Greim et al. (2015) but not discussed in detail, as
they were not designed to detect neoplasms. However, studies conducted in both rats and dogs indicated low
toxicity of glyphosate following repeated daily exposure.

Greim et al. (2015) evaluated five chronic toxicity/carcinogenicity studies (conducted over a minimum duration of
18 months) in mice, four of which were considered reliable and were performed according to GLP following OECD
testing guidelines (OECD TGs). In four of those studies, spentaneous tumours were observed at all doses. As no
dose-response was observed, these were not considered to be treatment-related. Cne study ohserved evidence
for an increase in the incidence of malignant melanomas at the highest dose tested; however, this tumour is
known to be a common spontaneous tumour in the strain of mouse tested. Ancther study reported increased
incidence of bronchic-aveolar adenocarcinoma and malignant lymphoma at the highest dose tested only; however,
these were only observed in males and are known to be a commen age-related neoplasm in the strain of mouse
tested.

Greim et al. (2015) evaluated nine chronic toxicity/carcinogenicity (24 to 29 months) studies in rats submitted by
industry, seven of which were conducted according to principles of GLP, OFf the two non-GLP studies, one was
conducted prior to the introduction of GLP. Some of the studies reported spontaneous and/or age-related
neoplasms that did not exhibit a dose-response relationship and were therefore not considered treatment-related.
In some cases, the tumours observed were known to be common age-related tumours in the particular strain of rat
used. In addition, some studies reported the development of benign tumours that did not exhibit a dose-response
relationship and did not progress to malignant neoplasms. Other studies reported no increase in tumour incidence
following glyphosate exposure.

Greim et al. (2015) combined the results from the animal studies with results from human carcinogenicity
epidemiclogy conclusions reported by Mink et al. (2012)® and concluded that glyphosate is not carcinogenic.

They noted that while some studies reported an increase in a specific neoplasm at high dose, the pooled data did
not identify any consistent pattern of neoplasm development or dose-response relationship. Therefore, the authors

3 Mink et al (2012) concluded that there was no consistent evidence of an association between exposure to glyphosate and
gancer in humans.
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concluded that the observed effects were not consistent or reproducible and were not treatment related. The OCS
agreed with the conclusion that the evidence indicates that glyphosate is not carcinogenic in animals.

Genotoxicity
The OCS appraised 11 studies and one review paper that assessed the genotoxicity of glyphosate.
DNA DAMAGE

Of these studies, six assessed genotoxicity via the comet assay (or single cell gel electrophoresis; SCGE) in vitro,
using lymphocytes (Mladinic et al. 2009a; Mladinic et al. 2009b; Alvarez-Moya et al. 2014), HepG2 celis {liver
carcinoma cells) (Gasnier et al. 2009), Hep-2 cells (epithelial carcinoma cells derived from a cervical cancer)
{(Manas et al. 2009), GM38 cells (diploid fibroblast cells) or HT1080 cells {fibrocarcinoma cells) (Monroy et al.
2005). All of these studies were considered by the EFSA RAR (2015), As previously described, DNA damage
observed using sister chromatid exchange (SCE) or the comet assay is regarded as an indirect measure of
genotoxicity and positive results using these endpoints may reflect induction of cytotoxicity, rather than
genotoxicity, as DNA damage does not directly measure heritable events or effects that are closely associated
with heritable events (Kier & Kirkland 2013).

The OECD TG 489 (2014) for comet assays specifies that exposure to the test substance should occur in vivo and
cells subsequently Isolated and analysed. In contrast, the study by Alvarez-Moya et al, (2014) exposed isolated
human peripheral blood lymphocytes directly in vitro to the test substance. Therefore, it is difficult to compare
these results with other studies as the exposed cells are likely to be more sensitive to direct exposure. Given this
and other limitations in study design and reporting (including a lack of data relating to cytotoxicity), the OCS
concluded that the genctoxic effects of glyphosate could not be determined from this study and that it was not
reliable for regulatory purposes. Mladinic et al. (2009a) concluded that glyphosate technical is not genctoxic and
does not cause oxidative stress at levels relevant to human exposure, and recommended further research utilising
a larger sample population. The EFSA RAR (2015) noted that, while the study was a non-GLP, non-guideline
study, it met broad scientific principles to determine genotoxicity; however, the positive results obtained at the
highest dose tested may reflect cytotoxicity, rather than a true chromosome effect that would indicate genotoxicity.
The OCS agreed with the assessment and concluded that the study demonstrated that glyphosate is not genotoxic
and does not cause oxidative stress at concentrations relevant to human exposure, but that the results are only
reliable as supporting evidence for regulatory purposes, In another study, the same research group concluded that
glyphosate technical did not damage DNA at levels of expected human exposure (Mladinic et al. 2009b}, However,
the EFSA RAR noted a number of critical deficiencies in the study design and reporting {eg the study was not
conducted according to GLP or international guidelines, and the proposed mechanism of genctoxicity is not
relevant to human exposure levels). The OCS agreed with the conclusion of EFSA that the study is not suitable for
regulatory (ie risk assessment) purposes.

Manas et al. {2009) concluded that glyphosate technical was genotoxic (as evidenced by DNA damage) in human
Hep-2 cells between 3.00 and 7.50 mM (higher concentrations were cytotoxic) and Gasnier et al. (2009) concluded
that exposure ta a glyphosate-based formulation was genotoxic to human liver carcinoma (HepG2) cells. However,
the study design and level of reporting detail of both studies was criticised by both EFSA and the OCS for a
number of reasons. The positive results obtained by Gasnier et al. (2009) were observed only at exceedingly high
concentrations that were above the limit dose limit, the potential for cytotoxicity due to membrane damage from
surfactants is well known and was not controlled for, the results cannot be fully attributed to glyphosate technical
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but may be related to the surfactants, no statistical analysis was performed, variation within the datasets were not
reported (despite each experiment being conducted in triplicate) and there was an inadequate level of data
reporting. Therefore, both EFSA and the OCS concluded that neither of the studies were suitable for regulatory
purposes.

Monroy et al. (2005) reported a concentration-related increase in DNA migration in both normal human GM38 cells
and human fibrosarcoma (HT1080) cells, which were statistically significant between 4 and 6.5 mM glyphosate
and 4.75 and 6.5 mM glyphosate, respectively. At the highest dose (6.5 mM), DNA damage was approximately
5% and 30% for GM38 and HT1080 cells, respeclively. Therefore, the authors concluded that glyphosate induces
single-strand DNA breaks in mammalian cells. However, the EFSA RAR and OCS both identified a number of
deficiencies in study design and reporting. The EFSA RAR {2015) suggested that the positive results seen may be
secondary to cytotoxicity and the concentrations used may be at the threshold for cytotokicity. When the
cytotoxicity and genotoxicity results are combined, significant cytotoxicity (as defined by the authors as < 80% cell
viability) was evident at 4.75 mM in HT1080 celis, at which genotoxicity results should therefore no longer be
considered reliable. No negative control DNA migration results were reported for the HT1080 cells.

At concentrations at and below 5.5 mM, there was no significant change in the length of migration. The percentage
of DNA that was not damaged remained higher than the ‘DNA damage' scores combined until 5.5 mM.

In combination, these results suggest a lack of genctoxic potential at non-cytotoxic concentrations (4.75 mM).

For the GM38 cells, 80% of cells were viable at the highest concentration (6.5 mM) tested. Therefore, the data that
reported significant DNA migration for the GM38 cells appear reliable. The DNA migration data support the DNA
morphology data, with the percentage of cells with nc DNA damage only remaining higher than the DNA damage
combined up to 4 mM. Therefore, the OCS concluded that the results for HT1080 cells were not reliable for
regulatory purposes and that the results for GM38 cells are reliable as supporting evidence only, due to a number
of study design and reporting limitations.

One study utilised the SCE assay to assess genotoxicity in human lymphocytes, which was also considered by
EFSA. Bolognesi et al. (1997) reported both glyphosate technical (purity not specified) and a glyphosate-based
formulation induced a concentration-related increase in SCEs from 1 to 6 mg/mL and 0.1 to 0.33 mg/mL,
respectively, and that a larger effect occurred with the formulated product than glyphosate technical. However, the
EFSA and OCS identified a number of critical deficiencies in study design and reporting, including deviations from
CECD guidelines; the experiment was conducted only in the absence of an exogenous source of metabolic
activation; positive controls were not included and therefore the validity of the test system was not confirmed; only
pooled data were provided (precluding assessment of the influence of inter-individual variation) and only two
subjects were included, which does not allow a meaningful statistical analysis). Therefore, both EFSA and OCS
concluded that the study was not reliable for regulatory purposes.

Bolognesi et al. (1997) investigated the potential for glyphosate (300 mg/kg) or Roundup® (900 mg/kg) to induce
single-strand DNA breaks following ip administration, using the alkaline elution assay. EFSA concluded that the
positive results of this assay may be secondary to cytotoxicity, as the doses of glyphosate were close to or in
excess of the ip LD50 of glyphosate in mice. The OCS agreed with this assessment and concluded that the results
of the alkaline elution assay are not reliable for regulatory purposes.

GENE MUTATION AND CHROMOSOMAL DAMAGE

Chromosomal effects, such as induction of chromosomal aberrations or micronuclei in cultured mammalian cells
are considered direct measures of genotoxicity. Five studies assessed genctoxicity of glyphosate using the in vivo
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micronucleus assay in various strains of mice, while one utilised the in vitro micronucleus assay in human
lymphocytes. Significantly increased micronuclei, nuclear buds and nuclecplasmic bridges were reported following
glyphosate treatment in the presence of metabolic activation at the highest concentration tested (580 ug/mL
glyphosate) in human lymphocytes, but not at concentrations likely to be encountered by humans (Mtadinic et al.
2009h). However, both the OCS and EFSA concluded that this study was not suitable for regulatory purposes:
positive and negative control results were virtually indistinguishable, negative control data were not reported and
despite the authors’ claims that the concentrations of glyphosate tested correspond to acceptable safety levels
hased on evaluated in vitro endpoints, these findings need to be validated in vivo.

Four of the five reported in vive micronucleus assays (Rank et al. 1993; Bolognesi et al. 1997; Manas et al. 2009;
Prasad et al. 2009) utilised the ip administration route, which is not considered relevant for human exposure.

Only one in vivo study {Chan & Mahler 1992) utilised a more appropriate dietary exposure model. A small but
significant increase in micronucleus frequency was observed in male CD-1 mice, following ip exposure (two
injections at a 24 hourly interval) to either 300 mg/kg glyphosate technical or 450 mg/kg Roundup® (equivalent of
approximately 135 mg/kg glyphosate) (Bolognesi et al. 1997). However, positive controls were not used to validate
the assay and the assay was not conducted according to international test guidelines, which specify that a
minimum of three doses of the test substance be assessed in order to determine whether a dose-response
relationship exists. In Balb-C mice, a significant increase in micronucleated erythrocytes was observed at high
cancentrations of glyphosate only (400 mg/kg) (Manas et al. 2008); however, this study was criticised by both
EFSA and the OCS for major deviations from international test guidelines. In particular, erythrocyies {instead of
immature, polychromatic erythrocytes) were scored for micronuclei and it did not appear that scoring was blinded.
In Swiss albfno mice, it was reported that glyphosate induced a significant dose- and time-dependent increase in
bone marrow micronucleated pelychromatic erythrocytes (Prasad et al. 2009). Again, this study was criticised by
both EFSA and the OCS as the use of dimethyl sulphoxide (DMSQ) as a solvent is highly unusual (glyphosate is
soluble in water) and ip administration of DMSO has been shown to enhance the toxicity of glyphosate-based
formulations. In contrast, ne increase in micronucteus frequency was observed following dietary exposure in
BBC3F1 mice (Chan & Mahler 1992) or ip exposure in NMRI-Bom mice (Rank et al. 1993). Positive control
animals were treated for only 4 weeks (compared with 13 weeks for treated animals) in the dietary exposure study
{Chan & Mahler 1992); therefore, the OCS concluded that the results were reliable only as supportive data for
regulatory purposes. The other studies were not considered reliable for regulatory purposes, due to the limitations
described above.

By applying centromere probes, Mladinic et al. (2009a) analysed micronuclel and nuclear instability in human
lymphocytes exposed to glyphosate, with and without metabolic activation. The authors reported a significant
increase in the proportion of micronuclei that contained centromeres only at the highest concentration of
glyphosate tested (580 pg/mL) with metabolic activation, which the authors suggested could indicate aneugenic
activity that is exhibited only above a threshold concentration. The number of early apoptotic and necrotic cells
were significantly increased at 580 pg/mL, with and without metabolic activation. The authors concluded that
glyphosate technical is not genotoxic at concentrations relevant to human exposure, The OCS agreed with the
authors’ conclusion and with EFSA’s conclusion that the results are reliable as supporting evidence for regulatory
purposes. Furthermore, the OCS agrees with EFSA that the positive results obtained at the highest dose tested
indicated a possible threshold aneugenic effect associated with cytotoxicity, rather than a DNA-reactive
clastogenic effect.

Three studies assessed genotoxicity using chromosome aberration studies in bone marrow cells obtained from
Swiss albino mice {Prasad et al. 2009), SD mice (Li & Long 1988) and human lymphacytes (Manas et al. 2009).
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The authors reported that glyphosate induced a significant dose- and time-dependent increase in aberrant cells
compared with untreated cells in Swiss albino mouse bone marrow cells (Prasad et al. 2009), but not SD mice {Li
& Long 1988) or human lymphocytes even at very high concentrations (up to 6 mM glyphosate) (Manas et al,
2009}, However, as described above, the study by Prasad et al. (2009) was not considered suitable for regulatory
purposes, as DMSO was used as the solvent (instead of water) and the glyphosate/DMSO solution was
administered via ip injection. Li & Long (1988) deviated from international guidelines by testing only one
concentration of glyphosate, examining only 50 cells per animal for aberrations and by administering glyphosate
by ip injection. Manas et al. (2009) deviated from international guidelines by scoring 100 cells per treatment
(instead of 200 cells), not reporting replicate data and not concurrently assessing cytotoxicity.

In addition {o the chromosome aberration assay, Li & Long (1988) utilised a variety of other methods to assess
genotoxicity, including prokaryotic genotoxicity tests (Salmonella/histidine plate incorporation reversion assay,

E. coli WP2 reverse mutation assay, B. sublilis Rec-assay)} and in vitro mammalian genotoxicify tests (Chinese
hamster ovary hypoxanthine-guanine phosphoribosyl transferase or CHO-HGPRT gene mutation assay,
unscheduled DNA synthesis). No positive responses were reported in any of the tests performed and the authors
concluded that glyphosate is not genotoxic. Despite some deviations from international guidelines (only cne
positive control used and duplicate (rather than triplicate) plating was used in the Salmonelfa/histidine reversion
assay and E. coli WP2 reverse mutation assay), the OCS and EFSA both concluded that the negative genotoxicity
results of Li & Long (1988) were acceptable for regulatory purposes. Rank et al. (1993) also utilised the
Salmonelfa plate incorporation reversion assay to assess genotoxicity; however, only Roundup®was tested and
only two of the five recommended bacterial strains were used. The authors reported a weak mutagenic effect at
360 pg/plate in one strain (TA88) without metabolic activation and at 720 pug/plate in another strain (TA100) with
metabkolic activation. However, EFSA concluded that a reliable assessment was not possible due to marked
cytotoxicity at and above 360 ug/plate and the lack of a concentration-response relationship. The OCS agreed with
EFSA’s assessment and concluded that the results were not reliable for regulatory purposes.

Overall, the OCS concluded that the weight-of-evidence indicates that glyphosate is not genotoxic in mammals at
concentrations relevant to human exposure.

Oxidative stress

Overall, seven studies assessed the potential for glyphosate to induce oxidative stress. Oxidative stress is an
imbalance hetween the production of reactive oxygen species (ROS) and their elimination. ROS are important for
cell signalling and cycling and are normally physiologically-controlled to prevent cell damage.

Three studies assessed ROS production In response fo In vitro freatment of human HepG2 cells with glyphosate
{Chaufan et al. 2014), keratinocytes (HaCaT) (Elie-Caille et al. 2010) and erythrocytes (Kwiatkowska et al. 2014).
In human HepG2 cells, a significant increase in ROS formation was observed in cells treated with a
glyphosate-based formulation (140% of control), but not glyphosate technical or the glyphosate metabolite, AMPA
(Chaufan et al. 2014). However, the OCS concluded that this study was of limited regulatory value, as: the product
assessed is not registered for use in Australia; the concentration of glyphosate in the formulated product was
unclear and cytotexicity was higher than that observed for glyphosate technical. In addition, the LCso for the
formulation was used in the experiments on ROS formation, while the LCzc was used for the other treatments.

In human keratinocytes, hydrogen peroxide (H20z) was increased in cells treated with 50 mM glyphosate for

30 minutes (Elie-Caille et al. 2010}, The concentrations of glyphosate used in this study were very high (between
10 and 70 mM). As the experiments were performed at the I1Cso, cell responses due to osmotic stress rather than



glyphosate {oxicity cannot be excluded. Furthermore, the EFSA RAR noted that the conclusion that treatment with
glyphosate (50 mM) for 30 minutes resulted in overproduction of H202 was based on a qualitatively thicker and
more intense fluorescent area in the cell cytosol, but no quantitative measurement was obtained. The OCS added
that light microscopy fmages of the cells were not included. In human erythrocytes, significantly increased ROS
production was observed following exposure to glyphosate, its metabolites and impurities at concentrations up to
5 mM (Kwiatkowska et al. 2014). However, the results were provided graphically without actual data, hence it is
not possible to independently evaluate these results. Furthermore, no positive controls were tested, therefore the
validity of the assays cannot be ascertained.

Chaufan et al. (2014) also investigated the enzymatic (catalase, CAT, glutathione-S-transferase, GST; superoxide
dismutase, SOD) and non-enzymatic antioxidant activity (glutathione equivalents, GSH) in human HepG2 cells in
vitro Tollowing exposure to either glyphosate, AMPA or a glyphosate-based formulation. Exposure to glyphosate
did not increase the activity of any of the antioxidants evaluated. Exposure to a glyphosate-based formulation
caused a significant increase in SOD and GSH activity, while exposure to AMPA also caused a significant
increase in GSH. Tyrosine kinases are also important mediators of the cell signalling processes that are involved
in various process such as cell proliferation and apoptosis, and have also been implicated in the development of
cancer {Paul & Mukhopadhyay 2004). Chaufan et al. (2014) reported that exposure to the glyphosate-based
formulation, but not glyphosate or AMPA increased tyrosine nitration compared with controls,

Overall, the OCS concluded that there was limited evidence for an increase in ROS production following exposure
to glyphosate, its metabolites or impurities, or a glyphosate-based formulation in in vitro cell culture studies using
high concentrations of the test substances; however, the weight-of-evidence indicates that exposure to glyphosate
at concentrations relevant to human exposure is unlikely to result in increased ROS production in humans.

Caspases participate in the programmed cell death pathway. Some apoptotic cells display caspase 3/7 activity,
in contrast to necrotic cells. Two studies investigated caspase activity /in vivo in male Wistar rats, following ip
administration of glyphosate (alone or in combination with other pesticides) (Astiz et al. 2009} and in vifro in human
HepG2 cells (Chaufan et al. 2014). In rats, ip administration of glyphosate alone did not induce caspase 3 activity
in liver or brain (Astiz et al. 2009). However, the sample size was small (n=4), the study was only conducted in
males and the administration route (ip injection) is not directly relevant to human exposure scenarios. in human
HepG2 cells, caspase 3/7 activity was indirectly measured in cell lysates. Caspase 3/7 acfivity was significantly
increased by a glyphosate-based formulation, but not glyphosate technical. The OCS concluded that oxidative
stress and apoptosis may be plausible mechanisms of action for the in vitro cytotoxicity of the glyphosate-based
formulation; however, the concentrations of treatments were not specified, limiting the value of the study.
Furthermore, the product assessed by Chaufan et al. {2014) is not registered for use in Australia, the
concenfration of glyphosate in the formulated product was unclear and the concentrations of treatments were not
specified.

Calpains have also been implicated in apoptosis. In addition to investigating caspase activity, Astiz et al. (2009)
also investigated calpain activity in vivo in male Wistar rats following exposure to glyphosate alone and in
combination with dimethoate and/or zineb. In the liver, milli-calpain activity was not affected by glyphosate alone.
In the brain, milli-calpain activity was significantly reduced in both the substantia nigra and cerebral cortex by
glyphosate alone. The authors reported that similar data were obtained for u-calpain activity, but the data were not
presented in the publication. While the results presented by Astiz et al. (2009) were considered by IARC to be
supportive of an oxidative stress mechanism of action for carcinogenicity by glyphosate, EFSA and the OCS both
concluded that the results reported in brain tissue were not biologically plausible for humans, due to the
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blood-brain barrier and rapid elimination of glyphosate via urine. Therefore, the OCS concluded that there was no
reliable evidence that glyphosate exposure would be likely to increase caspase or calpain activity in humans
following exposure via relevant administration routes.

Bolognesi et al. {1997) investigated oxidative stress in Swiss CD-1 male mice {n=3 per dose) following
administration of either 300 mg/kg glyphosate technical or 900 mg/kg of Roundup® (~270 mgfkg glyphosate) via ip
injection. Glyphosate technical increased 8-ChdG (8-hydroxy-2’-deoxyguanosine)—a marker of oxidative stress—
in the liver 24 hours post-treatment, but did not stimulate a response in the kidney. In contrast, Roundup®
increased 8-OhdG in the kidney at 8 and 24 hours post treatment, but did not induce a response in the liver.
However, as no positive controls were used the validity of the assay cannot be confirmed.

Oxidative potential and impact on DNA was measured in human lymphocytes using Fenric-inducing ability of
plasma (FRAP), thiobarbituric acid reactive substances (TBARS) and the human 8-oxoguanine DNA N-
glycosylase 1 (hOGG1) modified comet assay (Mladinic et al. 2009a). The authors reported significantly increased
oxidative activity (increased frequency of micronuclei, nuclear buds, nucleoplasmic bridges, total antioxidant
capacity (FRAP) and lipid peroxidation (TBARS)) at 580 pg/mL glyphosate. These effects were generally greater in
the presence of an exogenous source of metabolic activation. However, no clear concentration-dependent effect
was observed for any parameter. The number of early apoptotic and necrotic cells were significantly increased at
580 pg/mL, with and without metabolic activation. The authors concluded that glyphosate does not cause oxidative
stress at concentrations relevant to human exposure. The OCS agreed with the conclusion by EFSA that as the
study was not conducted according to international guidelines, it can only be used as supporting evidence for
regulatory purposes and agrees with the authors’ conclusions that the lack of a clear dose-response relationship
coupled with positive effects only being apparent at the highest concentration of glyphosate tested Indicate that
glyphosate is not likely to cause oxidative stress at levels relevant to human exposure.

Three studies assessed various aspects of cell morphology and structural integrity in vitro in various human cell
lines: HepG2 cells (Chaufan et al. 2014), kerafinocyte HaCaT cells {(Elie-Caille et al. 2010) and erythrocytes
(Kwiatkowska et al. 2014). Human HepG2 cells freated with a glyphosate-based formulation exhibited a higher
percentage of condensed and fragmented nuclei (23.5%) indicative of apoptatic cell death compared with negative
controls, but positive control data was not provided (Chaufan et al. 2014). Although the OCS concluded that the
glyphosate-based formulation was likely to be a stimulator of apoptosis, based on the changes in nuclear
morphology and increased caspase 3/7 aclivity in vitro, they aiso concluded that this study was considered to be of
limited regulatory value, for the reasons stated above. In human keratinocytes, exposure to glyphosate resulted in
shrunken, elongated cells with significantly affected cell adhesion potential, indicative of apoptosis (Elie-Caille et
al. 2010). However, the authors cautioned that the cell line used (HaCaT) exhibits possible distinct functional
deficiencies compared with normal human keratinocytes and the results cannot be directly extrapolated to in vivo
keratinocyte behaviour. Furthermore, a two-fold reduction in cell numbers was also observed. The OCS conciuded
that it was not possible, hased on the information provided in the paper, to determine whether glyphosate induced
structural cellular changes or whether sub-confluent cells may inherently develop abnormal morphology due to the
reduction in cell numbers. in human erythrocytes, glyphosate exposure did not induce morphological changes
{Kwiatkowska et al. 2014). In addition, Astiz et al. (2009) investigated the integrity of the inner and outer
mitochondrial membranes and peroxidation of mitochondrial membrane lipids in vivo in male Wistar rats, again in
both liver and brain cells. As the OCS concluded that the results in brain tissue were not biologically plausible in
humans, anly the results obtained from liver tissue are considered here. Glyphosate alone did not significantly
reduce either inner or outer mitochondrial membrane potential and did not affect mitochondrial cardiolipin content
in liver (Astiz et al. 2009). Nevertheless, the OCS and EFSA concluded that the study by Astiz et al. (2009) was
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not reliable for regulatory purposes. Although the OCS concluded that there was limited evidence that a
glyphosate-based formulation may be capable of stimulating apoptosis, there was not sufficient reliable information
indicating that glyphosate is involved in apoptosis in humans, at realistic exposure concentrations and
administration routes.

Overall, the OCS concluded that no definitive conclusions could be drawn on the ability of glyphosate products and
their associated impurities to induce oxidative stress, as there is limited reliable information available regarding the
involvement of an oxidative stress mechanism for inducing cytotoxicity.

4.3 Joint FAO/WHO Meeting on Pesticide Residues (JMPR)

The JMPR is an expert scientific body that was established in 1963 and meets annually to scientifically evaluate
pesticide residues in food. The JMPR provides expert scientific advice to the Codex Alimentarius Commission and
its specialist committee on pesticide residues, the Codex Committee on Pesticide Residues. The Codex
Alimentarius develops international food standards and guidelines, with the aim of protecting consumer health,
ensuring fair trade practices and promoting coordination of all food standards work undertaken by government and
non-government organisations.

There are two expert panels that meet in parallel (hence the term ‘Joint Meeting’), the Toxicology Panel (the
WHO's Core Assessment Group on pesticides), and the Residues Panel (Organised by the Food and Agricultural
Organisation of the United Nations). The Toxicology Panel of the JMPR is responsible for evaluating the adverse
effects of pesticides on human health (including carcinogenicity) and establishing health-based guidance values
which in turn are important for establishing MRLs used in international trade. The Residues Panel are responsible
for evaluating the dietary risks from residues present on food commodities and for setting MRLs. The JMPR is also
at the forefront of developing new risk assessment methodologies for pesticides and setting international scientific
policy on the interpretation of toxicological studies. Participation in the JMPR is not representational but based on
expertise in toxicology and pesticide risk assessment.

The relationship between the WHO, JMPR and IARC

The WHO was established in 1948 to direct and coordinate international health within the UN's system. The IARC
is the specialised cancer agency of the WHO, but has its own Governing Council and Scientific Council. While the
JMPR also works under the banner of the WHO, its role is to conduct risk assessments for pesticide residues in
food, which includes the potential for pesticide residues in food to adversely affect human health in many ways,
not just the potential to cause cancer.

The IARC classifies various chemicals, substances and situations in terms of their carcinogenic hazard, which
indicates that some level of exposure could increase the risk to cancer. On the basis of this hazard identification
and classification process, the JMPR may determine that it is necessary to evaluate or re-evaluate the safety of
residues of that chemical in food, following its use in agriculture. Therefore, the two processes are complementary:
the IARC determines whether a chemical may potentially cause cancer, while the JMPR determines whether it is
likely humans will develop cancer following exposure to realistic residues of that chemical in food.
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Assessment process

The process used by JMPR to assess potential risks associated with pesticide residues in food is described in
detail in the International Programme on Chemical Safety (IPCS) Environmental Health Criteria 240: Principles
and Methods for the Risk Assessment of Chemicals in Food, which is a joint publication of the FAO and WHO.
The IPCS has developed definitions of hazard and risk, which are adopted by JMPR for its risk analyses (IPCS
2009):

e hazard—inherent property of an agent or situation having the potential to cause adverse effects when an
organism, system or (sub)population is exposed to that agent

e risk—the probability of an adverse effect in an organism, system or (sub)population caused under specified
circumstances by exposure to an agent.

Therefore, a risk assessment of food chemicals involves characterising the potential hazards associated with the
chemical, as well as the potential risks to life and health resulting from exposure to those chemicals present in
food over a specified period of time. This means that as well as looking at the potential for a chemical to cause
harm, a risk assessment also considers the probability of that harm occurring as a result of realistic exposure
scenarios. A risk assessment conducted by JMPR comprises four steps (IPCS 2009):

¢ Hazard identification—identification of the type and nature of adverse effects that a chemical is able to cause,
taking into account the nature of the health hazard and the circumstances under which a hazard may be
expressed.

e Hazard characterisation—assessment of the relationship between the administered dose of or exposure to a
chemical and the incidence of the observed adverse health effect, including where possible, a dose-response
relationship between increasing dose and health hazard incidence.

¢ Exposure assessment—evaluation of the exposure of for example, a human to a chemical and its derivatives,
taking into account the occurrence and concentrations of the chemical in the diet, consumption patterns of
foods containing the chemical, the likelihood of people consuming large amounts of those foods and the
likelihood of high concentrations of the chemical being present in those foods. There are usually a range of
intake or exposure estimates, which may be broken down by subgroups of the population.

e Risk characterisation—the information from the hazard characterisation and exposure assessment is
integrated into suitable advice for risk-based decision making, by providing estimates of the potential risk to
human health under various exposure scenarios, as well as the nature, relevance and magnitude of these
risks.

The information generated from a risk characterisation may be either qualitative or quantitative, as defined by
IPCS (2009) (Table 3). Any areas of uncertainty that result from gaps in the scientific evidence or any information
on particularly susceptible subpopulations (eg young children, people with predisposing physiological conditions or
people using the chemical as part of their occupation etc.) should be clearly outlined in the risk characterisation.

Table 3: Examples of qualitative and quantitative information outlined by the International Programme on
Chemical Safety

Qualitative information Quantitative information

Statements or evidence that demonstrates an absence A comparison of dietary exposures with health-based
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of toxicity even at high exposure levels guidance values

Statements or evidence of safety in the context of Estimates of risks at different levels of dietary exposure
specified uses

Recommendations to avoid, minimise or reduce Risks at minimum and maximum dietary intakes
exposure

Margins of exposure

The IPCS describes the general principles of toxicological study design, which should include compliance with
GLP and adherence to internationally recognised crganisations that provide guidance for standards of design and
conduct of toxicological studies, such as the OECD. The IPCS outlines acceptable study design principles for
determining absorption, distribution, metabolism and excretion, as well as general systemic toxicity, acute toxicity,
genotoxicity, carcinogenicity, reproductive and developmental toxicity, neurctoxicity, immunotoxicity, food
allergies/hypersensitivities and effects on the gastrointestinal tract and gut flora. There are also specific guidelines
on designing and conducting studies in humans.

The IPCS goes on to provide guidance on the conduct of dose-response assessments, stating that where there is
‘sufficient plausibility’ for the presence of a cause-effect relationship, dose-response data are essential {IPCS
2009). Guidance is provided for setting health-based guidance values for substances present in food and drinking
water, which are used to quantitate the range of acute or chronic cral exposure that presents no appreciable
health risk. The ADI is generally set on the basis of the lowest NOAEL in the most sensitive species; however,

a benchmark dose may also be used to determine the ADI. Where appropriate, an ARMD is also developed.
Generally, a 100-fold uncertainty factor is used to convert the NOAEL obtained from a study using experimental
animals Into a health-based guidance value in humans; however, additional uncertainty factors may also be
applied in certain circumstances (described by IPCS) (IPCS 2009). The default 100-fold uncertainty factor
represents two 10-fold factors that allow for;

¢ differences between average responses in animals and average responses in humans

» variability in responses between average humans and highly sensitive humans.

Guidance is provided by IPCS on how to perform and interpret acute and chronic dietary exposure assessments
for chemicals present in food. This assessment combines data about food consumption patterns with data about
the concentration of chemicals in food to provide a dietary exposure estimate, which can be compared with the
relevant health-based guidance value available for that chemical. The assessment should include the general
population, as well as more vulnerable groups, or people expected to have different exposures from the general
public, such as infants, pregnant women etc (IPCS 2009).

Pesticide residue data is evaluated by JMPR according to the IPCS guidelines, using data generated from
pesticide use that was conducted according to Good Agricultural Practice, which stipulates that effective pest
control be achieved while leaving the smallest residue amount practicable. National legislation stipules MRLs,
which are the maximum concentrations of pesticide (or veterinary drug) residues permitted in or on a food.

Importantly, the IPCS provides guidance on how to perform a risk characterisation as a part of the risk assessment
process, which integrates the information obtained during the hazard characterisation process and the exposure
assessment to provide advice to risk managers ([PCS 2009).
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Assessment of glyphosate

Glyphosate has been assessed by JMPR in 2003, 2006 and most recently, in 2011. Following the IARC decision
in March 2015 to reclassify glyphosate as 'probably carcinogenic to humans’ and noting that new data may have
been generated since the JMPR's most previous assessment of glyphosate in 2011, the WHO established an ad
hoc expert taskforce to evaluate the available data relating to glyphosate and report its findings to JMPR. The task
force completed its assessment of the IARC monograph in September 2015 and recommended that JMPR
conduct a fuil re-evaluation of glyphosate, as the IARC assessment included a number of peer reviewed scientific
publications that had not been available during the JMPR's 2011 assessment (WHO 2015).

In October 2015, the WHO issued a data call for a number of substances, including glyphosate. This evaluation of
glyphosate was discussed at an extraordinary meeting of the JMPR at WHO headquarters in Geneva, Switzerland
on 9 to 13 May 2016. The Meeting summary report was published online in May 2016.

The summary report contained a description of how the Meeting evaluated genotoxicity and epidemiological
evidence for the active constituent glyphosate, glyphosate-based formulated products and metabolites (JMPR
2016). The Meeting evaluated a large number of genotoxicity studies that were identified via various means: direct
submission to JMPR, searches of publicly available literature, requests to the IARC Monographs Secretariat, or
requests to Industry groups. The Meeting also searched databases for any relevant articles published after the
studies cited in the IARC Monograph, using defined search terms. These studies were either unpublished studies
that had been submitted by a sponscr to support an application for registration (the majority of which adhered to
internationally accepted guidelines) or peer-reviewed studies published in the scientific literature. The studies were
separated into categories that reflected their phylogenetic relevance and the significance of the genetic end-point
measured: human biomoenitoring studies, /n vivo mammalian studies, in vitro mammalian cell culture models,

in vitro bacterlal models, phylogenetically distant organisms, metabolites in vivo and finally, metabolites in vitro.
Overall, mammalian in vivo studies were given more weight than in vifro cell culture studies or studies using
phylogenetically distant organisms, and studies of gene mutations and chromosomal alterations were given more
weight than studies measuring less serious or transient types of genotoxic damage. Studies that measured the
effects of oral exposure were considered to be more relevant for determining dietary exposure. Human
biomonitoring studies were most likely to be confounded by exposure to other pesticides or other limitations.

An overall weight-of-evidence assessment approach was used to reach conclusions about the genotoxicity of
glyphosate, based on an evaluation of the studies using the criteria described above as well as an assessment of
the overall quality of each study.

The meeting used a pre-agreed evaluation process, as described in the JMPR (2016) Meeting summary, to;

s select glyphosate/cancer site combinations for inclusion in the evaluation
e screen papers for inclusion or exclusion in the evaluation

¢ evaluate the information for risk assessment.

Glyphosatefcancer site combinations were included if IARC identified positive associations from the evidence it
assessed and all studies cited by IARC, published since the IARC assessment was completed or identified from
reference lists of already identified papers were screened for inclusion in the evaluation. Papers were included if
they were the most recent publication with the longest follow-up period for that glyphosate/cancer site combination
and/or the most complete analysis of that glyphosate/cancer site combination with the largest sample size/number
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of participants, providing that the exposure assessment was specific to glyphosate and quantitative (ie exposure
was expressed on a ratio scale), and that the paper was relevant and could contribute to a quantitative risk
assessment for that glyphosatefcancer site combination.

As described in the JMPR (2016) Meeting summary, for each paper that was included in the assessment:

+ the quantitative exposure units were determined

e the magnitude of effect or uncertainty was described
s the quality of the study was reviewed

¢ the exposure assessment was described

» the manner in which exposure levels compared or tfranslated to glyphosate residue levels or pathways was
described.

As described in the JMPR (20168} Meeting summary, for each glyphosate/cancer site included in the assessment:

» the hazard from all studies contributing to the quantitative risk assessment was characterised

+ the strength-of-evidence was summarised.

When evaluating the evidence for glyphosate/cancer site associations, the Meeting considered factors that would
decrease the level of confidence in the body of evidence (including the risk of bias, unexplained inconsistencies
and imprecision} as well as factors that would increase the level of confidence in the body of evidence (including a
large magnitude of effect, dose-response and consistency) (JMPR 2016). When evaluating the information
available for risk assessment and hazard characterisation, the Mesting evaluated the overall evidence for
dose-response relationships, by comparing risk estimates with quantitative exposure measures (eg days of use
per year) (JMPR 2018).

The Meeting considered prospective cohort studies to be a more powerful study design than case-control studies,
as case-control studies are usually retrospective and are therefore more prone to recall and selection biases
{(JMPR 2018). The one large, prospective cohort study (the AHS cohort) found no evidence of a positive
association between glyphosate exposure and NHL incidence, Various case-control studies reported varying
results, with some reporting elevated risks {both significant and non-significant) and others not observing an
association. The Meeting concluded that there was some evidence of a positive association between glyphosate
exposure and the risk of NHL; however, the AHS—a large, high-quality prospective cohort study found no
evidence of an association at any exposure level (JMPR 2016).

The Meeting identified nine carcincgenicity studies in mice, two of which were considered to be of insufficient
quality for inclusion in the assessment (JMPR 20186). Equivocal evidence of lymphoma induction was apparent in
3/7 studies in male mice and 1/7 studies in female mice at high doses (5000-40 000 ppm or 814—

4348 mg/kg bw/day). In contrast, higher doses (up to 50 000 ppm or 7470 mg/kg bw/day) in the remaining three
studies did not cause an effect. In 4/7 studies, there was a trend for a marginal increase in induction of kidney
adenomas in male mice at the highest dose tested; however, again, higher doses failed to illicit a response.

The Meeting identified 11 combined chronic toxicity and carcinogenicity studies in rats; however, one was
considered inadequate for carcinogenicity assessment (short exposure duration of only 12 months) (JMPR 2016).
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An increased incidence of various tumours (interstitial cell tumours of the testes, pancreatic islet cell adenoma,
thyroid C-cell tumours, skin keratoma) was observed in 1/10 or (in one case) 2/10 studies. However, in all cases,
higher doses used in other studies did not illicit a response. The Meeting also reported a lack of dose-response
relationship for some tumour types. There was no evidence for spleen or kidney lymphoma induction in any of the
studies. Therefore, the Meeting concluded that there was no reliable evidence for treatment-related tumours in rats
at doses of up to 32 000 ppm (or 1750 mg/kg bw/day).

The Meeting concluded that glyphosate is not carcinogenic in rats, but was unable to exclude the possibility that
glyphosate is carcinogenic in mice at very high doses (JMPR 2016).

The overall weight-of-evidence suggested that oral doses of up to 2000 mg/kg bw/day glyphosate (either alone or
in a formulated product) are not associated with genotoxic effects in the majority of studies in mammals. In cell
culture models and organisms that are phylogenetically different to humans, DNA damage and chromosomal
effects have been observed following exposure to glyphosate. However, these effects have not been replicated in
oral in vivo mammalian model studies. Therefore, the Meeting concluded that glyphosate is unlikely to be
genotoxic at anticipated dietary exposures (JMPR 2016).

The Meeting's overall conclusion relating to the carcinogenic potential of glyphosate was that, the absence of
carcinogenic potential in rodents at human-relevant doses and the absence of genotoxicity in mammals following
oral exposure, along with the epidemiological evidence from occupational exposure indicated that glyphosate is
unlikely to pose a carcinogenic risk to humans via exposure from the diet (JMPR 20186).

The Meeting also concluded that there was no evidence from seven studies in rats that up to 30 000 ppm (or
1983 mg/kg bw/day) glyphosate resulted in reproductive toxicity. There was also no evidence for teratogenicity or
developmental toxicity in rats (up to 3500 mg/kg bw/day; four studies) or rabbits (low-incidence fetal effects were
observed in 3/7 studies at doses that exceeded maternal toxicity). There was no evidence of endocrine disruption,
with a range of in vitro and in vivo assays demonstrating no interaction with oestrogen or androgen receptor
pathways or thyroid pathways. There was no evidence of neurotoxicity in rats (up to 2000 mg/kg bw/day) or
immunotoxicity in female mice (up to 500 ppm, or 1448 mg/kg bw/day) (JMPR 2016).

Finally, the Meeting concluded that the extent to which glyphosate adversely effects the microbiota of the human
or mammalian GIT is unclear, as this is an emerging area of scientific research. However, the available information
on minimum inhibitory concentration values suggest that it is unlikely that dietary glyphosate residues would be
capable of adverse effects on normal GIT microbiota function (JMPR 2016).

The Meeting further concluded that the glyphosate metabolite, AMPA, is unlikely to be genotoxic following oral
exposure in mammals and there was no evidence for embryo or fetal toxicity. Similarly, two other metabolites,
N-Acetyl-glyphosate and N-Acetyl-AMPA are unlikely to be genotoxic in mammals (JMPR 2016).

4.4 European Food Safety Authority (EFSA)

Assessment process

The European Food Safety Authority requires scientific information that has adhered to OECD guidelines on
toxicological testing of chemicals and the EU Test Method Regulation No. 440/2008, which stipulates in detail how
the studies must be conducted. By European law, all required studies must be conducted according to the
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principles of GLP. Scientific information that does not meet these standards but has been published in peer-
reviewed journals are also included in the assessment.

When evaluating the carcinogenic effects of a chemical, the RMS delegated to conduct the assessment must
follow the classification criteria outlined in EU Regulation {EC) No 1272/2008 on CLP criteria. The CLP criteria for
establishing the fevel of evidence (eg sufficient, limited evidence etc.) for a carcinogenic effect are similar to those
used by IARC; however, additional factors that influence the overall likelihood that a substance may be
carcinogenic to humans must be taken into account, The emphasis placed on each individual factor is dependent
on the amount and coherence of available evidence. Generally, more complete evidence is required to decrease
the level of concern than is required to increase the level of concern. Some examples of factors to be taken into
account include:

* tumour type and background incidence

s multi-site responses

e progression of lesions to malignancy

s reduced tumour latency

» whether responses are in single or both sexes

+ whether responses are in single or multiple species

s structural similarity of the chemical to ancther substance for which there Is good evidence of carcinogenicity
¢ routes of exposure

« comparison of absorption, distribution, metabolism and excretion between experimental animals and humans

+ the possibility of a confounding effect of excessive toxicity at experimental doses

« mode of action and its relevance for humans, such as cytotoxicity with growth stimulation, mitogenesis,
immunosuppression or mutagenicity.

Assessment of glyphosate

Glyphosate is registered for use throughout Europe and the UK and in 2010 was subjected to a re-assessment by
the RMS, Germany, as mandated by the EC and coordinated by EFSA (See Section 2.3).

The BfR concluded that glyphosate was ‘unlikely to pose a carcinogenic hazard to humans and the evidence does
not support classification with regard to its carcinogenic potential' {EFSA 2015).

During the re-evaluation process, the BfR evaluated more than 150 new toxicology studies and re-assessed nearly
300 toxicological studies, as well as considering around 900 scientific pubfications and reviewing more than 200 in
detail. The BfR concluded that the available data do not demonstrate that glyphosate exhibits carcinogenic or
mutagenic properties cr that it has adverse effects an fertility, reproduction or embrycnalffetal development in
laboratory animals. The BfR concluded that there was convincing evidence that the toxicity associated with some
glyphosate-containing products was attributable to co-formulants, such as tallowamines used as surfactants.

in July 2015, the BiR was commissioned to review the IARC monograph on the re-classification of glyphosate.
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The BfR agreed with the conclusion that there is ‘limited evidence in humans for the carcinogenicity of glyphosate'
and its assessment of the epidemiological studies was comparable to that of the JARC Working Group. However,
the BfR also noted that no consistent positive association between glyphosate exposure and the development of
cancer was demonstrated and the most statistically highly-powered study detected no effect. The BfR further
noted that it was not possible to differentiate between the effects of glyphosate and the co-formulants from the
epidemiology studies discussed in the IACR monograph (Germany 2015).

The BfR disagreed with the conclusion by the IARC Working Group that there is ‘sufficient evidence in animals for
the carcinogenicity of glyphosate', which was based on a positive trend in the incidence of rare renal tumours, a
positive trend for haemangiosarcoma in male mice and increased pancreatic islet-cell adenoma in male rats,

The BfR assessed the studies relied on by the JARC Working Group and concluded that the weight-of-evidence
suggests that there is no carcinogenic risk related to the use of glyphosate and that no hazard classification for
carcinogenicity is warranted according to the CLP criteria (Germany 2015). Three studies conducted in mice
reported a significant positive trend for renal tumours following glyphosate exposure, when data were analysed
using the Cochran-Armitage test for linear trend; however, the analysis by pair-wise comparisons did not
demonstrate a significant difference between the groups and the incidences of tumours were within the historical
control range (up to 6% for adenoma and carcinoma combined). Similarly, two studies conducted in mice reported
a significant positive trend for haemangiosarcoma following glyphosate exposure, when data were analysed using
the Cochran-Armitage test for linear trend; however, analysis by pair-wise comparisons did not demonstrate a
significant difference between the groups. Furthermaore, the background incidence for haemangiosarcoma in male
mice is up to 12%. Two of three studies conducted in mice reported a significant positive trend for malignant
lymphoma following glyphosate exposure, when data were analysed using the Cochran-Armitage test for linear
trend; however, the analysis by pair-wise comparisons did not demonstrate a significant difference between the
groups in all three studies. Again, the incidences of malignant lymphoma were within the historical control range
{up to 12%). The BfR determined that a significant difference to the incidence of pancreatic islet cell adenomas in
rats occurred in the low dose group only, therefore was considered incidental (ie there was no dose-response
effect). Therefore, the BfR concluded that the observed incidences of renal tumours, haemangicsarcoma and
malignant lymphoma were spontaneous and not related to glyphosate exposure.

The BfR also disagreed with the |ARC's conclusion that there ‘is mechanistic evidence for genotoxicity, oxidative
stress, inflammation, immunosuppression, receptor-mediated effects, and cell proliferation or death of glyphosate’.
The BfR concluded that a weight-of-evidence assessment approach indicates that neither glyphosate nor AMPA
induce mutations in vivo and no hazard classification for mutagenicity was warranted according to CLP criteria
(Germany 2015). it further concluded that the mechanistic and other studies do not provide evidence for a
carcinogenic mechanism. Consistently negative results were observed in in vitro bacterial assays and mammalian
cell gene mutation assays and the majority (all of the GLP-compliant studies) of the in vitro chromosomal
aberration tests and micronucleus tests were alsc negative. In vitro studies produced negative results for induction
of DNA repair but positive results for induction of SCE and DNA strand breaks. /n vivo, 14 somatic cell tests for
induction of chromosomal aberrations or micronuclei were negative even at extremely high intraperitoneal doses
and there was no evidence for mutagenic activity in germ cells. Two publications reported significant Increases in
micronuclei following ip administration; however, in both studies the dose tested was in the range of the ip LDso of
glyphosate in mice and one study was fundamentally flawed in design. Two publications reported induction of DNA
strand breaks following exposure to very high ip doses or repeated oral doses, which were close to or exceeded
the ip LDso of glyphosate in mice; therefore, the observed positive results may be the result of secondary effects of
cytotoxicity. However, the BfR noted that no firm conclusions can be drawn with regard to a need for classification
according to the CLP criteria, regarding specific glyphosate-hased formulations, for which there was some
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evidence for in vivo mammalian chromosomal damage. The BfR recommended that further genctoxicity studies be
conducted according to OECD test guidelines.

The BfR agreed with the IARC Working Group that glyphosate does not appear to exhibit endocrine disrupting
properties (Germany 2015).

The BfR agreed with the IARC Working Group that there is some indication of induction of oxidative stress, based
on in vitro studies using human cells and in vivo mammalian studies, particularly in blood plasma, liver, brain and
kidney of rats; however, it was not indicative of genotoxic or carcinogenic activity in humans. Furthermore, the
majority of this work was conducted using a glyphosate-based formulation rather than glyphosate alone. There
was no indication of induction of oxidative stress by AMPA.

While the IARC Working Group concluded that there was ‘weak evidence that glyphosate may affect the immune
system, both the humoral and cellular response’, the BfR concluded that the available data do not indicate that
glyphosate or glyphosate formulations adversely affect the immune system (Germany 2015). However, it noted
that the small number of available studies had methodological limitations and therefore no robust information was
available to conclusively determine the possible immunomodulatory action of glyphosate. The BfR mostly agreed
with the reporting of the studies relied on by IARC; however expanded on a number of points. For example, the
IARC Working Group concluded that one study demonstrated ‘pathological effects of glyphosate on the immune
system’ in rats (Chan & Mahler 1992). However, the only finding reported was a reduction in absolute/relative
thymus weight in male rats at the highest dose of glyphosate tested. The BfR concluded that this reduction in
thymus weight in male rats was likely related to non-specific toxicity, as evidenced by a lower weight gain and a
lower final bodyweight (18%) in male rats, which was not observed in females.

4.5 The European Chemicals Agency (ECHA)

The ECHA is responsible for managing the harmonised classification (CLH) process for active constituent
chemicals within plant protection products in the EU. The CLH is based solely on the hazardous properties

(ie toxicity) of the chemical and does not take into account exposure; therefore, the CLH procedure conducted by
ECHA is not a risk assessment. In that respect, the CLH procedure undertaken by ECHA is similar to the scope
of the IARC assessment process.

As a part of the procedure for the renewal of the glyphosate registration in the EU, Germany submitted a proposal
for CLH to ECHA. The ECHA launched a 45 day public consultation of the CLH proposal for glyphosate on 2 June
2016 (deadline for comment 18 July 2016). In addition to the existing CLH (eye irritation and aquatic toxicity), a
new classification was proposed (ECHA 2016):

e STOT RE 2: May cause damage to organs through prolonged or repeated exposure.

This proposed classification was based solely on the results obtained from developmental studies conducted in
rabbits (which appear to be the most sensitive laboratory animal species), where adverse effects (maternal
toxicity; NOAEL = 50 mg/kg bw/day) occurred at doses lower than those occurring in the very large number of
studies conducted in mice, rats and dogs over longer durations of exposure. Based on CLP hazard criteria, the
NOAEL of 50 mg/kg bw/day is lower than the 28-day guidance value in rats (< 300 mg/kg bw/day) and therefore
glyphosate technically qualifies for this statement.
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The ECHA concluded that a weight-of-evidence approach indicated that glyphosate is not mutagenic and that no
hazard classification for mutagenicity was warranted according to the CLP criteria (ECHA 20186). The ECHA
considered that standard mutagenicity tests {eg cytogenetic tests or micronucleus assays) were more reliable and
carried greater weight than ‘indicator tests’ (eg comet assays or DNA damage assessed via sister chromatid
exchange or DNA strand breaks). Generally, these indicator tests are regarded as useful follow-up tests for
confirmation of positive or equiveocal standard in vitro test results.

Consistently negative results were obtained from in vitro bacterial assays and mammalian cell gene mutation
assays. Guideline in vitro mammalian chromosome aberration tests and micronucleus tests also produced
negative results. In contrast, positive results were reported in in vitro indicator tests for SCE and DNA strand
breaks. Negative results were reported from 11 in vivo micronucleus tests or cytogenetic studies in somatic cells
that followed international guidelines, while one study reported a weak positive effect in female mice receiving a
very high (likely cytotoxic) dose. Inconsistent results were obtained in a number of published studies that did not
adhere to international guidelines and generally tested low doses via the ip route. As for in vitro studies, positive
results for DNA damage {eg strand breaks) were observed in a number of published indicator tests following high
ip or repeated oral (via drinking water) administration, while a study assessing unscheduled DNA synthesis
produced negative results. There was no evidence of mutagenic activity in germ cells of mice and rats following
oral doses of up to 2000 mg/kg bw.

The ECHA concluded that a weight-of-evidence assessment of epidemiological data and data from long-term
studies in both rats and mice indicate that no hazard classification for carcinogenicity was warranted for
glyphosate according to the CLP criteria (ECHA 2016). In the discussion relating to carcinogenicity, the ECHA
addressed the differing assessments of the available information by IARC and EFSA. The ECHA also noted that
glyphosate differed from most other pesticides in that a number of comprehensive and high quality studies are
available for nearly all toxicological endpoints.

A total of 5/8 long-term, guideline-compliant studies conducted in mice were considered by ECHA. The ECHA took
into account the known very large variability of the incidence of spontaneous malignant lymphoma in both Swiss
and CD-1 mice, the consistent lack of any dose-response relationship between tumour incidence and glyphosate
exposure and the excessively high concentrations that elicited increased incidences of tumours in some studies
and concluded that, overall, there was inconsistent evidence for the occurrence of malignant lymphoma, renal
tumours and haemangiosarcoma in males but not females.

The ECHA evaluated a total of 7/11 studies conducted in rats, the majority of which (6/7) were guideline-compliant.
The non-guideline study (Lankas 1981) was not considered suitable for regulatory purposes due to study design
and reporting limitations. The ECHA took into consideration the consistent lack of statistical significance using
pairwise analyses, the consistent lack of any dose-response relationships and the lack of reproductblility across
muliiple studies and concluded that there was no evidence for an association between glyphosate exposure and
pancreatic islet cell adenomas, hepatocellular adenomas, C-cell thyroid adenomas or interstitial testicular tumours.

The ECHA also assessed human data on the potential carcinogenicity of glyphosate noting that the value of this
data had limitations for regulatory assessments, as it was exclusively derived from epidemiological studies. Firstly,
it is difficult to distinguish between the effects of the active constituent and co-formulants, because humans are
never exposed to the active constituent alone. As the co-formulants are not only contained in glyphosate-based
products, but are also contained within other formulated products, an assessment of the entire formulated product
is not indicative of the safety of the active constituent or glyphosate-based products specifically. Secondly, humans
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are exposed to a great number of environmental chemicals, making it difficult to attribute health effects to one
specific chemical.

The ECHA described the results of the AHS study that analysed data from approximately 57 000 pesticide
applicators. Analysis of this data did not identify an association between glyphosate and various forms of cancer,
including leukaemia, melanoma, all lymphohaematopoietic cancers, NHL, or cancer of the lung, prostate, breast,
colon, rectum, oral cavity, pancreas, kidney or bladder (De Roos et al. 2005; Blair & Freeman 2009). Some papers
relied on by the IARC assessment reported positive asscciations between glyphosate exposure and NHL;
however, this association was based on very small sample populations with low numbers of exposed subjects,
relied on reported use (and was therefore susceptible to recall bias) by either primary or secondary (eg relatives)
sources and was not statistically significant in one study (Nordstrom et al. 1998; Hardell & Eriksson 1999; McDuffie
et al. 2001; De Roos et al. 2003; Hardell & Eriksson 2003; Eriksson et al. 2008). In contrast, the ECHA also
described 18 papers that did not identify a risk between glyphosate exposure and various specific cancer types
(Alavanja & Bonner 2012): prostate cancer (Alavanja et al. 2003; Band et al. 2011; Koutros et al. 2011), stomach
and cesophageal adenocarcinomas {Lee et al. 2004), gliomas (Carreon et al. 2005), breast cancer (Engel et al.
2005; El-Zaemey et al. 2013}, childhood cancer (following parental exposure} (Flower et al. 2004), pancreatic
cancer (Andreotti et al. 2009), monoclonal gammopathy (Landgren et al. 2009), Hodgkin's lymphoma
(Karunanayake et al. 2012}, multiple myeloma (Pahwa et al. 2012; Kachuri et al. 2013), NHL (Schinasi & Leon
2014), lymphomas in general (including B cell lymphoma) (Cocco et al. 2013) or soft tissue sarcoma (Pahwa et al.
2011).

The ECHA concluded that, while epidemiological data is of limited value for detecting the carcinogenic potential of
a pesticide, the data do not provide convincing evidence for an association between glyphosate exposure in
humans and any cancer type and no hazard classification for carcinogenicity is warranted for glyphosate according
the CLP criteria (ECHA 2016).

Following the public consultation, any received comments will be provided to the Committee for Risk Assessment
(RAC), which will form an opinion on the hazard classes that were open for consultation only. For glyphosate,
these include: all health hazards except respiratory sensitisation and aspiration hazard {carcinogenicity, germ cell
mutagenicity and reproductive toxicity) and all environmental hazards except ozone layer hazards. [n addition,
ECHA may request further clarification and contact some of those who commented to discuss specific issues.
From there, any opinion of the CLH proposal must be adopted by RAC within 18 months from the receipt of that
proposal by ECHA and the ‘background document’, which contains the CLH report with RAC evaluations inserted
will be published on the ECHA website. The ECHA will then forward the RAC opinion to the EC, which wili
determine whether the CLH is appropriate.

46 Health Canada

In 2010, Health Canada’s PMRA commenced a re-evaluation of glyphosate in collaboration with the US EPA's re-
evaluation of glyphosate. In April 2015, the PMRA published its Proposed Re-evaluation Decision (PRVD2015-01)
for glyphosate, as discussed above in Section 2.2. In conducting re-evaluations of registered products, the PMRA
utilises data from holders of product registrations, as well as published scientific reports, information from other
regulatory agencies and any other infarmation considered relevant to the evaluation. The PMRA evaluation of the
available scientific information concluded that there were no unacceptable risks to human health or the
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environment as a result of using glyphosate according to the proposed label directions and no additional data were
requested.

The re-evaluation report describes how the potential risks to human health are assessed, which is similar to the
method employed by the APVMA. The PMRA re-evaluation of glyphosate determined that adverse effects
observed in animals occurred at doses more than 100 times higher than levels to which humans are normally
exposed when using glyphosate according to label directions. The re-evaluation reported that glyphosate has low
acute oral, dermal and inhalational toxicity, does not irritate the skin or cause allergic skin reactions in laboratory
animals; however, it was a severe eye irritant.

The PMRA determined that acute dietary exposure represented between 12% and 45% of the ARfD for all of the
population subgroups. The chronic dietary exposure estimate for the general population represented 30% of the
ADI, with a range of 20% to 70% of the ADI for the various population subgroups. As a result, the PMRA
concluded that acute and chronic dietary risks were not of concern when glyphosate is used according to the label
directions.

The re-evaluation also assessed residential handler exposure from mixing, loading and applying glyphosate
product to residential lawns and turf (primarily dermal) as well as incidental oral exposure of children playing in
treated areas. Bystander exposure was estimated for scenarios where people enter non-cropland areas, such as
parks or hiking areas that had recently been treated with glyphosate. For all of these assessments, assessed
either alone or in combination with background chronic dietary exposure (discussed above), no evidence of health
risk was determined. Similarly, the risk estimates associated with mixing, loading and applying glyphosate in an
agricultural scenario or re-entering treated agricultural sites did not demonstrate any health risks, based on the
current directions for use and agricultural use patterns.

The PMRA re-evaluation report addressed the IARC conclusions, emphasising that a hazard classification is not a
health risk assessment. They also stressed that the level of human exposure is the factor that determines the risk
and that this was not taken into account in the IARC classification of glyphosate. The PMRA considered the
epidemiological information included in the IARC assessment and concluded that the majority lacked adequate
characterisation of glyphosate exposure, which limited their suitability for assessing the hazard of glyphosate.

The PMRA concluded that the available in vitro and in vivo tests demonstrated that glyphosate is not genotoxic in
rats or mice and that glyphosate is not carcinogenic in rats. While there was some evidence for a marginal
increase in the incidence of ovarian tumours in mice, no dose-response was evident and the increased incidence
was only observed at the highest tested doses and historical control data were not available. Therefore, the PMRA
concluded that these results were of low concern for human health risk assessment.

Overall, the PMRA concluded that the weight-of-evidence obtained from both acute and chronic animal toxicity
studies, genotoxicity assays and epidemiology studies indicates that glyphosate is unlikely to pose a human
cancer risk.

4.7 New Zealand Environmental Protection Authority

The New Zealand Environmental Protection Authority commissioned a review of the evidence relating to the
carcinogenicity of glyphosate. The scope of the review covered the basis on which the IARC Working Group
classified glyphosate as a probable human carcinogen, which involved reviewing the quality of the evidence for
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carcinogenicity in humans and animal models, as well as the data used to support mechanistic arguments (Temple
20186).

The review concluded that a possible dose-respanse relationship in humans couid not be evaluated, as the
epidemiological evidence did not indicate whether any internal exposure was measured or, if there was, the extent
of that exposure. The review alsc agreed with conclusions by WHO in 2006, which reported that weak, rarely
statistically significant associations between glyphosate exposure and lymphopoietic cancers do not generally
meet the criteria for determining causal relationships from epidemiology data.

The review discussed each epidemiological study relied on by the [ARC Working Group in its assessment that
there was ‘limited evidence’ for carcinogenicity in humans, following exposure to glyphosate, as well as a review
conducted by Mink et al. {2012) and the assessment conducted by the BfR for EFSA. As with other assessments,
the review placed more weight on the prospective AHS cohort study, which did not identify an association between
glyphosate and NHL, or a number of other cancer types, even though exposure was higher than that presented in
the case-control studies. The review highlighted the fact that only two of the case-control cohort studies cited by
the IARC Working Group reported statistically significant increased ORs at the 85% confidence level (Temple
2016).

The review noted that a small, non-significant increased risk of multiple myeloma was identified in the AHS cohort
(De Roos et al. 2005), but described in detail the reassessment of that data, which questioned that result (Temple
2016). This re-assessment argued that the reported elevated risk ratio (RR) for multiple myeloma were not
relevant, as they resulted from a restricted data set that (most likely by chance) were not actually representative of
the population (Sorahan 2015). That is, a number of cases of muitiple myeloma in the group of pesticide
applicators who had never used glyphosate were excluded from the original analysis because they did not have
data about the use of alcohol, smoking etc. This resulted in a false impression of increased risk in ever users,
compared with those who had never used glyphosate. The re-analysis resulted in a RR of 1.1 {Sorahan 2015),
compared with the original estimated rate ratio of 2.6, reported by De Roos et al. (2005).

One Swedish case-control study reported an association between glyphosate exposure and cancer risk after more
than 10 years of exposure (OR 2.26, 95% CI 1.16-4.4) using 29 exposed cases and 18 unexposed controls
(Eriksson et al. 2008) and was considered by the |IARC Working Group to be a large study. In contrast, Temple
(20186) concluded that 29 cases and 18 controls could not be considered a large study and had limited power to
detect an effect. The significant effect reported in this study was only significant using a univariate evaluation and
there was the possibility that results could have been confounded by earlier exposure to MCPA (2-methyl-4-
chlorophenoxyacetic acid), which is associated with an increased risk of NHL.

The review highlighted that the key studies cited in support of ‘sufficient evidence’ for carcinogenicity in
experimental animals consisted of three studies in mice; a positive trend for increased renal tubule carcinoma in
one oral study; a positive trend for increased incidence of haemangiosarcoma in one oral study; and tumour
promotion in a skin study. The review also highlighted that the IARC Working Group used different statistical tests
{trend analysis) to assess the data in those studies, compared with the original analysis (pairwise comparisons).

In the original pairwise comparisons, none of the studies produced positive associations. The IARC Working
Group also did not take into account historical incidence data or the presence of a viral infection which may have
affected survival rates and lymphoma incidence in one study. In addition, a number of studies that have been used
by other regulators (which did not support an association between glyphosate and carcinogenicity) were not
considered by the IARC Working Group noting that this is consistent with the scope of IARC. The New Zealand
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review concluded that the total database of long-term carcinogenicity bioassays were consistently negative and
the positive findings reported by the IARC Working Group are not considered supportive of carcinogenicity by
other reputable scientific bodies, therefore the overall weight-of-evidence does not indicate that glyphosate is
carcinogenic (Temple 2016).

The review concluded that the studies relied on by the IARC Working Group as 'strong evidence’ for genotoxicity
and oxidative stress primarily utilised in vifro mammalian cell studies, in which mammalian cells are directly
exposed to glyphosate (or a formulated product) at high concentrations that are not realistic to in vivo exposure in
animals or humans. The review highlighted that all studies that followed internationally accepted guidelines
produced negative results, while all positive associations were achieved in studies that used unvalidated test
methods or species, glyphosate formulations, or high intraperitoneal doses that are widely considered
inappropriate for assessing genotoxicity in humans (Temple 2016).

The overall conclusion of the review was that, based on a weight-of-evidence approach that considered the quality
and reliability of the available data, glyphosate is unlikely to be genotoxic or carcinogenic to humans and does not
require classification as either a carcinogen or a mutagen (Temple 2016).

4.8 Adverse Experience Reporting Program (AERP)

The AERP is a post-registration program that assesses reports of adverse experiences associated with the use of
agricultural and veterinary products, when the product has been used according to the approved label instructions.

Between 1996 and 2013, a total of four AERSs relating to human safety were submitted to the AERP. All were
classified as ‘possible’ or ‘probable’ by the AERP. Of the four AERs, one related to skin irritation while the
remaining three were reports of eye irritation.
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5 ASSESSMENT OUTCOMES

In the Tier 1 assessment, the OCS examined the reference list from the IARC Monograph 112 for glyphosate,
which included 264 publisher papers. Following analysis of the study abstracts, 174 references were excluded
from requiring further review (Table 6), mostly because the study utilised non-conventional species or
methodology for evaluating human toxicity (eg fish). A total of 19 references were considered relevant to the
carcinogenicity classification of glyphosate, requiring further in-depth revision (Table 4). The remaining 71
references were considered to require further review to determine their relevance to the carcinogenicity
classification (Table 5). The APVMA will rely on international assessments of these papers.

The OCS concluded that, based on the results of the critical appraisal and the limited number of studies reviewed
by the OCS in the Tier 2 assessment, there did not appear to be any additional information to indicate that
glyphosate poses a carcinogenic risk to humans, on the basis of the following:

e a carcinogenic mechanism of action via genotoxicity or oxidative stress is not evident

* the level of cytotoxicity associated with in vitro genotoxicity testing of glyphosate was significant, limiting the
ability of in vitro tests to determine the genotoxicity potential of glyphosate.

The OCS noted that there is some evidence that in vitro, glyphosate-based formulated products are more toxic to
cells than glyphosate; however, this effect has not been confirmed in vivo. Furthermore, many of the studies
exhibited significant methodological limitations, reducing the usefulness of the data.

No definitive conclusions could be drawn on the ability of glyphosate-based formulations to induce oxidative stress
as there is limited information regarding the involvement of an oxidative stress mechanism for inducing
cytotoxicity.

The OCS concluded that glyphosate was unlikely to pose a carcinogenic or genotoxic risk to humans.

The APVMA evaluated a number of recent assessments of glyphosate conducted by international organisations
and regulatory agencies (JMPR, EFSA, ECHA, Health Canada and the NZ Environmental Protection Authority),
which considered the publicly available data that was considered in the IARC monograph, as well as other
published and unpublished data using a weight-of-evidence approach.

The APVMA agreed with the international assessments of the available epidemiological data that, while
epidemiological data is of limited value for detecting carcinogenic potential of a pesticide, the weight-of-evidence
does not provide convincing evidence for an association between glyphosate exposure in humans and any cancer
type, as there was no consistent pattern of statistical associations that would suggest a causal relationship
between glyphosate exposure and the development of cancer in adults or children (total or site-specific).

The APVMA agreed with the international assessments that the weight-of-evidence in experimental animals
indicates that glyphosate does not pose a carcinogenic risk at realistic exposure levels, as no consistent
dose-response relationship was evident in mice or rats and many of the reported tumours are common age-related
tumours in rats and mice.

The APVMA agreed with the international assessments that glyphosate is not likely to be genotoxic, as
well-designed in vitro tests consistently reported negative results. While some in vitro studies reported positive
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results for, these were generally observed following very high intraperitoneal doses and most likely a secondary
effect of cytotoxicity.

Between 1996 and 2013, a total of four ‘possible’ or probable’ AERs relating to human safety (skin or eye irritation)
were submitted to the AERP. The APVMA is confident that the current safety and use directions included on
approved labels for products containing glyphosate are sufficient to mitigate these known adverse effects.
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6 PROPOSED REGULATORY POSITION

On the basis of the evaluation of the scientific information and assessments, the APVMA concludes that the
scientific weight-of-evidence indicates that:

e exposure to glyphosate does not pose a carcinogenic risk to humans

e there is no scientific basis for revising the APVMA's satisfaction that glyphosate or products containing
glyphosate:

¢ would not be an undue hazard to the safety of people exposed to it during its handling or people using
anything containing its residues

e would not be likely to have an effect that is harmful to human beings

¢ would not be likely to have an unintended effect that is harmful to animals, plants or things or to the
environment

e would be effective according to criteria determined by the APVMA by legislative instrument, and
¢ would not unduly prejudice trade or commerce between Australia and places outside Australia.

e there are no scientific grounds for placing glyphosate and products containing glyphosate under
formal reconsideration

e the APVMA will continue to maintain a close focus on any new assessment reports or studies that indicate that
any of the above conclusions may need revising.
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ABBREVIATIONS

ADI Acceptable daily intake (for humans)

ADME Absorption, distribution, metabolism and excretion

AER Adverse Experience Report

AERP Adverse Experience Reporting Program

Agvet Code Agricultural and Veterinary Chemicals Code, Schedule to the Agricultural and Veterinary
Chemicals Code Act 1994

AHS Agricultural Health Survey

AMPA Aminomethylphosphonic acid

APVMA Australian Pesticides and Veterinary Medicines Authority

ARfD Acute reference dose

ATDS Australian Total Diet Survey

BfR Federal Institute for Risk Assessment

CAT Catalase

CHO-HGPRT Chinese Hamster Ovary-Hypoxanthine-Guanine Phosphoribosyl Transferase

CLH Harmonised classification

Cl Coenfidence Interval

CLP criteria Classification, Labelling and Packaging of Substances and Mixtures

DMSO Dimethyl sulfoxide

DNA Deoxyribonucleic acid

EC European Cemmission

ECHA European Chemicals Agency

EFSA European Food Safety Authority

EOS Earth Open Source

EP European Parliament

EPSPS Enzyme 5-enolpyruvylshikimate-3-phosphate synthase

EU European Union

FAQ Food and Agriculture Qrganisation
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FRAP Ferric-inducing ability of plasma

FSANZ Food Standards Australia New Zealand

GLP Good laboratory practice

GSH Glutathione

GST Glutathione-S-transferase

HIV human immuncdeficiency virus

hOGG1 Human 8-oxoguanine DNA N-glycosylase 1
IARC International Agency for Research on Cancer
IPCS International Programme on Chemical Safety
JMPR Joint FAO/WHO Meeting on Pesticide Residues
kg Kilogram

L Litre

LDsy Lethal dose

MCPA 2-methyl-4-chlorophenoxyacetic acid

MEPs Members of the European Parliament

mg/kg bw/day

Milligrams per kilogram of bodyweight per day

Milligrams per litre

mg/L

MRL Maximum residue limit

NHL Non-Hedgkin's lymphoma

NHMRC National Health and Medical Research Centre
NOAEL No observed adverse effect [evel

NRA National Registration Authority

NRS National Residue Survey

QCs Qffice of Chemical Safety

QECD The Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development
QECD TGs QECD Testing guidelines

8-OHdG 8-hydroxy-2'-deoxyguanocsine
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CR Odds Ratio

PMRA Pest Management Regulatory Agency

POEA Polyethoxylated tallow amine {or polyoxyethylated tallow amine and various synonyms)
RAR Renewal assessment rapport

RMS Rapporteur member state

ROS Reactive oxygen species

RR Risk ratio

SCE Sister chromatic exchange

SCGE single cell gel electrophoresis

S0D Superoxide dismutase

SUSMP Standard for the Uniform Scheduling of Medicines and Poisons
SWaA Safe Work Australia

TBARS Thiobarbituric acid reactive substances

TGA Therapeutic Goods Administration

UK United Kingdom

us United States

UsS EPA US Environmental Protection Agency

US FDA US Food and Drug Administration

WHO World Health Organization
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GLOSSARY

Acceptable daily intake

A level of intake of a chemical that can be ingested daily over an entire lifetime without
any appreciable risk to health

Acute reference dose

The estimated amount of a substance in food or drinking-water, {(expressed on a body
weight basis), that can be ingested or absorbed over 24 hours or less, without appreciable
health risk

Benchmark dose

A dose of a substance associated with a specified low incidence of risk, generally in the
range of 1-10%, of a health effect; the dose associated with a specified measure or
change of

Lethal dose

The amount of an ingested substance that kills 50 per cent of a test sample

Maximum residue limit

The highest concentration of a chemical residue that is legally permitted in a food

No observed adverse
effect level

Greatest concentration or amount of a substance, found by experiment or observation,
which causes no detectable adverse alteration of morphology, functional capacity, growth,
development, or lifespan of the target organism under defined conditions of exposure
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Home by the Swan

TOWN of BASSENDEAN

A COUNCILLORS’ INFORMATION WORKSHOP IS TO BE HELD ON
WEDNESDAY, 7 DECEMBER 2016

IN THE COUNCIL CHAMBER, 48 OLD PERTH ROAD, BASSENDEAN
COMMENCING AT 7.00PM

Cr Gangell will be the facilitator for this workshop.
1.0 ATTENDANCES & APOLOGIES
2.0 ITEMS TO BE CONSIDERED

EXTRACT FROM AGENDA

2.2 Weed Management (Ref PARE/MAINT/3 — Director Operational
Services , Simon Stewert-Dawkins)

APPLICATION

The purpose of the report is to provide Elected Members with information
concerning different weed management techniques to generate
discussion at the Councillor Workshop

ATTACHMENTS

Attachment No. 2
e 2010 Seventeenth Australasian Weeds Conference
e Weed control methods for Chemical, Flame and Hot Water



BACKGROUND

In November 2016, Council deferred consideration of the following Officer
Recommendation for item 10.5 RFT CO 061 2016-17 - Chemical Free
(Steam) Weed Management in order to conduct a Councillor Workshop:

“2. Reconsiders its position with respect to the suspension of
Glyphosate on hard surfaces given the 30" September 2016
Australian Pesticides and Veterinary Medical Authority {APVMA’)
advice that "The APVMA has completed its assessment of the IARC
report and other recent assessments of glyphosate and has
concluded that glyphosate does not pose a cancer risk to humans”;

And, subject to Council considering item 2 and wishing to reinstate
glyphosate use on hard surfaces -

3. Rescinds Councif (OCM-12/04/16) resolution to suspend the use of
glyphosate on hard surfaces in the urban environment and initiates
the use of registered glyphosate products in accordance with the
legisiative requirements and best management practices in order to
controf weeds; and

4. Requests a further report on the estimated cost to implement a
wipe-on glyphosate applicator triaf to selected streets to the target
weeds growing within the expansion joints of concrete footpaths,
road kerbs, road isfands and paved pedestrian areas.”

Also in November 2016, Council deferred consideration item 10.6 - Town
of Bassendean Glyphosate Usage for Weed Management in order to
conduct a Councillors’ Information Workshop.

COMMENT

Council may recall that back in September 2011, a Weed Management
report was presented to Council for which outlined the non-chemical and
chemical (herbicide) weed management practices.

The non-chemical weed management techniques include physical control
methods such mechanical weeding, whipper snipping, mowing, hand
pulling, hand cutting and sfripping.

The Town’'s Officers have been proactive in their pursuit to find an
alternative to glyphosate, and other non-selective chemicals in general.
Over the last 3 years, trials have been conducted at Success Hill Reserve
using Perlagonic Acid (occurs naturally in plants), Pine Qil and Steam
Treatments, all of which have been unsuccessfui in the management of
weeds.

In April 2016, a report was presented fo Council concerning weed
management and the opportunity to trial steam treatments at Broadway
Reserve and Success Hill Reserve.



Since the report, the Town has been trailing the EMRC steam weed
machine at Broadway Reserve and has engaged a contractor “Cape Life”
to undertake a trial at Success Hill Reserve.

The steam trail is currently being implemented, however, the results thus
far have shown that the steam machine is not a viable substitute for
chemical weed control within bushland.

Broadway Reserve was considered in good condition using the Keighery
scale for measuring bushland condition prior to trial commencing. The
trial to date has shown that steam is not as effective as Glyphosate, the
Town’s officers were required to organise a Glyphosate treatment in July
due to the inundation of weeds within the reserve, this one freatment of
Glyphosate effectively eradicated a higher percentage of the weeds than
the two steam treatments undertaken prior.

In regards to Success Hill Reserve, 5 steam control treatments have been
proposed over 1 financial year with 3 days per treatment. However, prior
to steam treatments, Veldt grass weeds had to be manually brush-cut to
reduce the vegetative matter and then the remaining weeds steam
treated. This method is highly labour intensive, there is a significant
increase in pedestrian movement in a fragile bush environment and the
Town has found that the steam has not killing the Veldt grass, it has just
hindered its growth.

Natural areas are rehabilitated and assessed using the “Keighery Scale
for Bush Condition”. Annual weed map reports for each of the Town’s
natural areas demonstrates that all of the natural areas where selective
herbicides for target weeds have been used, have shown a reduction in
weed coverage and as a result, the condition of bushlands have
improved.

In regards to the Success Hill Reserve bushland, where non chemical
treatments have been used, unfortunately there has been a progressive
increase in weed coverage and the bushland condition has deteriorated.

OTHER NON CHEMICAL WEED MANAGEMENT TECHNIQUES

There are a number of non-chemical weed management practices used
in Horticultural and Agricultural practices, however, for Local Government
applications, the options are limited.

Attached is a copy of the 2010 Seventeenth Australasian Weeds
Conference. Stephen R. Moss presented a paper title “Non-chemical
methods of weed control: benefits and limitations”.

In the paper, Stephen R. Moss advised that Non Chemical Methods of
Weed Control are increasing as a result of fewer herbicides available, due
to regulatory actions, and lack of new modes of action and increasing
weed resistance. It was identified that that non-chemical control method
can give useful levels of weed control.

Stephen R. Moss rated the effectiveness of non-chemical control
methods and advised that the non-chemical control methods give, on
average, levels of control that are very poor in comparison with



herbicides. In addition, this poorer efficacy is not matched by
correspondingly lower costs.

Stephen R Ross stated that the reason people are reluctant to use non-
chemical methods of weed control in place of herbicides was due to:

» More complex to manage — time constraints;
¢ Less effective than herbicides;

+» Control levels more variable;

* More expensive than herbicides;

¢ Control levels less predictable;

¢ No compensation following control failure;

¢« May not reduce the need for herbicides;

o Little visible evidence of success;

¢ More risky, to consultant as well as farmer;

¢ Less return for supplier of herbicides;

e May have adverse environmental effects; and
¢ Harder manual effort.

The University of Queensland’s M Hewitt, K Bullen and D George
conducted research into three weed control methods for being; Chemical,
Flame and Mot Water. Attached to this report is an abstract of the
observations made over an 8 week period.

The three weed control methods compared “Glyphosate” {Chemical-
Herbicide) to “Aquatech” Hot water treatment unit with handheld
spraydeck and a "Jet4” flamers (LPG fired) hand operated flame
applicator for efficacy of weed Kill.

The experiment was non-selective (intention was to kill all weeds in the
trial). The results from experiment were that Glyphosate proved to be
highly effective. For the two alternative thermal treatments, they were
more effective when two sequential applications occurred 3-4 weeks
apart.

Targeting juvenile plants produced far greater efficacy due to plants
having a much higher susceptibility to the intense heat.

The University of Queensland study advised that further testing and
investigation into the efficacy of the non —chemical alternative is required
to determine their effectiveness in different situations.

A not-for-profit international organisation known as CABI provides
information and applies scientific expertise to solve problems in
agriculture and the environment. CABI produced a booked titled “Non
Chemical Weed Management ~ Principals, Concepts and Technology”
Edited by M.K. Upadhyaha and R.E. Blackshaw.

Chapter 10 of this book provided an overview of the Non Chemical
technologies. A summary of the information from this chapter is provided
for Council consideration:

FLAMING WEEDS (page 158)



“Flaming kills plants mainly by rupturing of cells which leads to tissue
desecration....young seedlings more sensitive fo high temperatures.”

“Re-growth of old pfants following flaming may be reduced or
eliminated when flames penetrate the canopy enough to kill auxiliary
buds at lower nodes. Which may be protected by surrounding leaves,
leaf sheaths and peticoles’.

“Moderate flaming may only partially damage plants and their ability
to re grow depends on their energy reserves, environmenial
conditions such as soil moisture, competition from neighbouring
plants.”

The extent to which flame heat penetrates crop and weed stands, and
therefore the efficiency of flame weeding depends on flaming
technique, soil structure and the presence of moisture in the leaf
surface. Tolerance fo heat injury also depends on the protection
offered by layers of hair, wax, lignifications, external and internal
water sfatus of plant the species re-growth polential. Weed special
can be divided into four groups on the basis of the susceptibility to
flaming.

1. The first group consists of species with unprotected growing points
and thin leaves. These species can be killed at early seedling
sfatus.

2. The second group moderately sensitive weeds contains species
with relatively heat tolerant leaves or protected growing points.
Requires higher dose of fuel to kilf weeds.

3. The third group consists of weeds with more protected growing
points which allow the weeds to re-grow after one flame
application. Repeated treatments are needed at later stages due
fo their ability to re-growth.

4. The weeds in the fourth group are very tolerant to flaming because
of their creeping growth habit and protected growing points.
Perennial weeds with large underground parts also belong to this
very tolerant group following a complete shoot kill they re-grow
from their below ground meristems. Repeated flamings are
needed to control these weeds.



Flaming technology

Commercial flame weeders use LPG (propane-butane (mixture) as
fuel)

Several types of burners have been used for flaming they are
commonly grouped according to shape of burner and the flame (flat
or tubular). Both covered and open burners have been used for flame
weed control. Burners must be set at appropriate angle and height
for optimum weed control.

Advantages and disadvantages

Flaming is an attractive weed control option because it leaves no
chemical residue in the crop, soil and water. It can control herbicide
tolerant or resistant weeds, and it can be used in crops where few or
no herbicides are registered.

There are also restrictions for herbicide use in several ground water
areas which may increase the interest in flaming and other non-
chemical weed control methods.

The disadvantages of flame weeding include the high cost of labour,
fuel and equipment. Compared with herbicide application, low
selectivity, and lack of residual weed control, making repeated flaming
treatments necessary. Flame weeders may have the same capacity
as mechanical weed confrol but are usually slower than chemical
weed control.

The working environment involving gas and flames, can be
uncomfortable for some operators. From a resource and
environmental point of view, the high energy requirement and release
of carbon emissions could be seen as disadvantageous.

HOT WATER (page 163)

Unlike non-specific burning and flaming, they (Hot water / Steam)
pose little danger of starting uncontrolled fires. The leaves of the
freated plants change colour within a few minutes and the shoots
desiccale in a couple of days. Many of the effected weeds may re-
generate since the roots are not sufficiently damaged, making
repeated applications necessary.

The extent of injury dependent on weed species, steam temperature,
duration of exposure and plant size. Weeds, particularly perennial
weeds, regenerated, making repeated exposures necessary.

Short exposure to super heated steam also killed weed seeds, with
imbibed {(heated steam absorbed) seeds being generally more
susceptible. Seed coatings and other coverings were found to offer
protection from steam exposure in some species.

It should be noted that the current soil steaming technology has two
major disadvantages.



The consumption of fossil energy is extremely high with diesel fuel
ranging from 3500 to 5000 litres/ha, and secondly, it is lime
consuming, requiring 70-100 hours to treat 1ha.

ELECTRICAL WEED CONTROL (page 168)

In experiments with Lascoe EDS equipment at North Dakota State
University, in the early 1980s, electrical weed control trials concluded
that electricity has advantages for controlling escaped weeds at low
densities but is not suitable as a primary method for weed controf at
densities of more than 200 weed stems per mefre squared. Even at
fow weed density of 15/m2, electrical weed control requires twice as
much energy and takes five times longer than chemical control.

While electrical weed control appears to be an interesting and
attractive option... several factors limit its wide commercial use.
These include high equipment cost, for and inefficient control of
emerging weeds and concern for the operating safety.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF THERMAL WEED CONTROL
(page 172)

The environmental impacts of thermaf controf (flaming) and chemical
control in agriculture on soil, water, air and energy resources have
been studied in Canada. The studies showed that traffic induced soil
compaction and unwanted heating of the soil caused by thermal
treatments are not important. However, thermal control has greater
negative impacts on the air than does chemical control. These
impacts are directly relating to the combustion by products (Co and
CO2, Nitrous and Sulphur Dioxide) which are important pollutants
related to global warming. These impacts are considered more
important than those associated with volatifes and spray drift of
pesticides. On the other hand, thermal control has no negative
impacts on surface and underground water.

However, the energy input in thermal weed control us usually much
higher than that of chemical control since thermal methods require
great use of fossil fuels.

Conclusion (page 172)

With increasing public concern regarding health and the environment,
and increasing governmental and consumer pressure to regulate
pesticides, many thermal weed control methods have been
developed. These include the use of fire, flaming, infrared radiation,
hot water, steam, electrical energy, microwave radiation, ultraviolet
radiation, lasers, and freezing temperatures. Of these mainly flame
weeding, and to some extent infrared radiation, steam, and
electrocution have been used commercially. They are mainly used as
an afternative to chemical pesticides, e.g. in organic farming and
when mechanical methods are not sufficient. Thermal weed control
options are attractive because they do not leave chemical residues in
the crop, soil and water, and can control herbicide tolerant crops and
weeds and provide rapid weed control. However, several thermal
methods use much fossil energy and generally have high equipment



costs, slow treatments speeds and do give residual weed control.
Some methods also have risk of injury to the operator and risk of fire,
which has hindered their application.

The availability of inexpensive herbicides and their availability has
hindered research on thermal weed controf options. More research
is needed in order fo develop effective and sustainable thermal
methods for weed conirol.

An aiternative is the biclogical control of weeds. Biological control seeks
to find organisms in the weed’s native range that are specific to that plant
and will not damage native or desirable vegetation. Most often, insects
or organisms like fungus or rusts, are likely candidates for bio-control
agents. Complete eradication is not a desirable or achievable objective
of biological control. The aim is to create an ecological balance between
a plant and its natural enemies in the introduced range and to reduce
weed densily to a level below that at which it causes economic or
environmental damage.

In regards to chemical (herbicide) techniques to manage invasive or
emerging weeds, the Town applies the herbicide “glyphosate bi-active”.
It should be noted that the herbicide management of weeds is only
undertaken when required in the Town and in accordance to
manufacturer's instructions and the Pesticide Operational Policy and
Guidelines.

In regards to chemical (herbicide) techniques to manage weeds, the
Town applies herbicides in accordance to manufactures instructions and
the Pesticide Operational Policy and Guidelines to manage weeds in the
following areas:

Verges — footpath edges and expansion joints;

Road - between asphalf and kerb lines, road islands;
Parks — spot spraying; and

Natural (Bush) areas — spot spray and wicker wipe.

The Town has spoken to the Director of Turfmaster Pty Ltd to ask if they
are aware of any organic products or herbicides that could be substituted
for Glyphosate that could manage target weeds growing within the
expansion joints of concrete footpaths, road kerbs, road islands and
paved pedestrian areas.

Turfmaster Pty Lid advised that while there are organic producis
available, the APVMA have not register them {o treat weeds growing
between paved surfaces. Turfmaster Pty Ltd were not able to suggest
any other alternative herbicide to treat weeds growing between paved
surfaces

The Town had limited to poor results with the organic weed trial at
Success Hill Reserve and these producis currently available.

As Council is aware from previous reports, the Australian Pesticides and
Veterinary Medicines Authority (APVMA) is an independent statutory
authority with responsibility for the regulation and administers the



National Registration Scheme for Agricultural and Veterinary Chemicals
in Australia. lts statutory powers are provided in the Agricultural and
Veterinary Chemicals Code Act 1994.

The APVMA released the following statement concerning an assessment
of the International Agency for Research on Cancer (IARCY).

“The APVMA has completed its assessment of the IARC report and
other recent assessments of glyphosate and has concluded that
glyphosate does not pose a cancer risk to humans”

In accordance with the manufactures instructions, weed management is
only undertaken when required in the Town and in accordance to the
Pesticide Operational Policy and Guidelines

FINANCIAL CONSIDERATIONS

Prior to the OCM 12/04/16 resolution which suspended the use of
glyphosate on hard surfaces, such as the treatment of expansion joints
and edges of all footpaths, road kerbs lines, expansion joints of road
islands etc, the following expenditure occurred:

2013/2014 §$9,553 *
2014/2015 $10,671*
2015/2016 $10,608 *

*Note that the above historical expenditure figures have been extracted from the
Town'’s financial system, which includes glyphosate treatment to Right of Ways
and Public Access Ways. An estimated $2,420 can be subtracted to estimate the
hard paved areas only.

Based on preliminary estimates provided by steam contractors, the
2016/2017 Budget allocated $130,000 to undertake proposed steam
treatment for hard surfaces only, however, due to the extent of weeds,
the fees submitted were approximately 93% higher and exceed the
allocated budget.

The difference between the 2015/2016 expenditure and the steam
treatment tender for managing target weeds growing within the expansion
joints of concrete footpaths, road kerbs, road islands and paved
pedestrian areas, was approximately 2,267% increase from past
expenditure or a 2% rate increase.

At the November 2016, Ordinary Council Meeting, it was suggested that
a further report be provided on the estimated cost to implement a wipe-
on glyphosate applicator trial to selected streets to the target weeds
growing within the expansion joints of concrete footpaths, road kerbs,
road islands and paved pedestrian areas.



Council resolved not to accept the RFT CO 061 2016-17 - Steam
Treatment tender and to conduct a workshop to discuss the APVMA
advice, the Town's current weed problems and weeds management
issues.

To assist Councillors appreciate how a Steam Machine operates,
including the advantages, disadvantages and time required to treat a
selection of “summer” weeds such as Catsear (flatweed), Prickly lettuce,
Fleabane and Couch Grass growing over the kerb, the Town has booked
the EMRC Steam Machine out for a demonstration. The steam
demonstration has been scheduled for approximately 5:30pm on
Tuesday 6 December 2016, as part of the Councillors’ Briefing Session.

Further discussion concerning the winter and summer weed management
requirements, the preliminary estimates for traffic management, the
preliminary estimates per kilometre for a trial to wet wipe glyphosate on
the weeds, preliminary estimates per kilometre rate to cut off the weeds
to tidy up the sireets and other considerations can be progressed as part
of this workshop.



