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AFPA submission to the Australian Pesticides and Veterinary Medicines Authority’s 

(APVMA) proposed approach to spray drift management (Spray Drift Approach). 

 

The Australian Forest Products Association (AFPA) welcomes the opportunity to provide a 

submission to the Australian Pesticides and Veterinary Medicines Authority’s (APVMA) 

proposed approach to spray drift management (Spray Drift Approach). 

 

AFPA is the peak national industry body representing the Australian forest, wood and paper 

products industry’s interests to governments, the public and other stakeholders on matters 

relating to the sustainable development and use of Australia’s forests and associated 

manufacturing and marketing of wood, paper and bioproducts in Australia. Our industry 

makes a significant contribution to the Australian economy especially in rural regions.  

 

1. Forest product industries and chemical policy 

 

AFPA members include native forest managers, plantation growers, and wood, paper and 

bioproduct manufacturers. These industries use relatively small amounts of agricultural and 

veterinary (agvet) chemicals when compared with other larger agricultural sectors. 

 

However, chemical use is critical to maintaining and improving the industry’s productivity 

and competitiveness to meet Australia’s wood fibre and product needs into the future. As 

such, AFPA has a strong interest in agvet chemical regulation reform. In principle, AFPA 

supports reform processes that remove red-tape by improving the efficiency of regulation 

and regulatory bodies, and create more certainty for all stages of the agvet assessment and 

registration process. 

 

It should be noted that due to the forest industry’s relatively small chemical use, regulatory 

issues such as flexible and adaptive spray drift management, and the continued availability 

of minor use permits coupled with an effective and streamlined minor use permit approval 

process, is essential to ensure chemicals are available to use in forestry applications.  
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This submission provides comment on the topics that APVMA has identified and highlights 

important additional areas of reform that are needed. 

 

2. Methodology used to determine regulatory acceptable levels (RAL’s) 

 

We support in principle the proposed frame work and appreciate the clarity the guidelines 

can bring to the decision-making process. 

 

3. Standard scenarios and deposition curves that define realistic worst-case situations 

and are used to generate on-label spray drift buffers 

 

We appreciate that as a regulatory starting point standard scenarios and worst-case 

scenarios are being used. However, these scenarios do not accurately represent many 

spraying practices, often dramatically over estimating the proportion of fine droplets being 

generated. Due to this overestimation, many buffers will not make it onto registered labels 

due to being excessive buffers - some are likely be modelled to exceed 800m. Potentially in 

some use case scenarios aerial use may be precluded from labels. This will likely result in 

large numbers of permit applications or submissions of ‘custom’ deposition curves in Stage 

2, creating regulatory bottlenecks. 

 

4. Spray drift data guidelines to support the generation of custom deposition curves 

 

The spray drift data guidelines are mostly clear and generally in-principle supported.  

 

Regarding the provision of reference sprayer data sets, we believe that the proposed model 

is not optimal. Due to the very long buffers that are being derived from the model, the 

forest industry, amongst others, will likely need to frequently submit custom deposition 

data. A more efficient system should be established. 

 

There is no current accreditation system in Australia for wind tunnels and no wind tunnel 

that holds an international accreditation. Rather than doing reference runs for each project 

that is undertaken in a wind tunnel, it is proposed that wind tunnels are either: checked 

every year; or every three years; or alternatively they remain compliant until the system is 

materially modified or redeveloped. 

 

The ongoing cost to APVMA of reviewing lab results could be covered by an application fee 

paid by a wind tunnel operator which could be passed onto users. However, an annual (or 

three yearly) calibration cost rather than for every wind tunnel project, would be far more 

efficient and cost effective for everyone involved in the process. 

 

Given the scale of the number of custom deposition curves that may be generated, it will be 

critical that this process is both efficient and cost effective. In our forest industries, over 500 

deposition curves have already been generated and this figure is likely to expand shortly by 

another 800.  
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A further proposal is that APVMA could allow world class facilities such as C–START (Centre 

for Spray Technology Application, Research and Training) to directly input custom deposition 

curves independently of the APVMA into the Spray Drift Management Tool (SDMT) with 

regular auditing of the service provided. AgDISP is a highly transparent model which would 

enable all input and output records for each run to be provided to APVMA for auditing 

purposes. 

 

This proposed service is not dissimilar to other services that the APVMA outsources, such as 

Environmental Assessments and Efficacy Assessments. It is expected that this approach 

would dramatically streamline and speed-up the process of adopting best practice. 

 

5. On label spray drift instructions 

 

The proposed label instructions and the process for their application are supported. 

 

6. Spray drift risk assessment tool 

 

An appropriate, flexible and science-based spray drift risk assessment tool and its effective 

implementation is supported. 

 

7. Spray drift management tool that allows chemical users to refine these realistic 

worst-case risk assessments based on their own circumstances and recalculate 

buffer zone distances accordingly 

 

The Spray Drift Management Tool (SDMT) is supported as a practical mechanism for 

implementing the application of drift reduction technologies. 

 

In forest industries, the addition of barriers as a drift reduction technology is particularly 

welcome as the industry has for a long time conserved and actively restored riparian 

vegetation in order to protect and improve aquatic environments. 

 

In the final spray drift model, it is seen as critical that up to six products can be included in a 

tank mix. Additionally, it would be useful to have greater flexibility and more options 

regarding the distance of application from the barrier, as in some cases, the distance may be 

modified to better reflect the operation and necessary buffer. For example, if an aquatic 

buffer is calculated to be 100m based on a 10m gap between the application area and the 

barrier. The 10m gap may not be the correct distance in most cases, so the capability to vary 

the gap to better reflect the 100m buffer is required. The impact on the buffer is not linear 

and not necessarily intuitive, so it is seen as critical to be able to recalculate the buffer 

based on the correct distance to the barrier from the point of release. 
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In addition to the variables currently covered by the SDMT, the forestry industry proposes 

to include as a minimum: release height to include all heights by metre intervals from 3m to 

40m; slope to include 5-degree intervals from 0 to 20 degrees; canopy height to be included 

as a variable up to 43m in 1 metre intervals; and relative humidity. This will enable forestry 

operations to carry out realistic and accurate risk assessments, better reflecting real 

practice. 

 

Section 3.3 and 6.2 are relatively clear on when Adjusted RAL’s for combination products 

and what Mandatory tank mixes apply. However, in section 7.1.1 the language is changed, 

becoming less clear and a little confusing, with reference to “An exception arises when there 

is determined to be a synergistic effect of the tank –mix….”. It is proposed that the same 

language used in the other sections of the document is maintained, for example “An 

exception arises only when a tank mix is used where the tank mix is on the registered label 

as mandatory”. This would make interpretation clearer and more user friendly, especially 

given that there is no attempt in the document to explain what synergistic means and when 

it would be determined to apply. 

 

In Section 3.3 there appears to be a typo or error in equation 11 which changes from LC50 

to EC50, this should be corrected for clarity. There also seems to be a minor omission in 

section 3.3. While it is clear how the additive formula works for a combination product, it is 

not stated how the RAL expressed as a fraction of field applied is to be calculated for a 

mandatory tank mix of 2 products. It is assumed that the same formula is used and when 

the step to calculate the RAL as a fraction of field applied rate is calculated pi becomes: 

 

pi = g ac A Ha-1 / (g ac A Ha-1 + g ac B Ha-1) 

 

This should be described, perhaps in section 3.3 as an addition to Equation 11. 

 

The variation in label statements also provides uncertainty around tank mixes. It is possible 

(at least in Victoria) that a product may be used in tank mix with another product for which 

there is no mandatory statement on either of the products used, but for alternative 

products or even ‘use cases’, a Mandatory statement does exist.  

 

As an example, the Nufarm product Associate or Dow’s Brushoff both have a rate on the 

label for aerial use with Brushoff alone. These products can be used for this purpose but can 

often include a glyphosate for grass control. The brushoff/glyphosate mix is mandated on 

both labels in specific circumstances, but not for this exact purpose - would the 

concentration addition RAL then apply in this circumstance? 

 

There are many variants of this same example that need to be clarified, preferably with 

statements like, “Combination addition RAL’s will not apply when ….”. 
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Regarding the addition of custom deposition curves, it is not explicit how these apply to 

generic products. Under section 7.3.1 of the manual, the third dot point states “Third parties 

(e.g.….industry representative groups….) can apply to the APVMA for technical assessment” 

which “may either be product specific or applicable to any product.” It is unclear how a 

custom deposition curve may apply to many products. Logic suggests that a deposition 

curve that is acceptable for a product should be acceptable to all similar formulations, e.g. 

glyphosate 360. 

 

This needs to be clearly described so that expectations for third parties are clear in regard to 

generating DSD’s through a wind tunnel then custom deposition curves. If we are required 

to generate a DSD for every possible generic product used to support custom deposition 

curves, this will create a significant cost burden for users. In addition, when new products of 

existing chemistry are made available with more accompanying data (for example relevant 

crop or pest details) - having generic acceptability for deposition would enable these to be 

adopted quickly and without unnecessary delay. 

 

The forest industry is now actively using the SDMT to examine what our buffers would likely 

be once applied to all chemistry. This has involved many wind tunnel and AgDISP runs. 

Where practices lead to operationally impractical buffers, these practices are having DRT’s 

applied and are being re-run. Clearly this will lead to improved practice where industry can 

realistically model APVMA outputs using the SDMT and will help provide data to support 

either permits or custom deposition curves under Stage 2. Unfortunately, the lack of real 

RAL’s is a significant limitation in this process.  

 

It is urgently requested that APVMA RAL’s are provided in order that industry can 

accurately reflect APVMA assessments. 

 

8. Interim measures prior to an interactive web-based tool being available (Stage 2) 

and legislative requirements to enable off-label spray drift conditions set by the tool 

to be enforced. 

 

The interim measures for (Stage 1) of the APVMA’s proposed approach to spray drift 

management are inadequate and will result in additional cost to industry and low adoption. 

Maintaining the permit system which has been shown to be demonstrably non-functional 

(i.e. no permits were applied for) will not provide a viable longer-term solution. APVMA 

potentially could be overwhelmed by applications for permits, which would come at a 

substantial cost to industry in terms of permit application fee costs, labour and costs to 

support the applications, and the cost of any additional data required to support them. By 

spending an excessive amount of time in Stage 1, the practice of label shopping may also be 

exacerbated. Chemical users may also avoid newer chemistry or products that have been 

assessed using the new spray drift regulation and will maintain their use of older products 

with less restrictive labels. Clearly these are potentially perverse outcomes from the 

implementation of a system designed to improve off target spray drift outcomes. 
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The forest industry would prefer to see the transition to Stage 2 expedited to enable science 

based best practice to be quickly and universally adopted. The more quickly this process 

occurs, the faster Australia will transition to an agvet chemical application scenario which 

genuinely reduces risks to environment, trade and human health. 

 

The forest industry supports APVMA’s efforts to effectively and efficiently reform chemical 

regulation and we are committed to working with APVMA and the broader Government on 

its development and implementation. 

 

Any queries please contact Gavin Matthew (Senior Policy Manager) on (02) 6285 3833 and 

gavin.matthew@ausfpa.com.au 
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