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APVMA Public consultation on the proposed approach to spray drift management. 

 

The GRDC remains supportive of the APVMA’s efforts to set reasonable buffer zones and encourage the 
use of drift reducing practices.  

However, the GRDC DOES NOT support the implementation of the proposed boom sprayer curves without 
further refinement. 

The new framework underdelivers on the ‘making the buffers more reasonable’ premise for ground boom 
spraying. There are significant differences between the current AgDrift and the proposed AGDISP ground 
application curves.  The case studies provided in the SDRAM Table 11 (page 51) highlight several examples 
where by the buffer zones under the proposed new framework are significantly increased, in some cases to 
the point of being un-registrable. 

The GRDC is a participating member of the National Working Party on Pesticide Applications (NWPPA) and 
its Technical Working Group (TWG).  

The TWG has reviewed the science behind the AGDISP ground model with correlation field data and is 
detailing in its submission a set of science based changes to the model. The GRDC is supportive of the 
detailed submission being made to the APVMA by the TWG as part of the consultation process. 

 

The GRDC objects to the implementation of the proposed boom sprayer curves without further refinement 
and consideration of; 

1. Droplet Size Distribution (DSD) for ASAE S572 boundary curves. 
a. An error was identified by the NWPPA-TWG in the way the Rosin-Rammler regression 

analysis was applied. Once corrected the curves more closely represents field deposition 
data. 

b. There is an opportunity to use more current library curve data than the current AGDISP 
library curves. The AGDISP curves were generated in the early 90s with the outdated 
Malvern lasermeasuring system. 

c. All deposition curves should be recalculated with the more modern DSDs. 
2. Boom height reduction. 

a. The current boom height for the standard scenarios is 60 cm (to account for the worst-case 
use of 80-degree nozzles). This should be reduced to 50 cm to reflect current industry 
practice of using 110-degree nozzles on standard spacings or 50 cm. 

b. Greater clarification is required as to the definition of above target height i.e. above the 
ground, crop canopy, tallest weed. For example, what is the target height in a fallow 
situation with flat broadleaf weeds, 2 – 4 leaf grass weeds and volunteer canola or sorghum 
which may be 30 to 40 cm in height. 

3. The model fails to account for the presence of a crop canopy and its ability to capture droplets, it 
currently assumes a flat surface i.e. bare earth. 
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4. Removal of swath off-set. 
a. The AGDISP recommends that a swath off-set of ½ be used, this advice is considered to be 

only appropriate for aerial application as it is assuming that the last nozzle is 10m within the 
treated area rather than at the edge of the field. 

5. The addition of “downwind” to all references of drift buffers ensuring it is clear to all users that spray 
drift buffers apply only downwind. 

6. Need for a disclaimer on SDMT for coarser than labeled spray quality;  
a. The SDMT allows users to select a spray quality that may be courser than the labeled 

recommendation. This may lead to reduced product efficacy and failed weed/pest/disease 
control. It is suggested that the SDMT returns a suitable warning that a products efficacy 
may be negatively impacted. There remains a question as to the potential liability if there is 
resulting product failure. 

7. Label buffer for lower rate;  
a. The proposal includes for two rates, a maximum and lower, for ground sprays but there is no 

lower rate consideration for aerial buffers. Consistency is achieved by adding the lower rate 
to aerial. 

b. In instances when there is more than 2 major rates, which is considered to be the lower rate. 
8. Water body depth. 

a. The SDRAM fails to provide an argument why the default water body is set to 15 cm. 
b. This value (15 cm) is very conservative and not represent of the broader Australian 

environment. 

Additional practical considerations include; 

 The boom spray buffer zones appear to be unreasonable not only in comparison with the current 
deposition curve but also with the proposed curves for aerial broadcast applications, with some 
aquatic helicopter buffer zones being shorter than the equivalent buffer zone for ground application. 

o In the eyes of the end user, such cases put at risk the overall integrity of the label. Such 
outcomes have the potential to erode users confidence in the underlying science and the 
regulation process. 

 The potential need for much greater water volumes to provide adequate coverage, 
o Leading to the inability to tank mix products where one requires MEDIUM spray quality for 

efficacy purposes and the other requires an EXTREMELY COARSE spray quality to meet 
drift guidelines. 

 Increasing spray droplet spectrum from MEDIUM to COURSE or to EXTRA COURSE may result in 
reduced efficacy for some product classes.  

o Often leaf active herbicides, protectant fungicides and ingestion insecticides are applied with 
medium spray quality to optimize performance. Whilst better efficacy may be achieved by 
using a medium quality nozzle, this may result in an unacceptably large buffer distance. To 
reduce the downwind buffer requirement, registrants may opt to label courser nozzles in 
their APVMA application. The downside to this may be reduced efficacy from the courser 
nozzles resulting in the application not being supported due to lack of efficacy. 

 There is a consistent trend of new products to be more efficacious at lower rates which then results 
in having lower endpoints.  

o It seems likely that commercialisation of such products in Australia will be put at risk as the 
business case would have a lower ROI due to restricted uses resulting from the SDMT. 

o The loss of such products would represent a significant loss to both the Australian farmer 
and environment as they could replace older less desirable products.  
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Regards 

 

Gordon Cumming 
Manager Chemical Regulation 
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