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SUMMARY OF SUBMISSION 
The South Australian Wine Industry Association (SAWIA) is concerned about aspects of the 
draft proposal for spray drift risk management published by the Australian Pesticides and 
Veterinary Medicines Authority (APVMA) because it may not deliver an outcome of reducing 
the risk of spray drift incidents. 
 
SAWIA considers that, given the current paradigm of continuing occurrence of spray drift 
events causing damage to vineyards, the proposed changes as currently set out cannot be 
justified or supported. 
 
The aspects of the proposal that are of most concern to SAWIA are: 

• The complexity of the spray drift management tool may render it beyond the 
capability of most users. 

• The accessibility of the spray drift management tool could be limited, which may 
prevent uptake and use. 

• Lack of detail on the mechanisms and costs for provision of adequate training of 
users. 

• Lack of clarity on how the proposed approach will be applied, monitored and 
enforced in practice, as well as the additional compliance costs that might result. 

 
 
THE SOUTH AUSTRALIAN WINE INDUSTRY ASSOCIATION INCORPORATED  
 
The South Australian Wine Industry Association Incorporated (SAWIA) is an industry 
employer association representing the interests of wine grape growers and wine producers 
throughout the state of South Australia. 
 
SAWIA is a not for profit incorporated association, funded by voluntary member 
subscriptions, grants and fee for service activities, whose mission is to provide leadership to 
South Australian grape and wine industry businesses so they achieve great things that they 
couldn’t by themselves. 
 
SAWIA membership represents approximately 96% of the grapes crushed in South Australia 
and about 40% of the land under viticulture. Each major wine region within South Australia is 
represented on the board governing our activities. 
 
SAWIA has a strong track record as an industry leader and innovator in many areas. SAWIA 
pro-actively represents members and the greater wine industry with government and related 
agencies in a wide variety of aspects of business in the wine sector. 
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SUBMISSION 
 
SAWIA is pleased to be able to comment on a draft proposal for spray drift risk management 
that was published on the website of the Australian Pesticides and Veterinary Medicines 
Authority (APVMA) in December 2017.  
 
 
General comments 
Whilst SAWIA recognises the intent of the proposal, being to provide clearer label 
instructions and increased flexibility in the use of agricultural chemical sprays, we have some 
concerns. Most importantly, we are not convinced that the proposal will have the outcome of 
reducing the number of spray drift incidents. 
 
Damage from off-target spray drift continues to occur in South Australian vineyards with 
alarming regularity. We understand1 that the number of chemical trespass complaints (spray 
drift) made to Primary Industries and Region SA averages about 50 each year. However, 
some of the trespass ‘incidents’ affect multiple vineyards, for example, in 2016-17 there were 
more than 80 reports of grapevine damage.  
 
Every wine growing region in South Australia is at risk with more significant incidents 
occurring in the Clare Valley, Barossa Valley, Riverland and Coonawarra. It is believed that 
damage to vines can persist for a number of seasons. 
 
The most commonly implicated chemicals were various Group I herbicides (particularly 2,4-
D) and, as a precautionary measure against the impact of wine contamination arising from 
spray drift, the Australian wine industry has set a minimum residue limit (MRL) for 2,4-D in 
wine, even though it is not approved for use in wine grape production. The MRL (0.05mg/kg) 
is lower or equivalent to that of most of our major export markets. The implications of this is 
significant for those supplying wine grapes, where contamination is likely to increase the risk 
of their harvest being rejected for purchase, particularly when the grapes are to be blended 
with grapes from multiple vineyards as it isn’t logistically feasible to keep contaminated 
grapes separate from uncontaminated grapes in the production process.  
 
The economic impact can be particularly severe for biodynamic and organic vineyards where 
contamination will inevitably see loss of certification for a number of years and subsequent 
loss of markets for grapes and wine. For the grape and wine sector, prevention of spray drift 
is the preferred approach. 
 
It is unclear from the discussion paper how the proposed risk management approach will 
contribute to preventing or reducing the risk of instances of chemical trespass in the future 
and we believe that perversely it might possibly increase the risk. Furthermore, it is unclear 
as to how the proposed approach will be applied, monitored and enforced in practice, most 
particularly for the proposed Stage 2 implementation. We consider that there are several 
aspects that are lacking in the proposal, which would otherwise assist in contributing towards 
an effective preventative approach, including:  

• training of users in the use of the Spray Drift Management Tool (SDMT),  

• record keeping requirements, and  

• monitoring for compliance.  
 
Some of these measures may introduce additional compliance cost, which may not produce 
an incremental benefit beyond that obtained by the increased flexibility. It may also be 
necessary to provide some form of assistance to encourage users to undertake training. 
                                                           
1 Reports from: Biosecurity SA, Primary Industries and Regions SA 
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Responses to specific questions in the proposal 
Some of the questions posed are quite technical in nature and it is difficult for us to provide 
detailed input as we do not have extensive expertise on spray application technology. We 
make some comments on specific questions below. 
 
1. Methodology used to determine regulatory acceptable levels (RAL’s) 
2. Standard scenarios and deposition curves that define realistic worst case 

situations and are used to generate on-label spray drift buffers 
3. Spray drift data guidelines to support the generation of custom deposition curves 

We do not have the expertise to provide detailed input to the above three questions. 
 

4. On label spray drift instructions 
Basing label instructions for use on a risk management approach might reasonable for at 
least the Stage 1 implementation. However, given that this is not so different to the 
current situation, we are not confident that this will reduce the occurrence of spray drift 
incidents.  
 

5. Spray drift risk assessment tool 
The spray drift risk assessment tool is very complex. This may be appropriate for highly 
trained and informed users at chemical companies in developing label instructions for 
use as proposed for Stage 1. However, we are not confident that many farm chemical 
users would currently have the necessary skills to be able to use such a complex tool 
correctly as proposed for Stage 2. Furthermore, a web-based tool may not be readily 
accessible to many users in regional areas due to internet connectivity issues, in addition 
to the real risk of users not having the capability and skills to properly use such a tool 
and correctly interpret its output. We consider that training of all users will need to be 
included for successful implementation, and neither the mechanisms nor costs appear to 
have been considered in developing the proposal. 
 

6. 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 
We recognise that it may be possible for those users that have invested in new 
technology and the relevant appropriate training may be able to use the tool to refine 
buffer zones to their own specific circumstances without significantly increasing the risk 
of a spray drift. However, we cannot support the notion that this same approach can be 
extended to all users without stringent enforcement mechanisms being in place to 
ensure that such risk assessments and the subsequent use of chemicals are conducted, 
implemented, recorded and monitored appropriately. Again, the potential additional costs 
of compliance do not appear to have been considered in the proposal. 
 

7. 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. 
As described in (5) above, simply providing a web-based tool is not a reliable indication 
that it will be accessible or even used correctly. Whilst it may be possible to address this 
through transitional arrangements from Stage 2 implementation, it may not be the case 
prior. Therefore, it is difficult to find any justification for allowing an interim measure to 
enable off-label use during Stage 1 of the proposal. 

 
End of submission 
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