
 

9 September 2016 
 
 
 
 
The Director 
Legislation, Policy and Information Services 
WorkSafe Victoria  
GPO Box 4306 
MELBOURNE VIC 3000 
 

Email:   ohsregsreform@worksafe.vic.gov.au  

 
 
 
Dear Director 
 
CropLife Australia (CropLife) is the national peak industry organisation representing the agricultural 
chemical and biotechnology (plant science) sector in Australia. The plant science industry’s crop protection 
products include fungicides, herbicides and insecticides (pesticides). As such, comments contained within 
this submission on WorkSafe Victoria’s proposed changes to the Occupational Health and Safety (OHS) 
Regulations are limited to their unnecessary impact on already effectively regulated agricultural chemicals.  

 
While it is important for governments to provide for appropriate and rigorous regulation of crop protection 
products, any regulation must be mindful of the effects that poorly considered, duplicative and excessive 
regulation will have through increasing production costs, discouraging investment and innovation, while 
not delivering any improvement in safety, health or environmental outcomes. The regulation of agricultural 
chemicals must also align with the important principle of regulation being proportionate to risk. 
Furthermore, it is imperative that the introduction of such regulation is avoided when the regulation itself 
poses a risk of undermining existing worker health and safety protections. 
 
Agricultural chemical labels are regulated by the Australian Pesticides and Veterinary Medicines Authority 
(APVMA) under the Agricultural and Veterinary Chemicals Code Act 1994 (Cth). Each product undergoes 
a comprehensive technical assessment, which identifies then considers the hazards and risks of a 
chemical product and the degree of possible worker exposure during handling1 or post-application through 
re-entry to treated areas or re-handling of treated commodities based on the chemical’s proposed or 
current use. Based on the risk assessment, risk management measures including engineering controls, 
safety directions (including for personal protective equipment), use restraints, re-entry intervals and 
scheduling recommendations can where necessary be undertaken to reduce risks to an acceptable level2.  
 
The resulting safety warnings reflecting the outcomes of this assessment are applied to the APVMA 
approved label. The additional hazard information is then placed in the product’s Safety Data Sheet (SDS), 
which are legally required to be provided on first supply of a chemical to a workplace and upon request. 
Duplicating the information already provided in a SDS on the label will not result in any improvements in 
worker health and safety. 
 
Currently, Victoria’s Occupational Safety and Health Regulations 2007 recognise APVMA approved 
agricultural chemical labels as being appropriately labelled to meet WHS requirements. The Regulation 
Impact Statement for proposed Occupational Health and Safety Regulations 2017 and Equipment 
(Public Safety) Regulations 2017 (RIS), however, proposes to remove this recognition, mandating that 
agricultural chemical product labels must also include additional and unnecessary hazard and 
precautionary statements as stipulated by the Globally Harmonized System of Classification and Labelling 
of Chemicals (GHS). This is irrespective of whether or not prescribed use mitigates the risk of the hazard 
to non-existent or negligible levels. 

                                                 
1 Handling includes transportation, storage, processing, use or disposal according to section 3, Definitions, of the Agricultural and 

Veterinary Chemicals Code Act 1994 
2  Australian Pesticides and Veterinary Medicines Authority website, sourced 31 August 2016, http://apvma.gov.au/node/1027  
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These additional labelling requirements for agricultural chemicals are opposed by the responsible 
government regulator, the APVMA, the relevant policy department, the Department of Agriculture and 
Water Resources, the national body that represents the majority of agricultural chemical users, the 
National Farmers’ Federation, as well as all state farmer organisations, including the Victorian Farmers’ 
Federation (VFF), and the industry bodies that represent the manufacturers of products affected by the 
regulations, CropLife Australia, the Plastics and Chemicals Industries Association and Accord Australasia.  
 
CropLife through its international affiliate, CropLife International, has been actively involved in the 
development and support of GHS for its intended purpose from its inception and still continues its 
involvement within the relevant United Nations sub-committee undertaking further revision to the 
‘Purple Book’, as it is colloquially referred to, as necessary. GHS was never designed to be imposed in an 
already effectively regulated environment such as we have in Australia. It is, however, important to note 
that GHS is appropriate for unregulated hazardous chemicals and for all hazardous chemicals in 
developing countries that don’t have an appropriately funded, independent and technically proficient 
agricultural chemical regulator (i.e. Burkina Faso, Turkey and Thailand). 
 
Australia’s major trading partners, including the United States of America3, Canada4 and Japan5, which 
have comparative regulatory systems in place for agricultural chemicals, in adopting GHS have specifically 
exempted agricultural chemicals. Any claim otherwise is deliberately misleading. 
 
In contrast with the principles of better regulation, this extra regulatory burden in the form of additional 
labelling requirements is being imposed without any evidence of its need. SWA representatives at Senate 
Education and Employment Legislation Committee Estimates on 22 October 2015 were unable to provide 
any specific occurrences where the lack of GHS hazard and precautionary statements on 
APVMA approved labels directly led to a worker health and safety incident6.  
 
In direct contradiction to these statements, two examples purporting to be evidence of incidences where 
a lack of GHS statements directly led to WHS incidences were provided by SWA in response to Questions 
on Notice submitted by Senator Leyonhjelm during the 2015-2016 Additional Estimates7. These two 
examples highlight the poor policy basis behind the implementation of GHS statements on APVMA 
approved agvet chemicals and further highlights how misguided and belligerently obtuse the 
implementation of this unnecessary regulatory burden has been. 
 
Compliance with two separate sets of regulations that are fundamentally opposed, with one being 
hazard-based, the other risk-based, is not only costly for manufacturers, it is likely to confuse users and 
subsequently threaten worker health and safety. SWA itself admits that there has not been one occurrence 
where the lack of GHS hazard and precautionary statements on APVMA approved labels directly lead to 
a WHS incident. 
 
The RIS process on the Victorian OHS Regulations undertaken by Deloitte Access Economics lacked 
genuine consultation and engagement with the agricultural industry. Only a small proportion of 
respondents to Deloitte’s online survey reported that they manufacture agricultural or veterinary chemicals 
and only two businesses identifying themselves as manufacturers or suppliers of agvet chemicals were 
interviewed. The WorkSafe Victoria Stakeholder Reference Group (SRG) tasked with reviewing the OHS 
Regulations Part 4.1 – Hazardous Substances, specifically references labelling requirements for agvet 
chemicals as a key matter discussed8. However, the key stakeholders for discussions on agvet chemical 
labelling requirements, CropLife and the VFF representing agvet chemical users, were not represented. 
The views of the SRG on this topic are, therefore, irrelevant as they do not represent the majority of 
relevant stakeholders. 
Unsurprisingly, the RIS fails to identify and therefore assess the consequences and transitional issues 
associated with introducing unnecessary and additional labelling requirements for agricultural chemicals. 

                                                 
3  United States Department of Labor website, sourced 1 August 2016, 

https://www.osha.gov/pls/oshaweb/owadisp.show_document?p_table=STANDARDS&p_id=10099 
4        Canada Justice Laws website, sourced 1 August 2016, http://laws-lois.justice.gc.ca/eng/acts/H-3/page-8.html#h-22    
5  Ministry of Health, Labour and Welfare website, sourced 1 August 2016, 

http://www.mhlw.go.jp/topics/bukyoku/roudou/ghs/dl/aramashi.pdf  
6  Senate Education and Employment Legislation Committee estimates, Hansard reference: 22 Oct 2015 pg. 49-50 
7  Answers to Questions on Notice: Additional Estimates 2015-16, EMSQ16-000201,  
8  Regulatory Impact Statement for proposed Occupational Health and Safety Regulations 2017 and Equipment 

(Public Safety) Regulations 2017, page 276. 
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The only course of action available is to dismiss proposals made in the RIS regarding agricultural chemical 
labelling and retain the existing recognition of APVMA approved labels as addressing WHS concerns. 
 
To provide WorkSafe Victoria with the requisite detail on the impact of additional and unnecessary GHS 
hazard and precautionary statements on APVMA approved agricultural chemical labels, I have included 
as an attachment to this submission CropLife’s submission for the extraordinary meeting of SWA members 
held on 17 August 2017.  Included in that submission is a report compiled by Ernst & Young, commissioned 
by CropLife Australia, which provides a comprehensive independent regulatory burden assessment of the 
changes to the labelling requirement for agricultural chemicals. The conservative estimate of the regulatory 
burden to the agricultural chemical industry arising from the changes to labelling requirements is just under 
$46.3 million. This report, however, is provided in-confidence and I request that it not be distributed 
beyond the relevant officers within WorkSafe Victoria or published. The remainder of the submission may 
be published on WorkSafe Victoria’s website. 
 
Crop protection products are crucial to modern farming. It is essential that government works with industry 
to reduce unnecessary ‘red tape’ or regulation that is not commensurate with risk to maintain the ability for 
Australian farmers to access the latest innovative tools in plant science.  
 
While GHS is appropriate for unregulated hazardous chemicals and for all hazardous chemicals in 
developing countries that don’t have an appropriately funded, independent and technically proficient 
agricultural chemical regulator, it is not appropriate for agricultural chemicals in Australia. The RIS 
proposes to mandate the additional and unnecessary GHS hazard and precautionary statements on 
agricultural chemical labels, which will only serve to dilute the specific and effective safe use instructions 
already present on the APVMA approved label. This runs the very real risk of inherently increasing risk to 
worker health and safety for agvet chemical users. Labelling focused only on intrinsic hazards, undermines 
the specific risk mitigation of that hazard, which creates additional risk.  
 
More significantly, I draw your attention to correspondence received by CropLife Australia dated 
2 September 2016 from Ms Diane Smith-Gander, Chair of Safe Work Australia. In recognition that 
additional GHS labelling requirements on APVMA approved labels does not achieve intended policy 
outcomes, members of SWA have agreed to work together with the APVMA and the Department of 
Agriculture and Water Resources to develop for SWA’s consideration, a range of evidence based options. 
An extension to the transition period for implementing the changes to the labelling requirements in the 
agvet chemicals sector is also being considered, while a review of the broader issues and evidence is 
undertaken.  As such, it would be completely inappropriate for SafeWork Victoria to proceed in this manner 
at this time. 
 
Accordingly, WorkSafe Victoria should retain the current recognition that APVMA approved agricultural 
chemical labels comply with WHS regulations.  
 
Please do not hesitate to contact me should you require clarification or elaboration in respect to any aspect 
of this submission. 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Matthew Cossey 
Chief Executive Officer 
 
Attach: Submission, EY Report 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
Agricultural chemicals in Australia are regulated under a nationally harmonised system managed by the 
government-appointed Australian Pesticides and Veterinary Medicines Authority (APVMA) under the 
Agricultural and Veterinary Chemicals Code Act 1994 (Cth).The APVMA is a national statutory agency with 
responsibility, through the Council of Australian Governments, for the National Registration Scheme that 
provides for the registration of agricultural and veterinary chemicals9. Previously each State and Territory 
government had its own system of registration. 
 
All hazards presented by agricultural chemicals regulated by the APVMA in Australia are already identified, 
assessed and effectively managed through a world’s best practice system involving two main components: 
 
1. Expert hazard and risk assessment resulting in prescribed use instructions – Every agricultural chemical 

product undergoes a comprehensive expert technical hazard and risk assessment resulting in prescribed 
use instructions and appropriate and effective safety warnings being applied on the APVMA approved 
label that reflect the outcomes of that assessment. 

2. Safety Data Sheets – Which provide information on the properties of hazardous chemicals and how they 
affect health and safety in the workplace.10 Safety Data Sheets are readily available online and legally 
required to be provided on first supply and on request.   

 
CropLife Australia is a strong advocate of Safety Data Sheets that provide information on the properties of 
hazardous chemicals and how they affect health and safety in the workplace. Safety Data Sheets and 
APVMA approved labels complement each other perfectly while not undermining the effectiveness of either 
system. 
 
The introduction of Safe Work Australia’s (SWA) Model WHS Regulations 2011 removes the current 
recognition that APVMA approved agricultural chemical labels are appropriately labelled to meet WHS 
requirements. From 1 January 2017 agricultural chemical product labels must also include additional and 
unnecessary hazard and precautionary statements as stipulated by the Globally Harmonized System of 
Classification and Labelling of Chemicals (GHS).  
 
CropLife Australia and its international affiliates actively support the implementation of GHS when used in 
the situations for which it was designed, that being for unregulated hazardous chemicals and for all hazardous 
chemicals in developing countries that don’t have an appropriately funded, independent and technically 
proficient agricultural chemical regulator. This is not the case for agricultural chemicals in Australia.  
 
The introduction of additional and unnecessary GHS hazard and precautionary statements: 
 

 diminishes and dilutes the effectiveness and integrity of both APVMA approved labels and Safety Data 

Sheets, currently considered a world’s best practice system 

 creates a very real risk of a WHS incident resulting from workers being misguided and confused by two 

different sets of incomplete safety directions 

 completely undermines the proven worker health and safety system built on the basis of Safety Data 

Sheets. In an industry where there is no evidence of a problem that needed to be fixed, SWA’s actions 

inherently increase the risk of a problem being created, and 

 imposes a significantly high cost on the agriculture industry in Australia, estimated at more than 
$46 million according to an independent cost analysis and report (attached). 

  

                                                 
9  Intergovernmental Agreement (IGA) to COAG, Department of Agriculture and Water Resources website, sourced 1 

August 2016, http://www.agriculture.gov.au/ag-farm-food/ag-vet-chemicals/domestic-policy/history-of-coag-reforms/iga-
coag 

10  http://www.safeworkaustralia.gov.au/sites/swa/whs-information/hazardous-chemicals/sds/pages/sds 
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With an implementation program beset by flaws and erroneous advice, urgent amendment to the Model WHS 
Regulations 2011 is required to reinstate the recognition that registered APVMA agricultural chemical 
products are appropriately labelled to meet WHS requirements. Remaining concerns held by the SWA Board 
can be addressed by the APVMA labelling process following appropriate discussion with the APVMA, the 
Department of Agriculture and Water Resources and relevant industry stakeholders. Without this outcome, 
the unnecessary and additional GHS hazard and precautionary statements on agricultural chemicals only 
serves to compromise and undermine the standing of the agricultural chemical regulatory system and will be 
considered the cause of any future WHS incident resulting from confusion leading to non-label use.   
 

1. Crop protection products are crucial for the delivery of safe, affordable and 
nutritious food, feed and fibre 

 
The plant science industry’s crop protection products include fungicides, herbicides and insecticides 
(pesticides) that are critical to maintaining and improving Australia’s agricultural productivity and are crucial 
tools for environmental land managers in protecting Australia’s native flora. According to a Deloitte Access 
Economics report released in 2013, ‘Economic activity attributable to crop protection products’, it is estimated 
that up to $17.6 billion of Australian agricultural output (or 68 per cent of the total value of crop production) 
is attributable to the use of crop protection products.  
 
In 1995, it took the assessment of 52,500 compounds to develop one new effective crop protection chemical 
active constituent. It now requires the assessment of more than 140,000 compounds and expenditure of 
more than US$286 million over an 11 year period to bring just one new successful crop protection product to 
the market.  Without access to these tools, farmers may potentially lose as much as 50 per cent of their 
annual production to pests, weeds and diseases. Each of these products is rigorously assessed by the 
Australian Pesticides and Veterinary Medicines Authority (APVMA), using world’s best practice hazard and 
risk assessment to ensure they present no unacceptable risk to users, consumers and the environment. 
 

Crop protection products must be used sparingly, carefully and responsibly. The responsible use of crop 
protection products must be supported by a regulatory scheme that maximises the benefits associated with 
their responsible use, while minimising the costs from excessive, inappropriate and ineffective regulation. 
Farmers need these products because of the benefits they provide to their businesses and consumers need 
these products to ensure they have access to safe, affordable and nutritional food. These products also 
enable land and environment managers, such as parks and wildlife services, to protect Australia’s native 
flora and fauna from noxious weeds and invasive pests.  
 
While it is important for governments to provide for appropriate and rigorous regulation of crop protection 
products, any regulation must be mindful of the effects that poorly considered, duplicative and excessive 
regulation will have through increasing production costs, discouraging investment and innovation, while not 
delivering any improvement in safety, health or environmental outcomes. Furthermore, it is imperative that 
the introduction of such regulation is avoided when the regulation itself poses a risk of undermining existing 
worker health and safety protections. 
 
It is imperative that the regulation of crop protection products in Australia is efficient and effective to ensure 
Australian farmers have access to the innovative tools the plant science industry provides. This will improve 
the ability of Australia to be internationally competitive and productive. Unnecessary and confusing 
duplication of already highly-regulated agricultural and veterinary chemical labels puts at risk farmer and 
other agricultural worker health and safety, as well as unfairly imposing an extra cost not inflicted on many 
of our major trading partners. 
  



 
 
 

 

 
CROPLIFE SUBMISSION TO THE SWA EXTRAORDINARY BOARD MEETING – 17 AUGUST 2016 PAGE 3 

 

2. Additional labelling requirements for agricultural chemicals are unnecessary and 
opposed by all relevant stakeholders  

 
Agricultural chemicals in Australia are already effectively regulated by the Australian Pesticides and 
Veterinary Medicines Authority (APVMA) under the Agricultural and Veterinary Chemicals Code Act 1994 
(AgVet Code). Each product undergoes a comprehensive expert technical hazard and risk assessment and 
safety warnings are applied that reflect the outcomes of that assessment. Currently, the National 
Occupational Health and Safety Commission National Code of Practice for the labelling of workplace 
substances (NOHSC labelling Code) recognises APVMA approved agricultural chemical labels as being 
appropriately labelled to meet WHS requirements.  
 
Safe Work Australia’s (SWA) Model WHS Regulations 2011 (WHS Regulations), however, remove this 
recognition and from 1 January 2017 agricultural chemical product labels must also include additional and 
unnecessary hazard and precautionary statements as stipulated by the Globally Harmonized System of 
Classification and Labelling of Chemicals (GHS). This is irrespective of whether or not prescribed use 
mitigates the risk of the hazard to non-existent or negligible levels. 
 
These additional labelling requirements for agricultural chemicals are opposed by the responsible 
government regulator, the APVMA; the relevant policy department, the Department of Agriculture and Water 
Resources; the industry body that represents the majority of agricultural chemical users, the National 
Farmers’ Federation, as well as all state farmer organisations and the industry bodies that represent the 
manufacturers of products affected by the regulations, CropLife Australia, the Plastics and Chemicals 
Industries Association and Accord Australasia.  
 
The National Farmers’ Federation, in their submission to the Department of Agriculture and Water Resources’ 
recent review into the duplication between agricultural and veterinary chemical and work health and safety 
legislation, made the following statement: 
 

The introduction of hazard labelling is unnecessary given the sophisticated approach to managing 
the risks associated with these chemicals that is already in place. 

 
It is concerning that despite this overwhelming well-founded criticism from all relevant stakeholders, without 
urgent regulatory amendment the unnecessary, confusing and potentially dangerous duplication of 
agricultural chemical labelling regulations will be implemented on 1 January 2017. The farcical nature of the 
stakeholder consultation undertaken by the Department of Employment, in addition to the apparent lack of a 
balanced, comprehensive briefing to the Safe Work Australia Board on the complexities of this issue explains 
how the agriculture industry is now facing the largest undermining of its nationally harmonised regulatory 
system and worker health and safety processes to date. 
 

3. Australia’s agricultural chemical labelling regulatory system is  globally 
recognised as world’s best practice regulation  

 
The APVMA is a globally respected, scientifically and technically competent and rigorous regulator of 
agricultural chemicals. The Authority is actively engaged in programs of the Organisation for Economic Co-
operation and Development to share assessment of new agricultural chemicals through international 
partnerships with pesticide regulators in the United States, Canada and the United Kingdom. The Authority’s 
expertise and scientific credibility are well recognised within Australia, throughout the Asia Pacific and 
globally. CropLife has from time to time criticised the APVMA publicly, however, that criticism has always 
been specifically restricted to the regulator’s efficiency, and not its technical competencies. 
 
Agricultural chemicals in Australia are already effectively regulated by the APVMA under the AgVet Code. 
The APVMA’s expert technical hazard and risk assessment results in relevant and meaningful safety 
warnings on the approved label for hazards that have been evaluated to present an actual risk. As mandated 
by the AgVet Code (refer to below excerpt), before a chemical product can be registered and made available 
to the Australian market, it must meet strict safety criteria, ensuring that it does not present an undue hazard 
to the safety of people exposed to it during its handling. 
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5A Definition of meets the safety criteria  
 
(1) An active constituent or chemical product meets the safety criteria if use of the constituent 

or product, in accordance with any instructions approved, or to be approved, by the APVMA 
for the constituent or product or contained in an established standard:  

(a) is not, or would not be, an undue hazard to the safety of people exposed to it during its 
handling11 or people using anything containing its residues; and  

(b) is not, or would not be, likely to have an effect that is harmful to human beings; and  

(c) is not, or would not be, likely to have an unintended effect that is harmful to animals, 
plants or things or to the environment.12 (emphasis added) 

 
A chemical product label must also meet strict labelling criteria as mandated by the AgVet Code, ensuring 
the label contains adequate instructions to ensure safe handling of the product before it can be registered:  
 

5D Definition of meets the labelling criteria  
 
(1) A label for containers for a chemical product meets the labelling criteria if the label contains 

adequate instructions relating to such of the following as are appropriate: 

(a) the circumstances in which the product should be used;  

(b)  how the product should be used;  

(c) the times when the product should be used;  

(d) the frequency of the use of the product;  

(e) the withholding period after the use of the product;  

(f)  the re-entry period after the use of the product;  

(g) the disposal of the product when it is no longer required;  

(h)  the disposal of containers of the product;  

(i)  the safe handling of the product and first aid in the event of an accident caused by the 
handling of the product;  

(j)  any matters prescribed by the regulations.13 (emphasis added) 
 
Hazard and precautionary statements for intrinsic hazards, such as carcinogenic or combustible, can be 
completely irrelevant after risk mitigation through prescribed use removing the risk of the hazard. The APVMA 
prescribed use is the only way APVMA approved products can be legally used, with compliance activities 
undertaken by state government officials under Control of Use legislation. However, these hazards are 
appropriately detailed in the associated Safety Data Sheet (SDS) which is readily available online and legally 
required to be provided by manufacturers on first supply and on request.  
 
The existing WHS system incorporating both the APVMA approved label resulting from a comprehensive 
hazard and risk assessment, together with the SDS to provide additional intrinsic hazard information, has 
been proven to effectively protect worker health and safety. This rigorous process enforced by the 
AgVet Code is fundamental to the APVMA’s ability to deliver genuine WHS outcomes for the products they 
regulate. This is why any introduction of additional regulation that undermines this process must be rejected 
by any person or organisation that seeks to deliver better WHS outcomes.  
 
Including unnecessary GHS hazard and precautionary statements on APVMA approved labels only 
serves to dilute the specific safe use instructions for users of agvet chemicals, delivering the 
opposite outcome to that intended by SWA, by inherently increasing risk to worker health and safety. 
 

4. Australia’s agricultural chemicals and pharmaceutical chemicals are both 
regulated by specific, independent, technically proficient regulators registering 
products with comprehensive risk-based labelling  

                                                 
11  Handling includes transportation, storage, processing, use or disposal according to section 3, Definitions, of the 

Agricultural and Veterinary Chemicals Code Act 1994 
12  Agricultural and Veterinary Chemicals Code Act 1994, page 28 
13  Agricultural and Veterinary Chemicals Code Act 1994, page 31-32 
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The Therapeutic Goods Administration (TGA) approved labels for pharmaceutical chemicals received and 
continues to receive the same recognition previously received by APVMA approved labels. Agricultural and 
pharmaceutical chemicals are both tightly regulated by dedicated agencies, with hazards identified, risks 
assessed and approved uses prescribed on the label.  
 
We note that when consultation about changes to WHS regulations began before 2009, the Department of 
Health appropriately alerted SWA that the pharmaceutical chemical sector was already effectively regulated 
by the TGA, resulting in the ongoing recognition of TGA approved labels. Had the Department of Agriculture 
and Water Resources at the time made similar representations, APVMA approved labels would be receiving 
the same level of recognition. However, it is acknowledged that the Department of Agriculture and Water 
Resources has since made known its strong support of APVMA approved labels being appropriately labelled 
to meet WHS requirements. 
 
When defending the policy rationale, SWA have claimed there are two differences between TGA and the 
APVMA in relation to their respective registered products: 
 
1. That pharmaceutical chemicals are prescribed by doctors; and 

2. That agricultural chemicals are largely sold in larger volumes than pharmaceutical chemicals. 
 
To counter the first point, users of crop protection products, under the Control of Use legislation in some 
states are required to be qualified to use agricultural chemicals in a farming situation. In order to become 
qualified in NSW, training must be undertaken at Australian Quality Framework (AQF) Level 3, except that 
where a user has language and literacy issues preventing them from fulfilling these requirements they may 
be considered competent for the purpose of the regulation if they have completed training at the AQF 2 
Level.14 
 
Likewise in Victoria, mandatory training is required to hold an Agricultural Chemical Users Permit (ACUP), 
which is mandatory for the application of restricted use chemicals (Schedule 7 Poisons – Dangerous Poisons 
or products containing atrazine, metham sodium or ester formulations of 2,4-D, 2,4DB, MPCA or triclopyr).15 
It is estimated that approximately 18,000 people undertake accredited chemical user training in NSW 
annually and that there are over 18,000 ACUP holders in Victoria.16 
 
These training requirements ensure that workers applying agricultural chemicals in the farming workplace 
have the requisite understanding and skills to undertake the application in accordance with the science-based 
risk control measures approved by the APVMA. This type of training has been found to correlate with the 
competent implementation of label safety directions.17 Under the Intergovernmental Agreement for the single 
National Regulatory Framework for agricultural and veterinary chemicals, all state jurisdictions and the 
Commonwealth have agreed to develop consistent regulation on the minimum competency requirements for 
chemical users. 
 
The accreditation and training program provided by Agsafe delivers a national standard to assist compliance 
with government regulations for the storage, handling, transport and provision of technical advice for 
agricultural chemicals. Agsafe’s nationally recognised training ensures that all individuals who sell or offer 
advice on agvet chemicals follow the principles of safe, effective and legal use and provide expert advice to 
ensure that these chemicals are stored, handled and transported safely.   
 
With more than 1400 members across Australia and approximately 2000 people trained from the point of 
manufacture right through to the point of sale every year, Agsafe ensures that everyone who purchases an 
agricultural chemical product from an Agsafe accredited member is prescribed the best, safest use of the 
agricultural chemical product.  

                                                 
14  NSW Office of Environment and Heritage, ‘NSW - Pesticides Regulation 2009, Clause 9 (1) (d) (ii) and Schedule 1 – 

Notice of Approved Units of Competency’, in NSW, Government Gazette, No. 59, 17 June 2011, p 4481. 
15  Agricultural and Veterinary Chemicals (Control of Use) Act 1992 (VIC) sections 28-29; Schedule 1. 
16  NSW Department of Environment and Climate Change, ‘Regulatory Impact Statement: Proposed Pesticides Regulation 

2009’ (February 2009) 23; Victorian Department of Primary Industries, ‘Proposed Agricultural and Veterinary Chemicals 
(Control of Use) Regulations 2007: Regulatory Impact Statement’ (April 2007) 7; 14. 

17  See E MacFarlane, A Chapman, G Beneke, J Meaklim, M Sim and J McNeil, ‘ Training and other predictors of personal 
protective equipment use in Australian grain farmers using pesticides’, Journal of Occupational and Environmental 
Medicine, 65 (2008) 141; NSW Department of Environment and Climate Change, ‘Regulatory Impact Statement: Proposed 
Pesticides Regulation 2009’ (February 2009) 34. 
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The argument of volume of agricultural chemical products sold compared to their medicinal counterpart is 
ignorant of the fact that quantity in use does not equate to an increase of risk or hazard, if used according to 
label directions. Volume of a chemical, whether agricultural or medicinal, is an irrelevant consideration in 
terms of safe use. Whereas the hazard the chemical poses is, hence the additional restrictions placed on the 
more hazardous chemicals such as those implemented to restrict access to cold and flu tablets containing 
pseudoephedrine and Schedule 7 poisons.   
 

5. Flawed policy rationale led to the removal of the recognition that APVMA 
approved labels complied with WHS regulations 

 
The Regulatory Impact Statement: Proposed Revisions to the National OHS Framework for the Control of 
Workplace Hazardous Substances and Dangerous Goods (WHS Chemical RIS) completely ignores the 
APVMA’s valid arguments that the risk-based information in the agvet labels is adequate to protect the safety 
of end-users of the products.  
 

The APVMA argues that the risk-based information in the agvet labels is adequate to protect the 
safety of end-users of the products. It considers that addition of all GHS information to the label 
would be unnecessary, and that it would not only increase the costs of registration and labelling for 
suppliers, but would lead to confusion among users and hence reduced adherence to the instructions 
and increased health costs.18 

 
The APVMA also argued that the system it administers provides adequate protection to workers using or 
handling agvet chemicals because: 
 

 Hazard information including that related to chronic hazards, is currently included on approved 
labels where relevant; 

 The intention was for the label and the MSDS would work in synergy to provide adequate 
information through the supply chain cycle; and 

 The AgVet Code mandates that products must be used according to authorised instructions19 

All these arguments were also ignored.  
 
The rationale for ignoring these valid arguments provided in the WHS Chemicals RIS includes references to 
the International Labour Organization Chemicals Convention C170 (the Convention) and the principle that 
workers have the ‘right to know’ the hazards of the product and that this is communicated on the label. 
Currently, the NOHSC labelling Code recognises APVMA approved agricultural chemical labels as being 
appropriately labelled to meet WHS requirements. This recognition was made on the accurate basis that the 
National Registration System for agvet chemicals adequately protects the health and safety of workers using 
agvet chemicals. 
 
CropLife supports the principle that a worker has the ‘right to know’ the hazards of a product, but strongly 
contends that this is achieved through easy access to SDSs and the APVMA approved label. CropLife does, 
however, question how the principles of the Convention were used as the basis for existing workplace 
hazardous substances and dangerous goods frameworks when the Australian Government has not seen fit 
to support the Convention, and is not therefore a signatory.  
 
The WHS Chemical RIS also completely ignores the robust risk control measures developed as part of the 
APVMA’s expert technical hazard and risk assessment, and the implementation of these risk control 
measures by farmers. Voluntary training and the introduction of the compulsory requirement under state 
control of use legislation to undertake accredited chemical use training in some states ensure good 
agricultural practice is undertaken and the risk controls prescribed by the APVMA are implemented.  
  

                                                 
18 Regulatory Impact Statement: Proposed Revisions to the National OHS Framework for the Control of Workplace Hazardous 

Substances and Dangerous Goods (January 2010) 
19  ibid 
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To use NSW as an example, under NSW Control of Use Legislation, the Pesticides Act 1999 (NSW), it is 
mandatory for users of agricultural chemicals in the farming workplace to: 
 

 Read and follow the APVMA approved label or permit use requirements.20 

 Have undertaken mandatory training every 5 years.21 

 Maintain records of chemical application.22 
 

The WHS Chemicals RIS further identified permitted off-label use as an example of where APVMA approved 
labelling may inadequately manage the WHS risks to chemical users. This characterisation has not 
adequately considered the regulatory frameworks that permit off-label use. In NSW off-label use is only 
allowable where it is undertaken in accordance with a permit issued by the APVMA.23 While in other 
jurisdictions such as Victoria off-label use and off permit use for chemicals other than restricted use chemicals 
is permitted.24 However, this is subject to the application not exceeding the maximum label rate, maximum 
frequency of application and complying with specific label statements prohibiting use.  
 
While laws enabling conditional off-label use require the operator to take total responsibility for worker health 
and safety issues associated with the use, the restriction to maximum label rates and frequency means that 
the approved safety directions will continue to manage WHS risks in line with the satisfaction formed by the 
APVMA. 
 
Australia’s tiered system of pre-market assessment and control of use regulation adequately manages the 
risks to health and safety posed by the use of agvet products. Evidence of this ability is seen in the strong 
rates of compliance with Maximum Residue Limits (MRLs) witnessed in the grains and horticulture program’s 
National Residue Survey (NRS), which demonstrates compliance with Australian standards 99.2 per cent 
and 99.5 per cent of the time respectively.25 While the NRS compliance statistics monitor the ability of the 
system to deliver produce that is compliant with MRLs, these outcomes can only be delivered by compliance 
with the label directions. 
 

6. GHS has not been implemented by Australia’s major trading partners; the 
Productivity Commission recommended that Australia not adopt GHS ahead of 
our major trading partners 

 
CropLife through its international affiliate, CropLife International, has been actively involved in the 
development and support of GHS for its intended purpose from its inception and still continues its involvement 
within the relevant United Nations sub-committee undertaking further revision to the ‘Purple Book’, as it is 
colloquially referred to, as necessary. GHS was never designed to be imposed in an already effectively 
regulated environment such as we have in Australia. It is however, important to note that GHS is appropriate 
for unregulated hazardous chemicals and for all hazardous chemicals in developing countries that don’t have 
an appropriately funded, independent and technically proficient agricultural chemical regulator (i.e. Burkina 
Faso, Turkey and Thailand). 
 
The Productivity Commission report of 2008 on chemicals and plastics regulation recommended that GHS 
should not be adopted in advance of Australia’s major trading partners. This recommendation was endorsed 
by the Council of Australian Governments. Australia’s major trading partners, including the United States of 
America26, Canada27 and Japan28 which have comparative regulatory systems in place for agricultural 
chemicals, in adopting GHS have specifically exempted agricultural chemicals. Any claim otherwise is 
deliberately misleading. It is a shame that Australia is, at this stage, unwilling to apply a similar pragmatic, 
sensible and logical approach. 

                                                 
20  Pesticides Act 1999 (NSW) s 14-15. 
21  Pesticides Regulation 2009 (NSW) cl 9-10. 
22  Pesticides Regulation 2009 (NSW) cl 13-15. 
23  Pesticides Act 1999 (NSW) section 15. 
24 Restricted chemicals may be used off-label if under a permit issued in accordance with the Agricultural and Veterinary 
 Chemicals (Control of Use) Act 1992 (VIC). 
25  Department of Agriculture and Water Resources website, sourced 1 August 2016, http://www.agriculture.gov.au/ag-farm-

food/food/nrs/nrs-results-publications/industry-brochures-2013-14/results-2013-14  
26  United States Department of Labor website, sourced 1 August 2016, 

https://www.osha.gov/pls/oshaweb/owadisp.show_document?p_table=STANDARDS&p_id=10099 
27        Canada Justice Laws website, sourced 1 August 2016, http://laws-lois.justice.gc.ca/eng/acts/H-3/page-8.html#h-22    
28  Ministry of Health, Labour and Welfare website, sourced 1 August 2016, 

http://www.mhlw.go.jp/topics/bukyoku/roudou/ghs/dl/aramashi.pdf  

http://www.agriculture.gov.au/ag-farm-food/food/nrs/nrs-results-publications/industry-brochures-2013-14/results-2013-14
http://www.agriculture.gov.au/ag-farm-food/food/nrs/nrs-results-publications/industry-brochures-2013-14/results-2013-14
http://www.mhlw.go.jp/topics/bukyoku/roudou/ghs/dl/aramashi.pdf
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From all international assessments, the implementation of GHS in New Zealand can only be considered a 
complete failure. GHS hazard and precautionary statements are not strictly enforced in New Zealand due to 
the already existing and similar labelling requirements enforced by the New Zealand Environmental 
Protection Authority (NZEPA). Similarly to the current risk-based labelling approach used by the 
APVMA, the NZEPA has chosen to not require specific GHS hazard and precautionary statements in 
situations where the risk has been able to be mitigated to a negligible level. This should stand as an 
example of why Australia should not impose a GHS hazard and precautionary statement on already fully 
regulated agricultural chemicals. 
 

7. The confusing labelling requirements increases risk to worker health and safety 
by undermining existing regulations that ensure the primacy of safe use 
instructions 

 
GHS is a default hazard-based system that does not reflect the outcomes of an expert assessment 
undertaken by an independent, technically proficient regulator. The WHS Regulations introduce unnecessary 
regulatory burden, enforcing additional hazard and precautionary statements on agricultural and veterinary 
(agvet) chemical labels for intrinsic hazards where a technically proficient risk assessment has determined 
there is no risk, or the risk is negligible.  
 
The APVMA’s expert technical risk assessment means that intrinsic hazards associated with a particular 
chemical product of which there is no or negligible risk are sensibly not included on the approved label. 
Hazard and precautionary statements for intrinsic hazards such as carcinogenic or combustible can be 
completely irrelevant after risk mitigation through prescribed use removes the risk of the hazard. Including 
these unnecessary statements on APVMA approved labels only serves to dilute the specific safe use 
instructions for users of agvet chemicals, delivering the opposite to that intended by SWA, by inherently 
increasing risk to worker health and safety.   
 
Having two separated sets of instructions on the one label (APVMA approved Safety Directions and GHS 
hazard and precautionary statements) delivers a poorer communication outcome for users. Disastrously, the 
GHS statements could stand out more than the APVMA approved Safety Directions, leaving the possibility 
that the user will only read the GHS statement, which in many cases is incomplete because of the overlap 
with the APVMA approved Safety Directions. 
 
The remaining GHS statements following removal of those that duplicate or conflict with the APVMA 
approved Safety Directions, will only communicate the intrinsic hazards of a product of which there is non-
existent or negligible risk. If users read this after having already had years of incident-free use experience, 
they will begin to discount important APVMA approved label warnings and user instructions, inherently 
increasing risk to worker health and safety. 
 

8. The current regulatory system works – there has never been an incident where 
the addition of a GHS hazard and precautionary statements on a product label 
would have prevented it.  

 
Compliance with two separate sets of regulations that are fundamentally opposed, with one being hazard-
based, the other risk-based, is not only costly for manufacturers, it is likely to confuse users and subsequently 
threaten worker health and safety. SWA itself admits that there has not been one occurrence where the lack 
of GHS hazard and precautionary statements on APVMA approved labels directly lead to a WHS incident29.  
 
The additional GHS hazard and precautionary statements required to be included on the small, already 
crowded APVMA approved agvet chemical labels is already available in the SDS that are legally required to 
be provided on first supply and on request, and are also readily available online. Duplicating this information 
on agricultural chemical labels is unnecessary and risks undermining worker health and safety. In fact, it is 
imperative that the APVMA approved label and the SDS are kept distinctly separate as they, by design, 
deliver important but different information that, as the lack of WHS related incidences contends, are very 
effective in achieving safe use.     
 

                                                 
29  Senate Education and Employment Legislation Committee estimates, Hansard reference: 22 Oct 2015 pg. 49-50 
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The Australian Federal Government as a whole is making a concerted effort to cut down on duplicative 
regulation as part of the commitment to reduce the costs and regulatory burden imposed by unnecessary red 
tape. Removing the recognition that APVMA approved labels created additional regulation that is not only 
duplicative, costly and unnecessary, it also risks undermining worker health and safety through confusing 
messaging on already fully regulated and approved agricultural chemical labels.  
 
These unnecessary additional regulations also duplicate, and in many cases directly conflict with the state 
legislated storage requirements associated with Poison Scheduling. For example, GHS precautionary 
statements for Schedule 5 chemicals may require those products to be stored locked up whereas state-
based poison scheduling storage requirements do not require this for Schedule 5 chemicals. 
 
The implementation of GHS hazard and precautionary statements on agvet chemical products is not 
managed by a single entity.  Instead, the system is self-managed by the chemical companies themselves. 
Without the consistency provided by a single regulator, there is the very real likelihood that two identical 
products by two different companies could have differing GHS hazard and precautionary statements. This is 
due to the inherent subjectiveness this process enforces, through company regulatory affairs personnel 
individually determining what is considered duplicative or conflicting, leading to further confusion by users 
and increased risk to workers. SWA have already conceded that the APVMA labelling system is superior to 
the system they intend on implementing by giving preference to the APVMA’s Safety Directions where there 
is perceived duplication or conflict. As such, reinstating the recognition that APVMA approved agricultural 
chemical labels are appropriately labelled to meet WHS requirements is the only feasible way forward. 
 
In direct contradiction to statements made at the Senate Education and Employment Legislation Committee 
Estimates on 22 October 2015, two examples purporting to be evidence of incidences where a lack of GHS 
statements directly led to WHS incidences were provided by SWA in response to questions on notice 
submitted by Senator Leyonhjelm during the 2015-2016 Additional Estimates. These two examples highlight 
the poor basis regarding the implementation of GHS statements on APVMA approved agvet chemicals.  
 
Firstly, carbon disulphide has not been registered in Australia for 14 years and if it were to be registered 
today, the APVMA would require flammability signal words.  
 
The second example involving the herbicide Hotshot can only be described as scraping the bottom of the 
barrel. A bystander 500 metres from a spray activity having an allergic reaction to something does not 
remotely equate to an incident that could have been avoided with the introduction of GHS hazard and 
precautionary statements. The fact that the incident report compiled by emergency services shows both the 
bystander and emergency services sought and located with ease the relevant SDS shows that the current 
system is adequate and works well. How SWA could consider this as an example that justifies the introduction 
of GHS statements on APVMA approved labels is beyond belief, and further highlights how misguided and 
belligerently obtuse the implementation of this unnecessary regulatory burden has been.     
 

9. Aside from increasing worker health and safety risks, the cost of implementing 
GHS on the agriculture industry is significantly high 

 
CropLife’s best efforts to calculate the conservative cost of introducing GHS hazard and precautionary 
statements to the labels of APVMA registered agricultural chemical products by 1 January 2017 resulted in 
a figure that exceeded $57 million.  
 
This was calculated on the basis that there are in excess of 6,500 agricultural chemical products registered 
by the APVMA impacted by WHS Regulations, each with an average of two pack types per product, such as 
a 1 litre and a 5 litre, which effectively doubles the agricultural chemical product labels impacted. Due to the 
robust internal compliance processes necessary to ensure each pack type is supplied with the correct hazard 
information and the labour and worker hours involved in achieving this, the cost of affixing an unnecessary 
additional label to each pack type is just under $5000 (see Figure 1 for cost breakdown).  
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Figure 1 : Cost breakdown of implementing additional GHS labelling for agricultural chemicals 

 
 Cost (average) 

Registered Products 6,500 (source: APVMA) $8,911 

Pack Types 12,135 $4,773 

Total  $57,923,387 

 
However, the invitation from the Chair of the SWA Board, Ms Diane Smith-Gander, to present at the 
Extraordinary SWA Board meeting on 17 August 2016 included a request for a detailed breakdown of the 
cost of amending labels. To enable a more informed debate based on verified data and expert assessment, 
CropLife commissioned Ernst & Young (EY) to undertake a comprehensive independent regulatory burden 
assessment of the changes to the labelling requirement for agricultural chemicals (refer to attachment – EY 
Report: Regulatory Burden of proposed changes to agvet chemical labelling requirements under WHS 
legislation). The methodology used by EY is consistent with the Commonwealth Regulatory Burden 
Measurement framework and involved significant stakeholder consultation and the analysis of data from 
stakeholders and the APVMA. 
 
The conservative estimate of the regulatory burden to the agricultural chemical industry arising from 
the changes to labelling requirements is just under $46.3 million.  
 
This figure is lower than the one resulting from CropLife’s analysis, however, noting the conservative 
approach taken by EY and the robustness of the analysis, CropLife is satisfied that this figure accurately 
represents the minimum cost of this unnecessary regulatory burden, which only undermines existing and 
effective worker protections.     
 
Despite strong objections from farmer representative groups, all relevant industry bodies, the Department of 
Agriculture and Water Resources and the APVMA, Australian farmers will be hit with a cost of more than $46 
million, just to continue to use crop protection products that are critical to their ability to farm productively, 
sustainably and competitively. It is important to note that this cost is for agricultural chemicals alone, and 
does not include veterinary chemicals. Therefore the total cost to Australian farmers for this duplicative 
and unnecessary regulation that only undermines existing worker protections far exceeds this figure.  
 

10. The addition of unnecessary GHS labelling requirements undermines the 
existing regulatory system and effectively dismantles a nationally harmonised 
system 

 
Not every state government has adopted SWA’s Model Regulations, with compliance mandatory by 
1 January 2017 (Victoria and Western Australia have not adopted SWA’s Model Regulations). Agricultural 
chemical products, however, are supplied nationally and can be in the market for over twelve months after 
production. We will soon have a situation where agricultural chemical products with nationally registered and 
approved labels will be legally sold in one jurisdiction, but not others. The implementation of additional 
labelling requirements is, by default, the first undermining of the existing nationally harmonised regulatory 
system for agricultural chemicals managed by the APVMA.  
 
Additionally, the lack of a single regulator providing consistent oversight on required GHS hazard and 
precautionary statements will lead to inconsistencies in labelling between virtually identical products 
marketed by different companies.  
 
This will lead to additional confusion by agricultural chemical users, further undermining the existing 
nationally harmonised regulatory system for agricultural chemicals managed by the APVMA.   
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11. Implementation of the regulations has been beset by flaws and holes; attempts 
to correct the flaws and fill the gaps have been dismal and are yet to be formally 
regulated 

 
The information sheets recently published by SWA in a belated attempt to clarify the numerous flaws in the 
WHS Regulations confirms that manufacturers and importers need to include GHS hazard and precautionary 
statements on labels for agricultural chemical products supplied on or after 1 January 2017. There is, 
however, no such clarification for suppliers (resellers). Therefore, stock on hand held by resellers as of 1 
January 2017 will need to comply with WHS regulations. Yet SWA and the state regulators have done very 
little to inform suppliers that the millions of dollars’ worth of stock each have on hand or purchase before 1 
January 2017, will become non-compliant as of 1 January 2017.  
 
Additionally, persons conducting a business or undertaking, such as farmers, have been purportedly advised 
by SWA that they have been saved from unnecessary regulatory burden through a proposed amendment 
which has not yet been reflected in the Regulations. If this fails to occur before 1 January 2017, farmers will 
have to amend the labels of agvet chemicals held on farm to comply with WHS regulations or risk a significant 
fine.   
 
SWA and state regulators have also put very little effort into informing agricultural chemical manufacturers 
and importers. CropLife suspects that non-CropLife members have not even heard of GHS or its impending 
implementation. The recent assessment undertaken by EY in their report on the Regulatory Burden of 
proposed changes to agvet chemical labelling requirements under WHS legislation, identifies that there is 
more than 500 non-CropLife member agricultural chemical companies in Australia and while making up a 
relatively smaller market share, this represents a significant quantity of product in the distribution chain that 
is unlikely to comply with WHS regulations on 1 January 2017.  
 
Information regarding how state regulators intend to undertake compliance activities has also been 
non-existent, other than rumours and hearsay that the first 12 months will focus primarily on education, not 
enforcement. This information is of no use if it is not a formal written position by every jurisdiction choosing 
to adopt SWA’s Model Regulations.  
 
Of more concern, however, is the question of how state regulators are going to manage the increased 
compliance workload without any additional funding. It would be disappointing for the agricultural chemical 
industry and Australian farmers if they have been forced to comply with additional, unnecessary and costly 
labelling requirements that undermine existing worker health and safety protections, to then find the state 
regulators lack the requisite capacity to ensure compliance.    
 

12. The best way forward is to reinstate the recognition of the APVMA regulatory and 
labelling system within the Safe Work Australia regulations  

 
CropLife strongly contends that a truly productive, competitive and sustainable agricultural industry in 
Australia is not achievable in the long-term without ensuring that regulatory oversight is efficient, effective 
and where necessary commensurate with the risks, costs and benefits to the broader community. 
 
Crop protection products are crucial to modern farming. It is essential that government works with industry 
to reduce unnecessary ‘red tape’ or regulation that is not commensurate with risk to maintain the ability for 
Australian farmers to access the latest innovative tools in plant science.  
 
While GHS is appropriate for unregulated hazardous chemicals and for all hazardous chemicals in 
developing countries that don’t have an appropriately funded, independent and technically proficient 
agricultural chemical regulator, it is not appropriate for Australia. The APVMA is a globally respected, 
scientifically and technically sound regulator of agricultural chemicals. Agricultural chemical labels are 
already effectively regulated by the APVMA under the Agricultural and Veterinary Chemicals Code Act 1994 
(Cth). Each product undergoes a comprehensive expert technical hazard and risk assessment and safety 
warnings are applied that reflect the outcomes of that assessment.  
 
All GHS hazard information is already readily available on SDSs and Australia’s major trading partners have 
specifically exempted agricultural chemicals from GHS in recognition that their existing regulatory systems. 
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It is appropriate that a similar confidence in the APVMA regulatory system is shown. The colossal confusion 
these unnecessary labelling changes will create in the marketplace on 1 January 2017 will lead to a 
significant disruption to supply at a critical time for farming productivity. Having this unnecessary regulatory 
duplication removed before it’s too late is critical to Australia’s agricultural competitiveness. 
 
Of more concern, however, is that the addition of GHS hazard and precautionary statements on agricultural 
chemical labels only serves to dilute the specific and effective safe use instructions already present on the 
APVMA approved label. This runs the very real risk of inherently increasing risk to worker health and safety 
for agvet chemical users. Labelling focused only on intrinsic hazards, undermines the specific risk mitigation 
of that hazard, which creates additional risk.  
 
The SWA Board must urgently reinstate the previous recognition that APVMA approved agricultural chemical 
labels comply with WHS regulations to avoid unnecessary risk to the users of agvet chemicals. Failing that, 
the SWA Board must at least pause the implementation to enable genuine consultation, appropriate critiquing 
and analysis to allow the introduction of a solution that satisfies WHS regulators, the APVMA and relevant 
industry stakeholders without unnecessary regulatory burden. 
 
CropLife and our members has always strived to ensure a world’s best practice in industry stewardship and 
has always been a leader in industry stewardship, often implementing initiatives decades before any 
mandatory regulatory obligation on broader industry. Safeguarding the established world’s best practice 
labelling system for agvet chemical products and ensuring the best WHS outcomes is the top priority for 
CropLife and our members which is why such effort has been put in to trying to correct this misguided 
regulation. CropLife is willing and eager to engage constructively on addressing concerns so that an outcome 
acceptable to all is achieved and that genuine protection of worker health and safety is protected  
 
 


