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About 
CropLife Australia
CropLife Australia is the voice, advocate and representative of the plant science industry 
in Australia. Our main goal is to achieve laws and regulations that give CropLife members 
freedom to operate.

We believe in a strong and science-based regulatory system to protect people and the 
environment. Such regulations should be effective but also efficient – they should not 
inhibit farmers from having timely access to new crops, new pesticides or new uses for 
existing pesticides. Equally, the regulatory system should foster maximum compliance and 
deal quickly and conclusively with those who choose not to comply.

CropLife is a not-for-profit organisation, wholly funded by membership subscriptions that 
are based on members’ product sales.

As a result, CropLife directly feels the financial strains brought upon the agricultural sector 
by climatic conditions and the global recession.

The CropLife secretariat is based in Canberra and has nine dedicated and experienced 
staff. We monitor political, policy and regulatory developments to stay alert to the potential 
for any new or increasing regulatory burdens that may be imposed on our members.

We also look for opportunities to raise awareness of the leadership responsibility that our 
industry fulfils, particularly in the stewardship of their products.

CropLife recognises the need to form strategic alliances and work with similarly interested 
parties to present a united front when advocating a position to policy makers, politicians 
or the media.

We have in particular sought to forge a strong working relationship with our cousins in the 
chemical and fertiliser industries and also with national and state farmer representatives 
and the distributor/reseller sector. 

CropLife aims to be a valued contributor to its members’ operations. We do this by making 
the effort to understand members’ needs, views and concerns and by reflecting this 
feedback in the priorities set by the CropLife Board on an annual basis.

We also carefully tailor our annual business plan to provide optimal value for our members’ 
money and participation. This is achieved by pursuing a small number of priorities each 
year, rather than trying to be a full-service industry association.

Recent stakeholder feedback has shown that, since making the transition from Avcare to 
CropLife Australia in January 2006, we have successfully established the new organisation 
as the industry’s peak representative, a knowledgeable source of industry information and 
a persuasive voice and advocate.

What is the plant science industry? 

Plant science companies are the inventors and developers of crop protection and crop 
biotechnology products.

Crop protection products include pesticides (herbicides that fight weeds; insecticides that 
fight insects; fungicides that fight fungal plant diseases) and plant growth regulators.

Crop biotechnology products are genetically modified (GM) crops. They assist farming 
by boosting yields, improving quality and fostering innovation. They can also protect the 
quality of food during storage and transport, and assist in protecting public health and the 
environment by controlling weeds and pests.

CropLife
Australia 
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2009 saw the rise of a new role for CropLife – 
the myth buster.
It is a standard tactic of activists and other industry opponents to make emotive or sensational claims, based on 
shoddy or incomplete information, to gain media coverage, provoke community anxiety and grab the attention 
of politicians.

The accompanying tactic is to repeat the myth over and over again, ad nauseam, until it lodges in the collective 
consciousness and becomes accepted as fact. Long gone are the days when activists’ claims were left 
unanswered so as to starve them of media ‘oxygen’. In this age of digital media, today’s uncorrected fabrication 
becomes tomorrow’s truth. 

It has therefore been CropLife’s ongoing task this year to challenge and correct a number of myths generated in 
the public domain before they become unassailable. The most prominent of these have been:

Myth: People don’t want GM food.
Fact: Australians are not concerned about GM food.
A recent survey by Australia’s independent food regulator Food Standards Australia New Zealand (FSANZ) 
found only 2.9 percent of the 1,200 people surveyed were concerned about the safety of GM foods and that 
people are much more interested in the fat, sugar and salt content of their food than whether it has any GM 
content. Similar consumer research in the European Union, Canada and Japan has shown the same low 
degree of concern.

Myth: Pesticides are killing the Great Barrier Reef.
Fact:  While pesticides are being detected, they are not present at levels that cause a problem for the marine 
ecosystem. Improving technology is making it possible to detect increasingly smaller and smaller amounts of 
pesticides in the reef lagoon and the rivers that feed into it. Average total pesticide concentrations at inshore 
reef sites are at least 15 to 100 times lower than the levels at which they could be harmful. Levels are higher 
in rivers, but the pesticides break down and are diluted as they are transported to the outer reef. Farmers are 
using best practice techniques to minimise pesticide run-off from farms and research continues so that we 
can even better understand what levels of pesticides present minimal risk to the reef.

Myth: Australia is using dangerous pesticides banned in the European Union (EU).
Fact: Pesticides are being withdrawn in the EU because of commercial, not safety, reasons.
The regulation of pesticides differs between Europe and Australia, but that does not mean that our regulations 
are less stringent than those in Europe. European approaches regularly fail in Australian agriculture because 
our climates and environments are so different. There are massive differences in rainfall, soil type, pest 
pressure and demographics between the two continents. There are also huge differences in the role that 
farming plays in the two societies. As a consequence, European regulators allow some chemicals not 
permitted in Australia, while Australia allows some not permitted in Europe. This is entirely expected with 
different regulatory systems operating in different circumstances.

European regulators periodically review all pesticides, whereas Australian regulators only conduct reviews 
if new information indicates the need to do so. As part of the review, the European regulator requires new 
research data to be generated on the pesticide as a condition of registration renewal. This system breaks 
down when chemical patents have expired and multiple manufacturers are producing products based on 
the same chemical. Therefore, due to the large number of ‘free riders’ that would benefit from any company 
investing in this research, and also the small market share for each manufacturer, no company is prepared to 
invest in the research required for re-registration and the product is withdrawn from the market. This is purely 
a business decision that is completely unrelated to the safety of the product.

Myth-busting is very much a collegiate activity. The enthusiastic and dedicated staff at the CropLife secretariat, 
ably led by the CEO Paula Matthewson, all play their part in identifying the myths as they emerge and crafting the 
explanations to dispel them. On behalf of the Board, I thank them for their unflagging efforts and determination 
to set the record straight.

As well as its role of myth buster, a significant focus for CropLife in 2009 was the need to dismantle barriers to 
agricultural innovation characterised by regulatory inefficiency, bad policy and a lack of government action. The 
gains and challenges we have made in this area are the focus of our CEO’s report.

In closing, I would personally like to recognise the support and contribution of the CropLife Board to the 
organisation’s strong strategic direction and good governance in 2009, and also to CropLife members for 
generously sharing their considerable knowledge and wisdom while participating in CropLife activities during 
the year.
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“To add 
insult to injury, the 

APVMA runs on a full cost 
recovery basis – meaning that its $25 

million budget is raised entirely through 
levies and fees on industry. 

While this arrangement may look efficient to an 
economic rationalist, it must be questionable in the 

eyes of the community.  

How can a regulator be seen to be objective and 
independent if it is entirely dependent for funds 

on the industry that it regulates?

Government would be wise to address this 
disconnect before the community 

demands that it does so.”

CEO’S REPORT

Paula Matthewson
CEO, CropLife Australia
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CropLife views the end of 2009 with a frustrating sense of déjà vu. It is yet 
another year of limited progress on key issues, many of which are neither complex 
nor controversial. More importantly, it is a year of missed opportunity for Australian 
farmers, who have not had access to the agricultural innovations they need to stay 
productive and competitive in these challenging times.

Why has this happened? It is an unfortunate combination of regulatory 
inefficiency, bad policy, and a lack of government action. 

CropLife does not believe in criticising the regulatory system just for the sake of it. 
In fact we believe that our industry’s ongoing viability is dependent on a credible 
and strong regulatory system. Not only should the community be protected by 
regulation, it should also be confident that it is being protected. Neither industry 
nor government benefits from the community losing faith in the integrity of the 
country’s laws and regulations.

So it is with some reluctance that CropLife has spent this year telling ministers, 
departmental officials and farmer representatives that the regulator for agricultural 
and veterinary chemicals, the Australian Pesticides and Veterinary Medicines 
Authority (APVMA), is broken. The time being taken by the APVMA to register new 
and innovative pesticides is inexcusably long, sometimes up to five years longer 
than it should take.

To add insult to injury, the APVMA runs on a full cost recovery basis – meaning 
that its $25 million budget is raised entirely through levies and fees on industry. 
While this arrangement may look efficient to an economic rationalist, it must be 
questionable in the eyes of the community. How can a regulator be seen to be 
objective and independent if it is entirely dependent for funds on the industry 
that it regulates? Government would be wise to address this disconnect before the 
community demands that it does so.

In the meantime, there has been no discernable improvement in the APVMA’s 
efficiency this year, and the regulator has proposed to raise its fees considerably 
over the next four years. CropLife has spent much of 2009 explaining to decision 
makers that the APVMA does not actually need more money, but to have its 
policy platform changed. While we have been hit with yet more inequitable 
APVMA fee increases, we have at least been successful in securing a Council 
of Australian Governments (COAG) undertaking to develop a national framework 
for the regulation of agricultural and veterinary chemicals in Australia. CropLife is 
fully engaged in this process and aims to achieve a new regulatory system that is 
efficient, equitable and fosters agricultural innovation.

Not only do these barriers to innovation have immediate impacts but also longer 
term effects. Some agricultural chemical manufacturers are deciding not to bring 
some of their new and innovative products to Australia at all. The combination of 
a small market, an inefficient regulatory system and poor policies is proving to be 
a considerable disincentive.

Elsewhere in this CropLife Annual Review 2009 you will read more about these 
other barriers to agricultural innovation and CropLife’s work to dismantle them.

I am indebted to the enthusiasm and dedication of the staff at the CropLife secretariat 
for staying motivated in the face of limited progress this year. My appreciation 
is also extended to the many experienced, knowledgeable and astute people in 
CropLife’s member companies who contribute through our Board, committees, 
project groups and forums to the development of our positions and policies.

We look forward to the same level of enthusiasm and endeavour in 2010, but 
considerably more success.
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Have you ever wondered how you’re able to buy and eat tropical fruits in the middle 
of winter and cold weather vegetables in summer?  Most of us never really consider 
the investment, effort and science that goes into the production of plentiful, tasty and 
affordable food all year round when we’re just grabbing a few things on our way home 
from another busy day. 

While this lack of interest is completely understandable it gives politicians an excuse to 
ignore important food production problems. 

Australia is one of the world’s most urbanised populations and elections are usually 
decided in major cities.  Urban apathy towards food production results in politicians 

ignoring important rural issues, simply because they do not resonate with city voters.  
This lack of action has real impacts on the foods that we consume and the 

security of Australia’s food supply.

One of these problems is the limited number of pest control 
options for farmers of specialty and minor crops, many of 

which are fruits and vegetables. 

In Australia, all chemicals that are used for 
controlling pests, weeds and crop diseases must 
first be assessed and registered by an independent 
federal regulator, the Australian Pesticides and 
Veterinary Medicines Authority (APVMA).  The 
APVMA requires pesticide manufacturers to 
submit comprehensive research data for every 
crop the product will be used on, so that they 
can assess any risks and provide instructions 
for safe use on product labels.   To provide 
maximum protection to crops, people and the 
environment, pesticides can only be registered 
for use on specific crops to fight specific pests.

Most Australian fruit and vegetable crops are 
small on a global scale, with a correspondingly 

small number of crop producers looking to 
purchase products to control their pests.  When this 

small market does not provide any way for pesticide 
manufacturers to recover through product sales the cost 

of the research needed to register it in the first place, the 
manufacturer makes the business decision not to invest in the 

research or to register the product for that crop.

The result of this market failure is a lack of approved pest control options for 
some specialty and minor crops and a severe shortage of approved options for the rest. 

Faced with the prospect of having to watch their crops be destroyed by pests or use 
chemicals in unapproved ways, some farmers will do the latter.  However, any use that is 

Minor use is a major issue
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not specified on a product label has not undergone a scientific assessment of the risks, 
with the exception of those that have been granted a special permit by the APVMA.  In 
the vast majority of cases, this ‘off-label use’ does not present a danger to people or the 
environment, but it could result in crops being ruined through incorrect application or 
being turned away from sensitive export markets because of pesticide residues.

There is a solution to this problem, but Australian politicians have neglected to 
implement it. 

In the United States, there has been a partnership between industry and governments 
for the past �� years that has funded the research needed to make safety assessments 
for more than �0,000 uses of crop protection products in specialty and minor crops.  In 
�00� Canada followed suit and established a similar program.  Several of Australia’s 
competitors for agricultural export markets are now establishing their own programs. 

The proliferation of these programs means that not only are Australian specialty and 
minor crop producers being frustrated by limited crop protection options, they are also 
competing with growers who do not have this constraint. 

An independent analysis of the United States program for specialty and minor crops 
found that it delivered a return on investment of �0,000 percent.  A similar program 
in Australia would be the perfect stimulus to shepherd the agricultural sector and rural 
communities through the global recession and into the future.

The benefits that have accrued from the US program are reflected by the fact that 
Australian specialty and minor crops as a proportion of total agriculture make up less 
than half the proportion they do in the US. 

Specialty and minor crops are typically high value, so their inability to effectively 
compete in global markets places an artificial ceiling on the value of Australia’s 
agricultural production.  This limitation also extends to the range of fresh produce 
available and makes those foods that are available more expensive to purchase. 

If we want to be able to choose between a wide range of fruits and vegetables, if we 
want to be certain that these foods have been produced safely, and if we don’t want 
to pay a fortune for the privilege, then Australia needs a national program to assist the 
registrations of crop protection products for specialty and minor crops.

CropLife and crop producers have sought to work in partnership with the Australian 
Government to address this issue for over a decade.  We cannot do it on our own.  
Frustratingly, politicians are not listening because they believe this issue is of no interest 
to urban voters and will never get a political profile in Australia.

CropLife intends to ensure that it does.  We have cast a light on the unresolved pest 
control needs of specialty and minor crop producers and we will continue to do so until 
this situation is resolved. 

Let’s hope that it does not take yet another decade.
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CropLife Australia’s strategic approach is to identify and focus 
on realising a manageable number of priority outcomes each 
year. This approach recognises the modest annual budget 
with which CropLife is furnished through membership fees, 
balanced with the need to provide optimal value to members 
collectively. Progress made in 2009 towards achieving these 
priority outcomes is reported below.

2009 progress report

Domestic regulatory outcomes in 2009 were generally positive for CropLife biotechnology 
members. 

During this year, Western Australia decided to undertake a commercial trial of genetically 
modified (GM) canola which was welcomed by CropLife and its members. A less positive 
development was the decision by the Tasmanian Government to extend its moratorium on all 
genetically modified organisms (GMOs) until 2014. 

During the past year we saw the regulation of food labelling earmarked for a comprehensive 
review by the Food Regulation Ministerial Council and CropLife is already preparing for this 
process. CropLife has regularly met with a range of national regulators to progress reforms. 
We also maintain regular communications with regulators when issues arise. 

Crop biotechnology

Minimal effective regulation (domestic)
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During 2009, CropLife biotechnology members agreed on approaches to regulatory 
streamlining and product launch stewardship. The Regulatory Project Group also developed 
several other policies including liability and food labelling.

The main focus of our regulatory reform work in 2009 has been to streamline the regulation 
of insect-resistant GM plants by the Australian Pesticides and Veterinary Medicines Authority 
(APVMA) and the Office of the Gene Technology Regulator (OGTR). Several meetings were 
held and a preferred approach has been discussed with regulators. This activity is intended 
to deliver significant benefits to members by reducing application costs and assessment 
times without any reduction in regulatory rigour.

Minimal effective regulation 
(international)

CropLife Australia’s membership of 
CropLife International provides us 
with a strong global network to 
share information and achieve 
international outcomes. 

The major international 
biotechnology project for 
CropLife Australia in 2009 
commenced with a re-
examination of the Cartagena 

Protocol on Biosafety by our 
members. This protocol was 

reviewed by a number of industry 
and government groups around the 

year 2000, however more recent reviews 
were lacking and since then the vast 

majority of the world has ratified the protocol. 

CropLife Australia performed a cost-benefit analysis on ratifying the protocol and came to the 
conclusion that Australian interests would be best served by ratification. CropLife has also 
contacted a range of peak bodies and has begun to seek their support for this position. 

This year we worked closely with several Codex Committees to develop Australian policies 
and briefings for delegations. We met with officials from the Department of Foreign Affairs 
and Trade, the OGTR, the Australian Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry, Food 
Standards Australia New Zealand, the APVMA and others to progress a range of international 
issues throughout the year. 

Advocacy/outreach to promote informed policy/regulatory decisions

CropLife actively engages with state and federal agricultural ministers, key policy makers and 
the media to promote better-informed regulatory and policy decisions. 

While the Global Food Crisis was overshadowed by another GFC in 2008, international 
agencies such as the United Nations continued to warn that agricultural innovation must 
rapidly accelerate yield increases if we are to avert unprecedented global starvation. 
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CropLife continues to emphasise this challenge when there are opportunities for input into 
relevant inquiries and policy development processes.

It is encouraging to note that many other leaders share our views on these issues. The 
Federal Agriculture Minister the Hon. Tony Burke told a meeting 

at the United Nations that GM crops were part of the solution 
in addressing the dual challenge of a global food shortage 

and climate change. Western Australian Agriculture 
Minister Terry Redman also mentioned the need to 
maximise farming areas and yields with GM crops. 
CropLife met with both ministers during 2009. 
CropLife media releases, letters and opinion pieces 
have been published widely in a range of urban and 
rural papers over the past 12 months. Our messages 
highlight the safety of GM crops, their benefits, the 
extensive regulatory assessments that are undertaken 

and the importance of GM breeding methods in 
achieving future food security. 

We also continue to build and develop strong relationships 
with other peak industry representatives. 

Issues management to bring 
balance to the debate

Unfortunately not all our communications 
are based on positive messages. In the 
past year we have also been involved 
in correcting a number of factually 
incorrect or misleading stories on 
agricultural biotechnology. 

International anti-GM activists continue 
to be imported by their Australian 
counterparts. In 2009, at least three – 
Moe Parr, Ross Murray and Shiv Chopra 
– had tours around Australia funded by 
anti-GM groups. We have also seen several 
small protests aimed at ministerial events 
or at various aspects of the Western Australian 
announcement. CropLife monitors all of these issues 
and responds when it is in our members’ interests. 

CropLife is a founding member of Agrifood Awareness Australia and this organisation often 
takes the lead when issues garner attention in the media. Agrifood Awareness provides a 
network for information sharing and message coordination that is vital when responding to 
these issues. CropLife Australia was involved in communications strategies with this network 
several times in 2009.
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Crop protection
Regulatory reform

CropLife’s efforts to highlight the need to reform the regulation of agricultural chemicals 
resulted this year in government recognition of the problem as well as a commitment to 
developing solutions.

CropLife’s regulatory reform agenda now forms part of a package of initiatives designed to 
‘unshackle agricultural innovation’, thereby providing farmers with timely access to a wider 
range of crops, pesticides and pesticide uses. The package aims to improve the efficiency 
of the pesticide registration process and regulatory framework, improve data protection, 
establish a minor use initiative and widen farmer access to GM crops. 

These themes were expounded in a submission to the House of Representatives inquiry 
into the role of government in assisting Australian farmers adapt to the impacts of climate 
change.

Efficient registrations

Chemistry assessments have been a major impediment to timely evaluation of registration 
applications. With a new focus on chemistry and the recruitment of new evaluators, the 
Australian Pesticides and Veterinary Medicines Authority (APVMA) has advised that it has 
doubled the number of chemistry evaluations finalised per month and reduced the backlog. 
This improvement should result in increased numbers, and eventually increased speed of 
product registrations and of approvals of new active constituents over the next year. 

The APVMA is improving its process for identification and notification of deficiencies in 
applications and is introducing electronic tracking of timeframes for screening applications. 

CropLife contributed directly to the development of new guidelines for spray adjuvants, 
import tolerances and product labelling. A number of other improvements to registration 
processes are expected to be introduced when the APVMA’s Manual of Requirements and 
Guidelines is revised.



��

Some improvements in consultation mechanisms have been made by the APVMA, and there 
is increased recognition of CropLife as the industry peak body. We continue to work closely 
with the APVMA to improve regulatory efficiency.

Due to budgetary restrictions, the APVMA has decided to 
suspend some of its activities and not add new activities 
to its work plan for 2009–10.

Harmonised regulatory framework

Lack of consistency across state control of use 
legislation for agricultural chemicals has for many 
years imposed undue regulatory burden and costs 
on the industry and farmers. As a result, CropLife 
proposed a new regulatory model to the Productivity 
Commission’s study of chemicals and plastics 
regulation. This model involves vertical integration by 
including control of use in the Agvet Code. 

The Council of Australian Governments (COAG) endorsed the 
Productivity Commission’s recommendation and directed the 

Primary Industries Ministerial Council (PIMC) to develop a 
national framework for agricultural and veterinary chemicals 

regulation in order to reduce unnecessary costs to 
industry and to improve compliance. CropLife provided 
considerable input to the work undertaken by the 
Product Safety and Integrity Committee during 2009 
in developing the framework. This is expected to be 
delivered firstly to PIMC and then COAG, before mid 
2010.

CropLife has been active in meeting with key state 
ministers and government officials to raise awareness 

of regulatory reform issues and promote the agricultural 
innovation initiative. CropLife has also made submissions to 

Tasmanian and NSW reviews of state pesticide regulations.

Progress has been made in streamlining the setting of maximum residue 
limits between the APVMA and Food Standards Australia New Zealand for residues in 
produce. Other Productivity Commission recommendations on harmonising regulations 
that are being implemented as ‘early harvest’ reforms are poisons scheduling, the revised 
Dangerous Goods Code, and rationalisation of products regulated by the APVMA.

Non-compliance identified and addressed

Much of the APVMA’s focus on compliance this year was devoted to dealing with a legal 
case. As a result, the regulator’s review of its compliance policies and tools was placed on 
the back-burner.
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Limited progress was made on the APVMA’s review of the AgQA Scheme, with CropLife 
providing comments on the terms of reference and scope of the review. We advocated 
the need to reduce the emphasis on checking the paper trail of active constituents and to 
focus more on the actual risks of non-compliant pesticides reaching the marketplace. It 
is expected that improved compliance and enforcement mechanisms will form part of the 
national regulatory framework that is being developed.

Adequate and enforced data protection

Adequate and enforced data protection is a key component of our agricultural innovation 
campaign. It is needed to provide pesticide manufacturers with a commercial driver 
to continue to invest in research and development of new chemicals. Parts of the data 
protection package were enacted in 2005 but industry has been frustrated ever since by 
successive delays in getting additional legislation drafted to extend and improve the existing 
legislation to cover reviews and permits. CropLife was optimistic that COAG’s endorsement of 
data protection as an ‘early harvest’ reform would result in the legislation being drafted and 
presented to Parliament in 2009, but this has not transpired. Discussions continue with the 
Federal Agriculture Minister the Hon. Tony Burke, and his department.

Minimal additional regulatory burden 

  Chemicals of Security Concern

Chemicals of Security Concern 
(CSCs) are those that have 

been identified as having 
the potential to be used 

for terrorist purposes 
in Australia. As a 
foundation member 
of the industry 
consultative group 
established by 
the Department 
of Prime Minister 
and Cabinet, 
CropLife continues 
to have significant 

input into the policy 
response for the 

effective management 
of agricultural chemicals 

that are CSCs.

During the previous year, 
policy responsibility for this issue 

shifted from the Department of Prime 
Minister and Cabinet to the Attorney-General’s 

Department. Largely, this has been because of the shift in focus from development of CSC 
policy, to implementation of that policy by the Attorney-General’s Department. 
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CropLife continues to be closely engaged and to highlight some of the unique characteristics 
of agricultural chemicals that are relevant to the successful implementation of the CSC 
framework. These characteristics include the following:

• Agricultural chemicals are already among the most highly regulated chemicals in 
 Australia, with extensive controls from manufacture or import through to transport, 
 distribution and use.
• The vast majority of purchases by Australian farmers and land managers are for legitimate   
 uses.
• The agricultural chemicals industry already takes the stewardship of its products very 
 seriously and backs this up with accreditation, training and stewardship activities designed 
 to reduce the possibility of high risk chemicals falling into the wrong hands.

Many of CropLife’s views have been incorporated 
into the CSC policy now being implemented 

by the Attorney-General’s Department. 
CropLife’s views on CSC regulation 

were also reflected in the 
Productivity Commission’s report 

into chemicals and plastics 
regulation in Australia, in 
particular recognising 
the significant role that 
CropLife members have 
in the stewardship of their 
products.

CropLife will continue to 
seek to have its stewardship 

activities recognised by 
governments as policies for 

chemicals that are CSCs are 
developed. Avoiding a repeat 

of the inconsistent, expensive 
and proscriptive regulatory solution 

implemented to manage security-
sensitive ammonium nitrate continues to be a 

primary objective.

To date, no additional regulation of CSCs has been introduced with access to products 
maintained for legitimate users. Implementation continues to be characterised by mutual 
trust and cooperation among all governments and affected stakeholders. 

Globally Harmonised System for the Classification and Labelling of Chemicals

CropLife continues to closely monitor Australian progress on policy developments 
regarding implementation of the Globally Harmonised System for the Classification and 
Labelling of Chemicals (GHS). Implementation in Australia falls within the responsibility of 
several Federal Government departments, many of which have the potential to impact on 
agricultural chemicals regulation. 
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Currently, Australian labels for pesticide products are approved by the APVMA following 
scientific risk assessments conducted by the Commonwealth’s Department of the 
Environment, Water, Heritage and the Arts (for environmental risks) and the Office of 
Chemical Safety and Environmental Health in the Department of Health and Ageing (for 
human health and workplace safety risks). CropLife is continuing its work to ensure that any 
additional hazard-based labelling requirements are appropriate and protect users’ health 
and safety. 

CropLife continues to work with key industry allies to coordinate industry input into GHS 
policy development in Australia. During 2009, this has included responding to discussion 
papers issued by the Department of Health and Ageing and Safe Work Australia on GHS 
implementation for workplace chemicals. Coordinated and targeted action has been critical 
in mounting opposition to Safe Work Australia proposals to implement hazard statements 
on agricultural chemical labels. These actions have been effective in preventing additional 
labelling requirements that offer little benefit in either trade harmonisation or improved 
workplace safety.

Ideally, CropLife would like to see agricultural chemicals 
excluded from any scheme to implement GHS 

within Australia on the basis that the current 
risk-based labels are much more useful to 

users of agricultural chemicals than a 
hazard statement that offers no advice 

on how to manage the risk. However, 
CropLife has modified its position to 
accept that some additional hazard 
statements may be necessary, but 
that the additional requirements 
should only come into effect 
following GHS implementation by 
Australia’s major trading partners 
such as China and the US.

In late 2008, the Productivity 
Commission recommended that 

Australia should not implement GHS 
in advance of its major trading partners, 

and COAG has subsequently agreed that 
Australia should not be an early adopter of 

the GHS. CropLife continues to highlight this to 
some Australian Government agencies that wish to 

implement GHS at the earliest possible opportunity.
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Stewardship that delivers value
CropLife Australia has an enviable record in respect to industry stewardship, which it 
continues to maintain.

CropLife and its members contend that the responsible use of chemicals and waste 
management initiatives ensures a cleaner environment for the community as a whole and 
adds to Australia’s clean and green image.

Beneficial resistance management

CropLife continues to pursue and promote technologies that encourage responsible and 
sustainable pesticide use. The CropLife Resistance Management Strategies, the primary 
tool for achieving this objective, were again reviewed this year and made available on the 
CropLife website as an ongoing service to farmers, advisors, consultants and educators. 

The past year also saw CropLife complete a review of the fungicide activity classification 
system to bring it into line with the international system and incorporate significant 
developments in the means by which fungicides are categorised. The primary outcome of 
this review was the shift from a letters to numbers (or letter/number combinations) based 
coding system. 

Separately, the Insecticide Resistance Management Review Group made substantial inroads 
into a similar review of the insecticide mode of action groups classification system, again to 
align it with the international system and thereby facilitate the proficient inclusion of future 
additions. The establishment of a new group entitled Unknown (‘UN’), for compounds with 
as-yet unspecified modes of action, will enhance this system. 

As with earlier amendments to the herbicide mode of action groups classification system, 
modification of the systems by which both fungicides and insecticides are classified will 
necessitate changes to product labels, which are required to be phased in within three years 
from the respective implementation dates.
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With the Resistance Management Strategies the most accessed information on CropLife’s 
website, a key focus will continue to be on fostering understanding, cooperation and 
communication between industry, government and farmers in respect to resistance 
management.

Minimising off-target impacts and adverse regulatory responses

CropLife members spend considerable amounts of time and effort to ensure that their 
products are safe to use, and that their use does not harm human or environmental health. 
Our members are committed to supporting responsible use practices that are designed to 
minimise the risk of off-target impacts from spray drift, run off or residue infringements. 
In 2009, our activities included stewardship arrangements to ensure that users have the 
knowledge and skills necessary to prevent off-target impacts.

User competencies

The most significant opportunity for the agricultural chemicals industry to reduce the 
risk from the use of agricultural chemicals is to promote measures that improve the 
professionalism and skills of product users. 

During the year, CropLife maintained strategic relationships with key organisations to assist 
in implementing mechanisms that can improve the performance of agricultural chemical 
users. These have included:

• working with the Grains Industry Training Network to promote mechanisms to improve 
 access to, and the availability of, high quality training for chemical users and application 
 advisors

• continuing support for the Product 
 Safety and Integrity    
 Committee’s proposal for a  
 national 
 user training   
 and accreditation
 scheme for 
 some higher risk 
 chemicals

• continuing   
 support for the
  National   
 Farmers’   
 Federation’s   
 development of 
 guidelines
 to better   
 manage spray  
 drift resulting  
 from the incorrect   
 application of
  chemicals.
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These measures are critical to ensuring that users of chemicals continue to do so 
responsibly. Unfortunately, progress on many of these issues has not been as significant as 
desired. In part, this has been due to the waning of much of the initial impetus that drove 
these programs early in their development. However, looking forward, CropLife intends to 
reinvigorate much of this work, as better management practices and guidelines will be useful 
to inform the development of nationally consistent control of use regulations.

Great Barrier Reef 

CropLife remains engaged with key regulators (including the Federal Department of the 
Environment, Water, Heritage and the Arts; the Queensland Environment Protection Agency; 
the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Authority; and the Queensland Department of Primary 
Industries) and industry allies (including CaneGrowers, Queensland Farmers’ Federation 
[QFF], Australian Sugar Milling Council and Agforce) in ensuring that any additional 
regulation to protect the Great Barrier Reef (GBR) is properly targeted and effective.

During the Queensland election campaign in 2009, protection of the GBR became a 
political issue. Following the election, the new Queensland Government sought to implement 
new measures to protect the GBR. CropLife remains concerned that much of the debate 
surrounding the level of risk that pesticides present to the reef is confounded by a lack 
of reliable science. CropLife continues to point out that there are significant gaps in the 
scientific literature. Most telling, there still remains no evidence of any damage caused by 
the barely detectable levels of pesticides found in reef waters.

CropLife continues to promote the view that until there is evidence that the very low levels 
of pesticides being detected are actually causing damage, any significant regulatory action 
needs to carefully weigh the potential benefit with likely costs to affected industries.

During 2009, CropLife continued to question both publicly and privately many of the claims 
made by several interest groups, including the WWF. While significant data gaps remain, 
CropLife has engaged with the Queensland Department of Primary Industries and the 
Environmental Protection Agency to ensure that the regulatory responses that do occur are 
proportionate to the true level of risk.

Minor use 

The past twelve months have seen a frustrating lack of progress on the minor use issue. No 
new funding was allocated in the 2009 Federal Budget and we have seen the Minor Use 
Liaison Office cease operation, with its funding absorbed by the APVMA Permits Team. 

On a more positive note, the planned harmonisation of control of use regulations for 
agricultural chemicals has brought renewed attention to the issue, particularly in Victoria. 

Current Victorian regulations often allow specialty crop growers to use agricultural chemicals 
in ways that are not permitted on the label. Many stakeholders in Victoria would like to see 
this system nationalised when the control of use regulations are harmonised. However, 
CropLife believes that a national registration program is the only way to ensure that minor 
uses of chemicals are legal, safe, effective and do not leave trade-disrupting residues. 

CropLife has included the minor use issue and proposed solution as one of the four pillars of 
our agricultural innovation campaign. We hope that by highlighting the growth-suppressing 
effect of inadequate legal pest controls in specialty industries we will bring this issue the 
political attention it deserves in the 2010 Budget.
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Agsafe and AgStewardship 
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Agsafe and AgStewardship 

The establishment of AgStewardship 
Australia, to work in partnership with 
Agsafe, marks the next chapter in 
Australia’s approach to the responsible 
management of agricultural chemicals.

Australia has an impressive record of 
agricultural stewardship through the 
drumMUSTER and ChemClear® programs, 
now in their tenth and fifth respective 
years of operation. The programs, funded 
by a four cents per litre/kg levy on 
participating agricultural and veterinary 
chemical containers, have been an 
undoubted success.

drumMUSTER reached its �� millionth 
drum collection milestone at the end of 
�00�, representing over ��,�00 tonnes 
of material diverted from landfill and 
recycled. The program now operates 
through ��0 collection agencies, which 
include ��� local government councils, 
servicing an estimated �� percent of drum 
sales at ��� collection sites throughout 
Australia.

Likewise, ChemClear® has staged 
collections in every state and the Northern 
Territory, with over ��� tonnes of 
unwanted chemicals safely removed from 
the environment since the program started 
in late �00�. The chemicals collected 
through the ChemClear® program are 
safely disposed of through a number of 
disposal methods.

Agricultural chemicals are integral to 
many aspects of Australian life, including 
agricultural and livestock production, 
amenity horticulture and the turf and 
nursery industry. It is accepted that their 
use can pose a risk to the environment 

New partners 
in industry 
stewardship

��
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and to human health if not managed 
correctly. CropLife members demonstrated 
environmental leadership by being 
early movers in taking responsibility for 
their products. This ‘cradle to grave’ 
product stewardship has been adopted 
widely within the industry as sound 
business practice and a tool to minimise 
environmental and health risks.
Agsafe was established as a wholly-
owned subsidiary of Avcare (CropLife’s 
predecessor) in ���� to manage the 
accreditation and training scheme for the 
distributors/resellers of pesticides and 
animal health products. The engagement 
 

of Agsafe in ���� by signatories to 
the Industry Waste Reduction Scheme 
(IWRS) to run the drumMUSTER and 
ChemClear® programs was further evidence 
of industry’s preparedness to lead the 
way in the management of potential risks 
posed by their products to people or the 
environment.

In �00�, recognising the need to reaffirm 
and consolidate stakeholder support, 

the key industry partners in the IWRS 
asked the Agsafe Board to commission an 
independent review of the programs. 
The independent review recognised 
the need to change the governance 
arrangements for the programs by 
clearly delineating the day-to-
day operational management 
of the IWRS programs from 
the strategy and policy setting 
aspects.

This recognition has lead to 
the establishment of a new 
company, AgStewardship 
Australia, to shape and drive the 
strategic approach of the IWRS. 

The new Board includes Nick Keatinge 
and Simon Ramsay representing the 
National Farmers’ Federation; Dean 
Corbett representing CropLife Australia; Ian 
Champion from Animal Health Alliance / 
Veterinary Manufacturers and Distributors 
Association; John Pritchard representing the 
Australian Local Government Association; 
and an independent Chair, Lauchlan 
McIntosh. AgStewardship Australia will 
engage with governments, regulators and 
stakeholders and set the strategic direction, 
policies and priorities for the drumMUSTER 
and ChemClear® programs.
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As part of the new arrangements 
sanctioned by the Australian 

Competition and Consumer 
Commission (ACCC), 

responsibility for 
collection of the four 
cents per litre/kg 
levy has passed 
from Agsafe to 
AgStewardship 
Australia. 
AgStewardship 
Australia will have a 
strong advocacy role 
in negotiating with 

governments at all 
levels on such issues as 

regulatory reform and in 
ensuring the continuation of 

the levy authorisation through 
the ACCC.

With its strong network of regional 
consultants and the support of local 
government authorities, Agsafe is ideally 
situated to continue to administer these 
programs under a service agreement with 
AgStewardship Australia.
 

Agsafe Acceditation and 
Training

The Agsafe Accreditation 
and Training program 
provides best-practice 
farm chemical and 
plant nutrition training 
and, together with 
the drumMUSTER and 
ChemClear® programs, 
confirms Agsafe as 
a leader in safety, 
environmental and waste 
management issues. 

Agsafe accreditation is a risk management 
program that provides support to the rural 
chemical supply network across Australia. 
Distribution premises that participate in 
the Agsafe program are visited every two 
years by an accreditation facilitator who 
provides up to four hours of consultative 
services and assists all eligible businesses 
in meeting the requirements of the 
Agsafe Industry Code of Practice for the 
Safe Transport, Handling and Storage 
of Packaged Agricultural and Veterinary 
Chemicals.

Agsafe personnel training ensures 
agricultural chemicals in the distribution 
chain – from manufacture, through to sale 
to the end-user – are handled by industry 
personnel who understand all relevant 
safety and regulatory obligations, can fulfil 
appropriate ‘duty of care’ obligations and 
can deliver to the end-user appropriate 
advice on chemical use, consistent with 
legal obligations of states and territories. 
Every year the program trains over �,000 
personnel and accredits over ��0 stores 
around Australia.
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Helping Australian farmers meet global challenges
Australian farmers are well known for their ingenuity and use of innovative tools to overcome challenges. Such agricultural innovation is 
needed today to meet the combined challenges of climate change, the global recession and food security. New crops, new pesticides and 
new pesticide uses are needed so farmers can continue to produce plentiful, affordable and nutritious food while battling pests, plant 
diseases and climatic conditions.

The challenges…

Climate change 
Climate change may lead to plants facing heat stress, water stress and changes in the distribution, abundance and severity of pests, diseases 
and weeds. These factors may lead to changed growth patterns and changes in the economic viability of crops in particular regions, resulting 
ultimately in the shifting or even demise of some crops. Farmers need new crops that are more suited to the changing conditions; new 
pesticides that are effective while reducing agriculture’s environmental footprint; and access to a wider range of pesticide uses to deal with 
emerging new pests, diseases and weeds.

Global recession  
Agriculture is the only growing sector in the Australian economy, with an expected $31 billion in farm commodity export earnings this year. 
Its sustained growth is crucial not only to the ongoing economic viability of regional Australia but to the whole economy. Our farmers are 
generally ‘price takers’ and are affected more than the rest of the economy by economic downturns and changes in commodity prices. Farm 
input costs are increasing, credit is harder to obtain and regional areas have less capacity to absorb job losses and economic declines than 
large cities. Farmers need to be more productive to meet this challenge.

Food security 
Australia and the world face the challenge of sustainably feeding a global population expected to grow to 9 billion by 2050, while preserving 
and protecting our natural resources. Current food production levels will need to double, even though the available land best suited for 
agriculture continues to diminish. In short, farmers need the innovative tools to help them grow more food from the same amount of land, 
but with less environmental impact. Better tools are also needed to reduce food wastage during transport and storage so that more produce 
can get safely and inexpensively to market.

The innovative tools…

New crops
New and better crops are being developed to deal with drought, soil salinity and new pests. Some of these crops can produce more food on 
less land, or on land that was previously too wet or too dry. Other new crops can resist plant diseases or pests and some offer added health 
or nutritional benefits.
 

New pesticides
New and improved pesticides are being developed to give farmers access to a broader range of crop protection strategies. These new 
pesticides are smarter and more efficient, often requiring less application, thereby protecting the environment and reducing the risk of pest 
resistance.

New uses
The development of new uses for existing pesticides gives the growers of minor and speciality crops, such as fruit and vegetables, the ability 
to use a broader range of registered pesticides to control pests and plant diseases. This strengthens the safeguards that are in place to 
produce safe and high quality food; delivers increased innovation and productivity to growers; and also keeps pesticide residue levels within 
internationally acceptable standards.

Australian farmers are missing out on timely access to these innovations.

Sometimes they are missing out altogether.

For more information: info@croplifeaustralia.org.au

Agricultural 
innovation

��
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Chemtura Australia Pty Ltd
 

Becker Underwood Pty Ltd
 

Bayer CropScience Pty Ltd
 

BASF Australia Ltd
 

Members at June 2009

Corporate

Accensi Pty Ltd
 ACCENSI is Australia’s leading toll chemical formulation company. With a 

strong focus on crop protection chemicals, ACCENSI manufactures a wide 
range of products for both local and multinational chemical companies.

BASF is the world’s leading chemical company, providing products and 
services to numerous industries including the agricultural sector. BASF is a 
global leader in providing solutions to the pest control industry.

Bayer CropScience is a world leader in the areas of crop protection, pest 
control, seeds and plant biotechnology. As a partner in the production of 
high-quality food, feed and fibre, Bayer CropScience offers comprehensive 
solutions for modern, sustainable agriculture and non-agricultural 
applications.

Becker Underwood develops, formulates, manufactures and markets a 
wide range of specialty bio-agronomic and related products for agriculture, 
turf management, seed treatment, wood recycling, aquaculture, vegetation 
management, forestry, and structural pest control.

Chemtura Australia provides a total range of crop protection products, 
protecting crops against diseases, pests and weeds. The diverse range of 
products provides solutions for today and far into the future, for the wide 
range of issues facing farmers and growers.

Dow AgroSciences Australia Ltd
 

Dow AgroSciences is a top-tier agricultural company that combines the 
power of science and technology with the ‘Human Element’ to constantly 
improve what is essential to human progress. Dow AgroSciences 
provides innovative technologies for crop protection, pest and vegetation 
management, seeds, traits, and agricultural biotechnology to serve the 
world’s growing population. 

DuPont (Australia) Ltd DuPont Agricultural Products serves Australian agricultural producers with 
a range of crop protection products for the grain and specialty crop sectors 
as well as forestry and vegetation management. In Australia, DuPont’s 
herbicides, insecticides and fungicides are registered for use in numerous 
crops, including cereals, oilseeds, cotton, cane, pastures and fruit and 
vegetables.

Farmoz Pty Ltd 
 

Farmoz is a major supplier of crop protection products to Australian 
farmers, through an extensive network of key rural resellers. Their products 
include a wide range of herbicides, insecticides and fungicides, used in 
producing high quality broadacre and horticultural crops for local and 
export markets.
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FMC Australasia Pty Ltd
FMC is a diversified chemical company serving agricultural, industrial 
and consumer markets globally. FMC Agricultural Products provides crop 
protection and pest control products for worldwide markets.

Monsanto Australia Limited
 

Monsanto is an agricultural company, applying innovation and technology 
to help farmers around the world produce more while conserving more. 
Monsanto helps farmers grow sustainably so they can be successful and 
produce healthier foods, better animal feeds and more fibre while also 
reducing agriculture’s impact on the environment.

Nufarm Australia Limited
 

Nufarm Australia Limited is one of the world’s leading crop protection 
companies. Nufarm produces products to help farmers protect their crops 
against damage caused by weeds, pests and disease. Nufarm’s products 
are designed to perform in tough Australian conditions. 

Nuseed
 

Nuseed is an Australian-owned seed company committed to the breeding 
of canola, wheat, sunflower, corn, grain and forage sorghum.

Pioneer Hi-Bred Australia Pty Ltd
 

Pioneer Hi-Bred Australia works closely with Australian farmers to develop 
seed products for local environments. In Australia, Pioneer sells seed of 
hybrid corn, grain sorghum and forage sorghum. It also sells seed of canola 
hybrids and varieties. Pioneer has crop-specific and multi-crop inoculants 
for use on various crop silages.

Sipcam Pacific Australia Pty Ltd
 

Sipcam Australia is a leading supplier of farm chemicals to rural Australia. 
With global economies of scale in manufacture and a highly efficient 
distribution network, Sipcam brings a new level of value to the crop 
protection market. Value is further enhanced by ongoing investments in 
new formulation, and delivery technologies designed to improve product 
performance and profitability.

Sumitomo Chemical Australia Pty Limited
 

Sumitomo Chemical Australia is a wholly-owned subsidiary of Sumitomo 
Chemical Company, a leading agrochemical company in Japan. Sumitomo 
Chemical Australia develops and markets technologies for use in agricultural 
production and general pest management.

Syngenta Crop Protection Pty Limited 
 

Syngenta is one of the world’s leading companies and is dedicated to 
‘bringing plant potential to life’. Through world-class science, global 
reach and commitment to its customers, Syngenta helps to increase crop 
productivity, protect the environment and improve health and quality of 
life.
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Associate Corporate

Agrisearch Services Pty Ltd Agrisearch Services is an independent, privately-owned company offering 
a range of contract services in scientific research and development, 
consulting, testing and education – in agriculture and applied biology, 
including the environment and biotechnology.

Associate Individual

Rosemary Henderson Pieter Kwint
Krishnamoorthy Subramanian Michael Tichon

Life Members

Mark Allison Lou Campbell-Smith
Clive Carr Cam Forgie
Claude Gauchat Hermann Mani
Douglas McGuffog Rudi Mueller
Robert Parker Ross Philipson
Jûrgen Reckefuss David Shipley
Jim Swain
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1.7 billion more mouths to feed by 2030; the ratio of arable land to population 
declining by 40-55%; 1.8 billion people living with absolute water scarcity by 2025. 
These are a few of the key factors affecting the future of agriculture.

At CropLife Australia, we work together for sustainable agriculture. The technologies 
offered by the plant science industry have a long history in improving agriculture 
and a critical role to play in meeting the challenges in a growing world – from 
tripling yields and reducing soil erosion to crops that can grow in saline soils and 
rice that requires less water.

Explore the facts and figures of the plant science industry and global agriculture.

To download your own copy of Facts and Figures please go to 
http://www.croplifeaustralia.org.au/default.asp?V_DOC_ID=1992 
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