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Consultation Declaring SGARs as restricted chemical products - DAFF discussion 

paper 

EGCMN's position EGCMN supports the RCP declaration and recommends it proceed 

without delay. 

 

Summary of key points 

EGCMN's position and principal points are summarised below; the body of the submission 

develops each in turn; 

1. EGCMN strongly supports declaring chemical products containing brodifacoum, 

bromadiolone, difenacoum, difethialone and flocoumafen as restricted chemical 

products (Question 1). 

2. The declaration gives legislative effect to the APVMA's own science-based 

certification and is independently corroborated by Victoria's Flora and Fauna 

Guarantee Scientific Advisory Committee. 

3. SGAR contamination of Australian native wildlife is widespread, documented across 

all four major terrestrial vertebrate classes and every landscape type, and includes 

threatened species at potentially lethal residue levels. 

4. Removing household and retail access addresses the structural driver of landscape-

scale contamination. An RCP declaration is the most robust, nationally consistent 

mechanism available to achieve this. 

5. EGCMN identifies no sound reason for the declaration not to proceed (Question 2). 

The objections most likely to be raised - public health, pest-management efficacy, 

cost, and mouse plagues - are answered by retained access to FGARs and non-

anticoagulant rodenticides, authorised-person access to SGARs, the APVMA's 

emergency-permit power, and the experience of comparable jurisdictions. 

6. On additional impacts (Question 3), the existing one-year suspension already provides 

a managed transition. EGCMN's position is that the declaration should commence on 

a defined date and that the controls must be continuous - the suspension should not 

lapse before the RCP and the state and territory authorised-person controls are both 
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in force - with any transition extended only so far as that continuity genuinely requires, 

not as open-ended delay. 

7. Several further impacts - national consistency and the timing of state and territory 

implementation, regrettable substitution (which supports proceeding with the full class-

wide declaration), essential-services and conservation access, enforcement and 

online-supply risk, anticoagulant resistance, and the cost to pest-management 

businesses - reinforce, rather than weigh against, proceeding promptly; where they 

involve real costs, those fall to the separate state and territory frameworks to manage. 

8. EGCMN's detailed recommendations on the conditions that should accompany 

authorised-person access (monitoring, integrated pest management, waterway buffers 

and related measures) have been made separately to the APVMA and are not 

repeated here. 

1. About this submission 

The East Gippsland Conservation Management Network (EGCMN) is a network of 

community organisations and individuals working to protect and restore biodiversity and 

ecological integrity across East Gippsland and connected landscapes. Our members engage 

regularly with threatened-species recovery, land management and environmental decision-

making. 

This submission responds to the Department's discussion paper on declaring SGARs as 

restricted chemical products. The consultation is narrow: it concerns only whether to proceed 

with amending Schedule 4 of the Agricultural and Veterinary Chemicals Code Regulations 

1995 to declare the five SGARs as RCPs, separately from the APVMA's broader 

anticoagulant rodenticides reconsideration and one-year suspension. EGCMN's response is 

directed to that question. 

EGCMN has made a separate, detailed submission to the APVMA addressing the conditions 

that should accompany authorised-person access. Consistent with the scope of this 

consultation, the present submission does not repeat that material; it confines itself to the 

three discussion questions and to the case for proceeding with the declaration. Where we 

cite evidence, that evidence is drawn from EGCMN's APVMA submission and the sources 

listed at the end of this document. 

EGCMN's position is straightforward: we support the declaration and recommend that it 

proceed without delay. 

2. Question 1 - Do you support declaring the five SGARs as 

restricted chemical products? 

EGCMN strongly supports the declaration. We support declaring chemical products 

containing brodifacoum, bromadiolone, difenacoum, difethialone and flocoumafen as RCPs, 

so that they may be supplied only to authorised persons. Five considerations support this 

position. 

1. It rests on the independent regulator's own findings. The APVMA has certified 

that an RCP declaration is in the public interest, following a reconsideration in which 

the delegate made preliminary findings that current SGAR use does not meet the 

safety criteria in section 5A of the Agvet Code with respect to non-target animals. The 

declaration gives legislative effect to the regulator's science-based conclusion. 
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2. It is independently corroborated. Victoria's Flora and Fauna Guarantee Scientific 

Advisory Committee - an independent statutory scientific body - assessed the same 

threat and recommended listing ‘Poisoning of native wildlife by anticoagulant 

rodenticides’ as a potentially threatening process, gazetted on 27 April 2023. Two 

independent processes have reached the same threshold conclusion. 

3. The contamination evidence is overwhelming. SGAR residues have been 

documented in Australian native wildlife across all four major terrestrial vertebrate 

classes and across urban, agricultural and forested landscapes, including in 

threatened species at potentially lethal levels. Table 1 summarises representative 

findings. 

4. It addresses the structural driver of the problem. SGARs have been deployed 

across millions of residential sites by untrained users without supervision or 

compliance monitoring. Restricting supply to authorised persons removes the principal 

source of unsupervised, landscape-scale deployment. Limiting who may deploy these 

compounds, and how, is the necessary first step. 

5. It is the most robust, nationally consistent mechanism available. As the 

discussion paper records, state and territory chemical coordinators advised that an 

RCP declaration would provide the most robust legal framework to ensure access is 

restricted to authorised users in a nationally consistent manner. A patchwork of 

jurisdiction-specific controls would be weaker and harder to enforce. 

The harm at stake is irreversible. The delegate has set the harm threshold at individual 

mortality, and population viability analyses indicate that even small additive increases in 

mortality can shift threatened populations toward extinction. Because species loss cannot be 

undone, the documented evidence of widespread exposure is a sound basis for 

precautionary regulatory action now. 

Table 1. Representative evidence of SGAR contamination in Australian native wildlife. 

Species (common / 

scientific) 
Source Contamination finding 

Conservation / 

population 

significance 

Powerful Owl (Ninox 

strenua) 
Cooke et al. 

2022 
SGARs in 83.3% of birds; 

brodifacoum in every positive 

bird, often at toxic or lethal 

levels 

Vulnerable; exposed 

mainly via possum 

prey; low-density urban 

populations 

Southern Boobook 

(Ninox boobook) 
Lohr 2018 SGARs in 72.6%; 50.7% above 

the liver toxicity threshold 
High exposure, 

including compounds 

not available to the 

public - implicating 

professional use 

Tasmanian wedge-

tailed eagle (Aquila 

audax fleayi) 

Pay et al. 

2021 
SGARs in 74% of eagles Endangered 

subspecies; a 

previously 

unrecognised threat to 

viability 
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Species (common / 

scientific) 
Source Contamination finding 

Conservation / 

population 

significance 

Common brushtail 

possum (Trichosurus 

vulpecula) 

Scammell 

et al. 2024 
SGARs in 91%; ~42% at 

concentrations likely to cause 

mortality 

Key prey species; 

principal exposure 

pathway to Powerful 

Owls 

Threatened dasyurids - 

5 species incl. 

chuditch, quolls, 

Tasmanian devil 

Lohr et al. 

2025 
50% positive across five 

species; 22.2% of chuditch 

carrying lethal-range residues 

Endangered; 

Population Viability 

Analysis (PVA) shows 

small added mortality 

sharply raises 

extinction probability 

Reptiles - dugite, 

bobtail, tiger snake 

(Perth) 

Lettoof et 

al. 2020 
91% / 60% / 45% positive 

respectively 
Demonstrates SGARs 

pervade the reptile 

food web 

Frogs Rowley et 

al. 2024 
17% positive; liver 

concentrations up to ~1,000 

µg/kg 

Confirms exposure 

extends to amphibians 

Multi-species (national) Act for 

Birds 2025 

(open letter, 

280+ 

experts) 

Residues documented in 86 

native species 
Indicates breadth of 

contamination across 

taxa and landscapes 

3. Question 2 - Are there any reasons the RCP declaration 

should not proceed? 

EGCMN identifies no sound reason for the declaration not to proceed. We have 

considered the objections most likely to be raised and do not regard any of them as a sound 

basis for halting or delaying the declaration. Several rest on a misunderstanding of what an 

RCP declaration does: it does not ban SGARs, nor does it remove rodent-control options. It 

restricts supply of these particular compounds to authorised persons, while FGARs and non-

anticoagulant rodenticides remain available to all users, authorised persons retain access to 

SGARs, and the APVMA retains its power to issue emergency permits (for example, during 

mouse plagues). In this respect the declaration is less restrictive than measures already 

adopted in some comparable jurisdictions. Table 2 sets out the principal objections and 

EGCMN's response to each. 

Table 2. Foreseeable objections and EGCMN's response. 

Possible objection EGCMN response Basis / evidence 

Restricting SGARs 

will increase rodent-

borne disease and 

public-health risk. 

An RCP declaration leaves effective rodent 

control available to all users (FGARs, non-

anticoagulant products, trapping, exclusion) 

and preserves authorised-person and 

British Columbia 

prohibited SGARs for 

the public and most 

commercial use in 2023 
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Possible objection EGCMN response Basis / evidence 

emergency-permit access where intensive 

control is needed. 
(with essential-services 

and agricultural 

exemptions); FGARs, 

non-anticoagulant 

products and Integrated 

Pest Management (IPM) 

remain available for 

rodent control there. 

SGARs are essential 

and effective; 

restricting them will 

compromise pest 

management. 

The declaration restricts who may supply and 

use SGARs, not whether effective rodent 

control is available. Authorised persons retain 

SGAR access, and FGARs and modern non-

anticoagulant tools are effective for the great 

majority of situations. 

Self-resetting CO₂ traps, 

cholecalciferol, IoT kill 

systems and exclusion 

are commercially 

available at scale; 

comparable jurisdictions 

manage rodents under 

tighter SGAR 

restrictions. 

Farmers and rural 

users will be left 

exposed, especially 

during plagues. 

Farmers and primary producers can become 

authorised persons; FGARs and non-

anticoagulant rodenticides remain available; 

and the APVMA can issue emergency permits 

to manage plagues. 

The discussion paper 

confirms both the 

emergency-permit 

power and the 

authorised-person 

pathway for primary 

producers. 

There is not yet proof 

of population-level 

impacts, so restriction 

is premature. 

The regulator has already set the harm 

threshold at individual mortality and found that 

current use does not meet the safety criteria. 

Where harm is serious and irreversible, the 

precautionary principle does not require proof 

of population collapse before acting. 

APVMA delegate's 

preliminary findings; 

FFG SAC listing (2023); 

PVA evidence that small 

additive mortality shifts 

extinction trajectories. 

The cost and 

regulatory burden are 

disproportionate. 

Transitional costs are real but bounded and 

adaptable; species loss is irreversible and not 

compensable. The costs are proportionate to 

documented contamination of 72–94% across 

owl species, 91% in possums, and 50% in 

threatened dasyurids. 

Comparable 

jurisdictions have 

implemented equal or 

tighter restrictions 

without disproportionate 

disruption. 

An RCP declaration 

goes too far. 
It does not. The declaration restricts supply to 

authorised persons; it neither bans SGARs nor 

removes alternatives. It is less restrictive than 

the essential-services model already operating 

in British Columbia. 

International 

comparison (Table 3). 

 

The international experience reinforces this conclusion. Across the comparable regulators 

most relevant to this decision - the European Union, the United Kingdom, the United States 

and Canada - the consistent direction has been to restrict or remove general-public access 



 

EGCMN — submission to DAFF: RCP declaration for SGARs Page 6 of 12 

to SGARs (Table 3). Retaining unrestricted consumer access, Australia's current position, is 

the approach that has been tried and shown to fail. Retaining unrestricted consumer access 

- Australia's current position - is the one approach that has been tried and shown to fail. 

Table 3 summarises the comparison. 

Table 3. General-public access to SGARs in comparable jurisdictions. 

Jurisdiction 
General-public access to 

SGARs 
Outcome / relevance 

European Union Prohibited for the general 

public (closed-circuit 

classification); FGARs remain 

available to consumers 

Professional-only access is the established 

baseline across the bloc 

United Kingdom Professional-strength SGARs 

require certification; use of all 

SGARs in open areas (away 

from buildings) illegal from 1 

January 2025 

Tightened after a stewardship scheme that 

retained access failed to reduce wildlife 

exposure (~80% of barn owls) 

United States Banned from consumer 

products since 2008 (phased in 

to ~2015); professional use 

only 

Further mitigation measures proposed from 

2022 and under continuing review - a 

trajectory toward more restriction 

Canada Domestic products cannot 

contain SGARs; restricted to 

licensed and commercial 

users. British Columbia: 

prohibited for the public and 

most commercial use since 21 

January 2023, with exemptions 

for essential services and 

agricultural operators 

Substantial restriction implemented in a 

comparable common-law jurisdiction, while 

FGARs and other options remain available 

Australia (current, 

pre-RCP) 
Available to consumers 

through retail outlets without 

restriction 

The proposed RCP declaration would bring 

Australia into line with comparable 

jurisdictions 

4. Question 3 - Additional impacts the decision-maker should 

weigh 

EGCMN identifies several additional impacts. Properly weighed, each reinforces proceeding 

with the declaration promptly. We address the Department's specific example - the need for 

a transition period - first, and summarise all of the impacts in Table 4. 

Transition period 

EGCMN's position is that the declaration should proceed now and commence on a defined 

date, subject to one overriding condition: the controls must be continuous. The existing one-

year suspension should not be permitted to lapse before both the RCP declaration and the 

state and territory authorised-person controls are in force. A further transition period is 
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justified only to the extent, and for as long as, that continuity genuinely requires - not as an 

open-ended deferral. 

Industry has been on notice of the regulatory direction since the APVMA's proposed 

regulatory decision of December 2025 and, more concretely, since the APVMA's certification 

in March 2026 and the one-year suspension of all SGARs (APVMA Gazette No. 5, 10 March 

2026), which commenced on 24 March 2026. During the suspension, SGARs may be used 

only by permit and only in accordance with additional notified directions. The suspension 

therefore already functions as a managed, time-limited transition: it constrains use 

immediately while the declaration process is completed, and it sets the date - around late 

March 2027 - by which the permanent controls should be in force. 

Within that framework, EGCMN cautions against treating the readiness of authorised-person 

frameworks as a reason to defer the declaration. The need for states and territories to 

finalise licensing and training is a reason to begin now and sequence implementation 

deliberately - not a reason to delay. The objective is to avoid both a regulatory gap (controls 

lapsing before their replacements are live) and unnecessary drift (an extended transition that 

prolongs avoidable harm). Three points bound the question: 

• The harm is ongoing and, for threatened species, irreversible. Every additional 

baiting season under unrestricted retail access adds to landscape-scale 

contamination that persists long after deployment - brodifacoum has a hepatic half-

life of up to 307 days, and SGAR residues persist in prey tissue roughly 100 times 

longer than first-generation residues. 

• Household users are not left without options. FGARs and non-anticoagulant 

rodenticides remain available at retail, so there is no period in which consumers lack 

access to effective rodent control. 

• A bounded transition for industry is already adequate. EGCMN's APVMA 

submission contemplates a transition of around twelve months for label changes and 

supply-chain adjustment; that is consistent with, and can run concurrently with, the 

existing suspension. The transition should be set by what continuity of control 

requires, not extended beyond it. 

In short: commence on a defined date; do not allow the suspension to lapse before the RCP 

and authorised-person controls are both live; and extend the transition only so far as 

readiness genuinely requires. 

National consistency and the timing of state and territory implementation 

The benefit of an RCP declaration is realised through state and territory control-of-use 

legislation, which defines who an ‘authorised person’ is. EGCMN flags, as an impact for the 

decision-maker, the importance of sequencing: the declaration should be made and 

commenced so that authorised-person frameworks are in place by the time the suspension 

ends, avoiding any gap during which neither restriction applies. We support the APVMA 

assisting jurisdictions to align both the timing and the definition of ‘authorised person’ so that 

the controls take effect consistently across Australia. This consideration favours proceeding 

now, so that implementation can be sequenced in an orderly way. 

Risk of regrettable substitution 

Restricting SGARs may shift some demand to FGARs and other rodenticides. International 

experience confirms that substitution is real - in Canada, restricting brodifacoum and 

difethialone shifted use toward bromadiolone (Elliott et al., 2022). This is an impact to weigh, 
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but it points toward proceeding with the full class-wide declaration as certified - covering all 

five SGARs together - rather than a partial declaration that would simply shift use from one 

SGAR to another. The class-wide scope of the APVMA's certification is appropriate precisely 

because it avoids intra-class substitution. 

Preserving essential-services and conservation access 

The declaration should not inadvertently impede legitimate, high-value uses. EGCMN flags 

that state and territory authorised-person frameworks should be designed to accommodate 

public-health settings (hospitals, aged care), food production and storage, critical 

infrastructure, and - importantly - conservation programs such as island eradications and 

threatened-species protection, which rely on SGARs and deliver clear environmental 

benefits. The APVMA's retained power to issue emergency permits addresses the principal 

agricultural concern (mouse plagues). This impact does not weigh against the declaration; it 

is a matter for sensible authorised-person definitions as implementation proceeds. 

Implementation impacts: enforcement, resistance and applicator costs 

Other stakeholders are likely to raise a number of implementation impacts. EGCMN 

addresses the three most significant. In each case the impact is real but, properly 

understood, supports proceeding rather than delaying. 

Enforcement and the risk of grey-market or online supply. EGCMN acknowledges that 

any restriction on retail supply carries some risk of circumvention through online or cross-

border channels. This is a reason to adopt the clearest and most robust supply control 

available - an RCP declaration, applied on a class-wide, nationally consistent basis - not a 

reason to retain the open retail channel that is the principal driver of the documented harm. 

A grey market presupposes a controlled legal market; the regulatory response to leakage is 

enforcement and complementary controls, not abandonment of the control. A single national 

rule removes the interstate arbitrage that a jurisdictional patchwork would create; the class-

wide scope prevents substitution to a non-restricted SGAR; and SGARs fall within existing 

controls on the illegal importation and supply of restricted agricultural chemicals. Most 

household users buy SGARs because they are inexpensive and on the shelf; once that 

channel closes, the path of least resistance leads to the alternatives beside it, not to 

importing a poison. EGCMN recommends that the declaration be supported by guidance to 

online marketplaces and monitoring of online supply - an implementation measure, not a 

barrier to proceeding. 

Anticoagulant resistance. It may be argued that, where rodent populations are resistant to 

first-generation anticoagulants, SGARs are the only effective chemical option, so restricting 

them compromises control. The declaration accommodates this directly: it does not remove 

SGARs from use, it restricts their supply to authorised persons. Where documented 

resistance makes SGARs necessary, an authorised person retains access to deploy them 

under controlled conditions - the appropriate setting for the most potent and persistent 

rodenticides. Resistance is in any event localised rather than universal, and non-

anticoagulant rodenticides, which act by a different mode of action and are unaffected by 

anticoagulant resistance, remain available. Resistance is therefore an argument for keeping 

SGARs available to trained authorised persons - exactly what the declaration preserves - not 

an argument against it. 

Costs to pest-management businesses. EGCMN acknowledges that authorised-person 

requirements have cost implications for pest-management businesses, including small 

operators. Those costs are real, but they fall to the separate state and territory consultations 
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on authorised-person frameworks to manage - through reasonable transition, recognition of 

existing licences and proportionate fees - and they do not bear on whether this declaration 

should be made. EGCMN notes only that the requirement applies equally to all operators, 

and that restricting SGARs to trained professionals is likely to significantly increase demand 

for licensed pest-management services rather than reduce it. 

None of these implementation impacts is a reason to defer the declaration; each is a matter 

to manage as it proceeds. 

A downstream opportunity: a defined and traceable user base 

One further impact is worth noting. By restricting supply to authorised persons, the 

declaration creates - for the first time - a defined, accountable and traceable user base for 

SGARs. This makes structured post-implementation monitoring of wildlife exposure 

operationally feasible in a way that unrestricted retail distribution never allowed. EGCMN's 

detailed recommendations on monitoring and the other conditions that should accompany 

authorised-person access have been made separately to the APVMA and are not repeated 

here; we note only that proceeding with the declaration is what makes those downstream 

measures possible. That EGCMN also advocates further, complementary measures is not a 

reason to delay the declaration: the declaration is the essential foundation on which those 

measures build on, and the need for further steps is a reason to secure that foundation now. 

Alignment with international regulatory direction, and the cost of delay 

Finally, proceeding aligns Australia with the settled direction of comparable jurisdictions 

(Table 3). Each moved to restrict general-public SGAR access as less restrictive approaches 

proved insufficient. Delay would leave Australia an outlier among comparable regulators and 

would prolong the very exposure the reconsideration has identified. The cost of delay is 

therefore not neutral: it is measured in additional, partly irreversible, harm to native wildlife. 

Table 4. Additional impacts and their implications for the decision. 

Additional impact 
Cost or benefit 

of proceeding 
Implication for the decision-maker 

Transition for household 

users 
Neutral Alternatives (FGARs, non-anticoagulants) remain 

available at retail - no extended consumer 

transition needed 

Transition for industry Minor, bounded 

cost 
A ~12-month transition, concurrent with the 

suspension; set it by continuity needs, not 

beyond 

Timing of state / territory 

implementation 
Benefit if 

sequenced; risk if 

not 

Commence now and sequence so the RCP and 

authorised-person controls are live before the 

suspension lapses 

National consistency Benefit A single, robust national mechanism is preferable 

to a jurisdictional patchwork 

Regrettable substitution 

to other compounds 
Manageable risk Proceed with the full class-wide declaration (all 

five SGARs together) 
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Additional impact 
Cost or benefit 

of proceeding 
Implication for the decision-maker 

Essential-services and 

conservation access 
Benefit, 

preserved if 

defined well 

Authorised-person frameworks should 

accommodate these uses; emergency permits 

cover plagues 

Enforcement / online or 

cross-border supply 
Manageable risk Argues for the clearest, class-wide, national 

control - not for retaining open retail; pair with 

monitoring of online supply 

Anticoagulant resistance Addressed Authorised persons retain SGAR access for 

documented resistance; non-anticoagulant 

modes of action remain available 

Costs to pest-

management businesses 
Cost - falls to the 

states 
A matter for state authorised-person frameworks; 

does not bear on whether the declaration is made 

Monitoring feasibility Benefit A defined, traceable user base enables 

downstream monitoring (detail provided to the 

APVMA) 

Ongoing, partly 

irreversible wildlife harm 
Cost of delay Favours proceeding promptly rather than 

extending timelines 

International alignment Benefit Delay would make Australia an outlier among 

comparable regulators 

5. Conclusion 

EGCMN strongly supports declaring products containing brodifacoum, bromadiolone, 

difenacoum, difethialone and flocoumafen as restricted chemical products. The declaration 

gives legislative effect to the APVMA's science-based certification, is independently 

corroborated, and addresses the structural driver of the landscape-scale contamination 

documented across Australian native wildlife. We identify no sound reason for the 

declaration not to proceed: the objections most likely to be raised are answered by the 

rodent-control options that remain available, by the experience of comparable jurisdictions, 

and by the irreversibility of the harm at stake. 

The additional impacts the Department has invited us to identify - transition, national 

consistency, regrettable substitution, essential-services access, enforcement, resistance and 

applicator costs - reinforce, rather than weigh against, proceeding promptly. The existing 

one-year suspension already provides a managed transition; any further transition should be 

set by what continuity of control requires and no more. 

EGCMN's recommendation for the purposes of this consultation is simple: proceed 

with the declaration, commence it on a defined date, and ensure the controls are continuous 

- the suspension should not lapse before the RCP and the state and territory authorised-

person controls are both in force. EGCMN's detailed views on the conditions that should 

accompany authorised-person access have been provided to the APVMA. 

Studies and reports 
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