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Executive smmary

This assessment report presents a compilation of the nomination and assessment processes and
prioritisation results for the initial phase of théational Established Weed PrioritiddEWP)
initiative. This was a prioritisation process to determine new national established weed psioritie

The NEWP is an initiative of the cré&slzZNA 8 RAQUA2Y It bl GA2Y It . A2aS0dzNJ
Environment and Invasives Committee (EIC). It is being guided by the NEWP Steering Group (SG),
made up of industry, community and governmeapresentatives

The aim of NEWP is to enhance weed management across Australia, recognising both the significant
burden invasive plant species place on land managers and the opportunity to contain and reduce
harmful weed impacts.

Through the nomination process for nationally significant weeds, the EIC sought to identify non
native weeds that:

1) OFdzaS GKS Y2ald aArA3ayAFTFAOLY(d yS3AFGABS AYLI OGa o6C
environment, agricultural productivity, cultural values or community spaces

2) have feasible management options to reduce these negative impacts

3) have strong benefits and stakeholder support for taking a nationally coordinated approach to
O2yFAYyAy3a (GKS aLISOASAQ ALINBFIR YR AYLINRGAY3A A

The beneficial uses of any specieyre also identified, with consideration of possible strategies to
minimise negative impacts of a species while retaining its beneficial uses.

The assessment process was implemented as per theNdB@hal Framework for the Management
of Established Pests and Diseases of National Signifi(BREENS).

Nomination and assessment process

The nomination and assessment process invbfoer steps:

1) expression of interest

2) nomination

3) assessment (preliminary and detailed)
4) review and approval.

Nominations were assessed as described inGh&le to nominating a nationally significant weed
Thirty-five nominations of weeds or groups of closely related weeds, representing 50 species in total,
were received through the open nomination process, which ran from October 2024 to January 2025.

Over 265 organisations engaged in the nomination process as either the lead or a group member, or
by providing a letter of support for the nomination.

Environment and Invasives Committee
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There wergwo steps to the assessment process: a preliminary assessment and a detailed
assessmeniOf the 35 nominations he preliminary assessment identified 29 species that satisfied
the requirements to proceed to the detailed assessment stage.

Detailed assessments were coordinated by the Australian Bureau of Agricultural and Resource
Economics and Sciences (ABARES) with assessments undertaken bygectoosispanel of experts
and state and territory government representatives. The detailestasment process ran from
March 2025 to November 2025.

The detailed assessment procé88ARES, 20PBad three component assessmentigringto the
three national significance criteria the EPDNS:

1) NationalyA A Ay AFAOFIYy (G yS3IIFGAGS AYLI OGay |y |aasSaayvys,y
distribution and negative impacts (current and potential).

2) Feasibility of management: an assessment of the current management gaps for the weed and
feasibility (including benefits and social acceptability) of potential management solutions.

3) Benefits from national coordinatiom qualitative assessment to determine if there are
sufficient benefits to taking a nationally coordinated approach to address the weed.

All three components were considered equally for each species. A species needed to satisfy criteria
within all three components to be considered nationally significant.

Results and information collated in the three assessments, and additional evidence and advice from
the NEWP SG and Weeds Working Group (WWG), prbtrideevidence bast determine which

species met the national significance criteria andlevelop thresholds for prioritising. Each species

was considered against the assessment process on its own merit. Species were prioritised within and
across each component (nationally significant negative impacts, feasibility of management and
benefits flom national coordination), based on the degree to which they met that criterion.

The final determination was based on a deliberative process conducted by the NEWP SG and WWG,
drawing on the evidence base. Considering results for all three components together, the species
were categorised into ranked groups based on their relative perémce against all three criteria.

Results

Of the 29 species assessed in the detailed assessment, 15 sufficiently met the three national
significance criteria to be considered for inclusion as a national established weed priority. The
remaining 14 species did not meet national significance crigrchthereforewere not
recommended for consideration as national established weed priorities.

The 15 species were categorised into ranked groups based on their relative performance against all
three criteria and the level to which they met each of the three national significance criteria. All
species within a group are considered to have equal tnaeud are therefore listed alphabetically

within the ranked groups below.

Group 1:Nationally significant negative impacts, assessed as having high current and/or potential
national level negative impacts by majority of expefisere are manyjeasible actions that would
improve management and high benefits from national coordination.

Environment and Invasives Committee
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African lovegras€fagrostis curvula
Amazon frogbitl{imnobium laevigatum

Buffel grass@enchrus ciliar)$

= =24 =4 =2

Siam weedChromolaena odoraja

Group 2 Nationally significant negative impacts, with threshold met based on evidence for current
and/or potential negative impact3.here are manf§easible actions that would improve management
and high benefits from national coordination.

Arum lily Zantedeschia aethiopiga
DALy NI (iSpdrobalus pyfamidafsl 4 a 0
Sea spurgeHuphorbia paraligs

= =2 =4 =2

Spanish heathHrica lusitanicy

Group 3 Nationally significant negative impacts, with threshold met based on evidence for current
and/or potential negative impact3.here are manyeasible actions that would improve management
and medium benefits from national coordination

Calotrope (rubbber bushiC@lotropis procera
Harrisia Harrisia martinij*

Neem tree Azadirachta indica

= =2 =4 =2

Tropical soda applesplanum viarum

Group 4 Nationally significant negative impacts, with threshold met based on evidence for current
and/or potential negative impacts, but relatively lower negative impacts than above spébier®

are manyfeasible actions that would improve management and medium benefits from national
coordination.

1 Olive Qlea europaen
1  Oxeye daisyl{eucanthemum vulgaje
I  Wandering trad Tradescantia fluminengis

*Assessed athe lead species for a nominated group of closalatedweeds. All species are listed in
Appendix Ksearch by lead species

Environment and Invasives Committee
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Next steps

Approval pProcess
The NBC, through the EIC, will consider the assessment results to agree on the national established
weed priorities

Coinvestment and implementation

Government, industry and community organisations will consideneesting in new national
established weed priorities to enable implementation of identified feasible actions to improve
management with stakeholders.

For each new national established weed priority, implementation of the identified feasible
management actions is dependent on the level ofrocestment secured; hence, a species being
agreed as a new national established weed priority does not guaramigleinentation of the
identified feasible actions.

Based on the level of davestment, the NBC will be asked to consider the appropriate NEWP
delivery stream to implement the identified feasible actions for the weed priority. The NEWP
program design is flexible and can support collaborative action on raotnal established weed
priority, with or without assigning the Weeds of National Significance (WoNS) label

The three delivery streams under NEWP: are

1) Weeds of National Significance (Wol$cilitates nationally coordinated action on priority
established weed species.

2) National Established Weeds Action List (NEVZA&gilitates nationally coordinated
management of discrete national priority actions.

3) Weed Issues of National Significance (WiN@&gilitates nationally coordinated action to
develop collective solutions to priority established weed issues.

Further information on the new national established weed priorities, investment and
implementation will be communicated on thWWeeds Australi&EWP webpagence available. It is
anticipated that it will take some time for governments, community and industry organisations to
consider and secure davestment

Environment and Invasives Committee
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Background

Weeds in Australia
I WgSSRQO>X FT2NJ (KS LlzNlI2-ratté pladt that teguire® cohidRodeslice = Y S|y
its impact on the economy, environment, culture, human health and amenity.

Weeds adversely affect our natural environment, agricultural productivity, cultural values, human
health and community spaces. Weeds cost the Australian agricultural industry around $4 billion AUD
annually in production losses and control costs.

Weed management is a shared responsibility between landholders, community, industry and
governments.

Many established weeds are distributed across multiple states and territories. Some are only present
in one state or territory but have the potential to spread. Slowing the spread of weeds and
suppressing (reducing the density of existing infestationsyigdes net benefits, even when

eradication and containment are no longer achievable.

Implementation of actions under th&ustralian Weeds Strategy 202027, including through WoNS,
has demonstrated the benefits that can be realised through national coordinated action.

National Established Weed Priorities

NEWP is a vital mechanism for implementing the Australian Weeds Strategy2@P7 and achieving
action under the EPDNS.

The policy principles in the EPDNS have informed the NEWP design:
9  Principle 1¢ The most relevant approach is asset protection, and containment of established
weeds.

9  Principle 2; The collaborative approach reflects the shared responsibility and cooperation
needed between landholders, community, industry and governments to sustain efforts.

1 Principle 3 Coinvestment between government and ngovernment organisations is sought
to support industry and community leadership and actions, resulting in better outcomes.

9 Principles 4 and § Research, development and education are key components of NEWP,
reflecting the need for innovation to support improvement in control tools and landholders
understanding of and compliance with their responsibilities.

f  Principles6and?2 SSRa YIFylI 3SR dzyRSNJ Wyl GA2yIlf O22NRAYI
action plans to mitigate impacts and be reviewed in years 3 and 5.

In November 2023, the NBC approved implementation of the initial phase of the NEWP, which firstly
focuses on determining new national established weed priorities

Environment and Invasives Committee
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NEWP outcomes
NEWP, through WoNS, WINS and NEWAL actions, aims to achieve the following outcomes for
national established weed priorities:

1 Land managers effectively contain and suppress priority weeds where they are having a negative
impact, facilitated by access to effective tools and training.

1 Investment in control tools improves effectiveness of management.

1 Coordinated action is supported at the local and regional level, resulting in increased community
collaboration that effectively contains and suppresses priority weeds in targeted locations
where the species are having negative impacts.

1 Information sharing on NEWP strategic actions increases community awareness of the impact of
weeds in Australia and benefits are realised through coordinated management.

9  First Nations landowners and managers and stakeholder groups are collaboratively working to
implement strategic actions for priority weeds.

1 Commonwealth, state and territory government programs support land managers to control
established weeds, prioritise investment towards priority weeds, contributing to the resources
needed for onground projects.

9 Agricultural productivity improves through more effective control of priority weeds impacting
the sector.

9 Biodiversity improves through more effective control of priority weeds, including threatened
species and ecological communities.

I Reduction in impact on First Nations cultural values through more effective control of priority

weeds.

Weeds of National Significance

Under the Australian Weeds Strategy 2e€P027, Australian governments have previously identified
32 WoNS based on their invasiveness, potential distribution, impacts, feasibility of management
intervention and benefits from national coordination. A lis26f WoNS was endorsed in 1999 and a
further 12 were added in 2012.

The 32 WoNS are a focus for land managers around the country. Best practice resources to support

sustained management by landholders are available ontleeds Australisvebsite. The established

nature of WoNS means they need ongoing management beyond the period of nationally coordinated

action.
Evaluation of previous national coordinated action on WoNS found:

increased capacity and capability to manage weeds
partnerships that leveraged support

improved resources and tools

= =24 =4 =2

community participation

Environment and Invasives Committee
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1 new incursions of WoNS rapidly detected and contained to prevent further spread.

We are working to build on and increase these benefits by identifying new nationally significant
weeds that can benefit from nationally coordinated efforts

Environment and Invasives Committee
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NEWP Governance

Project team

The project team administered the processes outlined inGlugde to nominating a nationally

significant weed The team comprisedf staff from the Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and

Foresty (DAFFjincluding from ABARES and the EnvironraHBinosecurity Office), and state and

territory government weed experts. CSIRO provided support in their agreed capacity as a member of
the WWG and the NEWP SG

National Established Weed Priorities Steering Group
TheNEWP SG lead the overall implementation of NEWP. The NEWP SG provide strategic advice to

the WWG, which is accountable to the EIC and NBC.

The NEWP SG is cross sectoral and brings together stakeholder views on managing weeds from
government Commonwealth state, territory and local), industry (agriculture, forestry) and

community (First Nations representatives, natural resource management, biodiversity conservation,
volunteer groups), with support from the science and research sector. Members of the BGWP
NEBLINB&aSyd GKSANI aSOl2Nna @GASéa olaSR 2y G(KSANI SE

The NEWP SG oversaw the nomination and assessment process for nationally significant weeds,
including reviewing assessment summaries and outcomes, agreeing refinements where needed and
making recommendations to the EIC, through WWG.

Environment and Invasives Committee and Weeds
Working Group

The EIC, a sectoral committee of the N& the WWG provided recommendations to NBC.

The cross jurisdictional NBC established the EIC, who are responsible for providing national policy
leadership on the identification, prevention and management of invasive plant, vertebrate and
invertebrate species that adversely impact the environmendreemy and community.

National Biosecurity Committee

The NBC will consider the assessment report and recommended national established weed priorities,
referred for consideration by the EIC based on outcomes from the assessment process. The NBC will
also consider cinvestment, with norgovernment organisatias.

The NBC is formally established under thiergovernmental Agreement on Biosecurityis
responsible for managing a national, strategic approach to biosecurity threats. The core objective of
the NBC is to promote cooperation and coordination between Australian governments.

Environment and Invasives Committee
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Overview

The initial stage of thélational Established Weed Prioritigitiative involved four steps:

1) Expression of interest (EQ¢)Sought to avoid duplicate nominations and link organisations
planning to nominate the same weed or group of closely related weeds.

2) Nomination ¢ Requested supporting information on the weed or group of weeds for
consideration in the assessment.

3) Assessment Involved 2 stages
a) preliminary assessment to select approximately 30 nominated weeds
b) detailed assessment of weeds that have progressed through the preliminary assessment.

4) Reviewandapproval¢ Supported a robust review process for assessments of each component,
with oversight and advice from the cresectoral NEWP SG and WWG. NBC, through EIC, will
consider the assessment results to agree on the national established weed priorities

EOI and nomination

Government and nogovernment organisations were invited to submit an EOI to nominate
nationally significant weeds under the NEWP initiative. Organisations were encouraged to
collaborate with other organisations to submit joint EOIs and nominations.

Organisations with an ABN were eligible to participate and were required to submit their EOI using
the online formthat wasavailable on the Weeds Australia website.

EOIs had to meet the eligibility critertielow:

1 be a single species or small group of closely related species that are similafambifand
management requirements

1 not be native to Australia
9 not be under national eradication
1 be established in at least one state or territory.

Weeds that met the EOI criteria could then be nominated in Step 2. EOls were open between 12
August 2024 and 20 September 2024 (a period of 30 working days), with 184 EOIs rdd&#€ols
were submitted as single weed species and&ls were submitteds a group of species.

Botanists working in herbaria across Australia provided their combined expertise to determine if EOls
met the eligibility criteria and to determine if nominated species groupings were appropriate to
proceed as a single nomination. Advice was preparedi®eNEWP SG, who approved outcomes of

the EOI process.

Of the 184 EOIs, 164 met the eligibility criteria. Five EOIls were ineligible as the species submitted
were native to Australia. A further 13 species (in 15 EOIs) were existing WoNS. Advice was provided
to organisations that submitted these to not proceediwnominations, as the ainsto identify new
national established weed priorities.

Environment and Invasives Committee
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Duplicate EOIs for the same species were identified and relevant organisations were notified, to
prompt them to work together on hominations. All organisations were notified of the EOI outcome
by 7 October 2024 and provided with an overview of the nomamagirocess (Step 2). Where
applicable, organisations were provided with advice on species groupings or an explanation of why
their EOI was ineligible.

Following completion of the EOI steplist of species deemed eligible to proceed to hominatizas
published on the Weeds Australia website. Organisations that submitted an eligible EOI had until 12
January 2025 to submit their nomination. Reminders were sent during this period. The nomination
form requested key information necessary to assessnbed against national significance criteria.

Nominations were received from a diverse range of organisations across a range of Sexditas.

below provides a breakdown of the type and number of unique organisations (265) involved in
nominations as the lead, group member or by providing a letter of support. While the number of
nominations received (35, amounting to 50 species in o&deAppendix ) was lower than the

number of EOls submitted (184), this was not unexpected given the workload involved in preparing a
nomination in comparison to the basic EOI requirements.

Tablel Types of organisations involved in the nomination process

Organisation type Number of organisations involved (either as a lead grou
member or letter of support) across all nominations
Biosecurity group/NRM 28
Community/Volunteer/Landcare group 50
First Nations 16
Government 111
Industry 24
NGO/Notfor-profit 34
Research 2

Of the 35 nominations, 28 nominations were for a single species and 7 nominations were for a group
of closely related weeds, amounting to 50 species in total. Two species were deemed ineligible for
nomination as they were not submitted in the EOI stagkich left48 species (including 6 groups of
species) eligible for preliminary assessment

Preliminary assessment

In the first stage of the assessment process, nominations were assessed against the preliminary
assessment criteria (see below) to determine those that met the criteria and presented the highest
merit to proceed to detailed assessment.

9 Criterion 1 Potential range of the species

9 Criterion 2 Multiple stakeholders are needing to control the species to manage or prevent its
impacts

9  Criterion 3 Government, industry and/or community organisations, including in more than one
state or territory, have documented the species as a priority weed

Environment and Invasives Committee
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9 Criterion 4 There is sound evidence of significant negative impacts (economic (market),
environmental, cultural, social) of the species

9 Criterion 5 There is likely to be strong benefits and stakeholder support for taking a nationally

O22NRAYIFGSR FLIWNRIOK (2 O2ydFrAyAy3a (GKS aLISOASa
The preliminary assessment was complete@8yassessors from state and territory government
agencies. An assessor was assigned to each nomination for initial assessment, followed by a review
of the initial assessment bwo other assessors (as reviewers)

In addition, the cultural impacts component of all preliminary assessmeasseviewed by the First
Nations representatives on the NEWP SG to support appropriate consideration of cultural impacts.

As an additional review, and tnfirmthat the assessments had been undertaken according to the
guidance material, CSIRO reviewed a subset of preliminary assessiifestsubset focused on
species assessed by reviewers affiliated with agencies that had provided letters of support for the
nominations, and/or species with positive impacts.

Reviewer feedback was provided to the initial assessor, who considered the feedback and reviewed
the original answers, revising the assessments accordingly if relevant.

Following completion of all preliminary assessments, the state and territory assessors met as a group
to discuss outcomes and agree on recommendations for which nominations should proceed to
detailed assessment. All assessors were provided with accesitm@nation forms angbreliminary
assessments and were given the opportunity to review and raise any questions or concerns. At the
meeting, the assessor group agreed on those weeds recommended to proceed to detailed
assessment.

The NEWP SG and WWG reviewed the preliminary assessment recommendations and made the final
decision on which weeds progressed to detailed assessment. Where a group of species were
nominated, the species considered to be the most impactful was selectdsdsdd to be assessed

in the detailed assessment.

Of the 35 nominations, 29 nominations (covering 41 species and 5 groups of weeds) proceeded to
detailed assessment. These nominations provided a esesson of high impact weeds and included
agricultural and environmental weeds from all jurisdictions antbss the northern tropical,

southern temperate centraland eastern and western regions of Australia.

Six nominations were recommended to not proceed to detailed assessmahbleR). Five

nominations did not meet the impact threshold as they were assessed as having only a moderate
potential impact in two or fewer domains (economic (market)/environment/social/cultural). The
impact threshold provided a clear and consistent-gftftfor which nominationsvere recommended

to proceed (or not) to detailed assessme®ne nomination was assessed as meeting the impact
threshold but not meeting eligibility criterion 3.

Environment and Invasives Committee
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Table2 Nominations recommended not to proceed to detailed assessment

Species Reason

Navua sedgeQyperus aromaticys A preliminary assessment of the Navua sedge nomination was
undertaken but the assessor, reviewers and NEWP project team
were unable to find evidence in the nomination form, attachment
or online that Navua sedge is listed as a priority by government,
indugry and/or community organisations in more than one state «
territory (Criterion 3). Navuaedge appears to only be a current
priority within Queensland and therefore does not meet Criterion

Singapore daisySphagneticola trilobata Singapore daisy did not score as high as other nominations agai
Criterion 4: impact (considering current and potential impact). It
was therefore recommended to not proceed to detailed
assessment.

Golden crownbeard\erbesina encelioidgs Golden crownbeard did not score as high as other nominations
againstCriterion 4: impact (considering current and potential
impact). It was therefore recommended to not proceed to detaile
assessment.

Coral creeperRarleria repen) Coral creeper did not score as high as other nominations against
Criterion 4: impact (considering current and potential impact). It
was therefore recommended to not proceed to detailed
assessment.

Easter cassiggenna pendulgar. glabratd Easter cassia did not score as high as other nominations against
Criterion 4: impact (considering current and potential impact). It
was therefore recommended to not proceed to detailed
assessment.

Cockspur coral treeefythrinacrista-galli) Cockspur coral tree did not score as high as other nominations
againstCriterion 4: impact (considering current and potential
impact). It was therefore recommended to not proceed to detaile:
assessment.

The project team notified lead organisations on 24 March 2025 of the outcomes of the preliminary
assessment of their nominations and provided reasoning where a nomination did not proceed to
detailed assessment.

A list of the wenty-nine nominations that proceeded to detailed assessment and those that did not
proceed beyond the preliminary assessmeatspublished oniWeeds Australia

In communicating outcomes from the preliminary assessnoenthe Weeds Australia websjteg was
highlighted that some species that were nominated have benefits, for example as pasture grasses,
and that it is appropriate that species that have benefits and negatigactsare eligible for
consideration within the process, to assess harmful impacts and consider any actions that could
improve management. This is consistent with principles underpinning weed management in
Australig described in theAustralian Weeds Strategy 202027.

Detailed assessment

ABARES developed a detailed assessment method(ABARES, 20P® assess species against
national significance criteria and support identification of the new national established weed
priorities, which was endorsed by the NEWP SG and WWG in October 2024.

The detailed assessment processlllaree assessment components which aligith the three
national significance criteria in the EPDNS (NBC, 2016):

Environment and Invasives Committee
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1) Nationaly significant negative impacté 'y aasSaayYSyd 2F || aLISOASa
distribution and negative impacts (current and potential).

2) Feasibility of managementan assessment of the current management gaps for the weed and
feasibility (including benefits and social acceptability) of potential management solutions.

3) Benefits from national coordinationa qualitative assessment to determine if there are
sufficient benefits to taking a nationally coordinated approach to address the weed.

A species needed to satisfy criteria within all three components.

Further information on the detailed assessment process is provided below axgbamdix Aof this
report.

Information provided by organisations in their nomination form was used to undertake assessments,
in addition to independent information obtained by assessors.

For each component, assessments were completed by assessors following guidance provided by
ABAREBABARES, 20p6nd outputs compiled into a repovthich wasreviewed by the NEWP SG
and WWG.

Thenegativeimpact assessment was coordinated by ABARES, with assessments undertaken by a
crosssectoral panel of experts. The feasibility of management assessment was coordinated by
ABARES with assessments undertaken by state and territory government represenfdiveame
state and territory government representatives completed the benefits from national coordination
assessment with guidance from ABARES and coordination by the project team.

The detailed assessment process ran from March 2025 to November 2025.

Information collated in the three assessments, and additional evidence and advice from the NEWP
SGandWWG, providd decision makers with an evidence basaletermine which species met the
national significance criteria and develop thresholds for prioritising species within each criterion.
Each species was considered against the assessment process on its own merit. Species were
prioritised within and across each compnt (negative impact, feasibility of management and
benefits from national coordination), based on the degree to which they met that criterion.

The NEWP SG and WWG considered the outputs from each component plus additional evidence
obtained from the NEWP SG and WWG members and deliberated to detettmispecies that met
the criteria.

Nationally significant negative impacts

Determining whether a weed has nationally significaagativeimpacts dependd on how impactful

it is or could be, how invasive it is, where it currently is, and where it could establish. Consequently,
the detailed assessment of nationally significant negative impacts coesiti@ee factors:

invasiveness, potential distribution and current and potential negative impacts.

While negative impact was used for ranking, the NEWP SG and WWG considered invasiveness as well
as current and future distribution in prioritisation. Invasiveness was considered by the NEWP SG to
confirmthat all prioritised species had invasive characteristics. Further, the NEWP SG used this

Environment and Invasives Committee
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information to consider those species that have a higher invasiveness score may have a potential to
spread faster, therefore be prioritised over a species that has similar impacts but is less invasive.

Potential distribution was used by the NEWP SG and WWG in their decision making to consider
potential for spread. Current and potential distribution majes/eloped by ABARE®re also

provided to the expert assessors to support judgement about magnitude and extent of current and
potential negative impacts. Assessors were provided appropriate caveats to the consideration of

these maps, including the need to consider additiarmistraints to the speci€Histribution based

2y (GKS ALISOASAQ SO2ft23A0Ff NBIAdANBYSyia 6Soaos
characteristics (ability to establish, colonise and disperse).

Invasiveness
ABARES assessed the invasive characteristics of each species. Assessments were reviewed by
independent reviewers from state and territory governments, as well as the NEWP SG.

The invasiveness criterion sought to identify characteristics of a weed that enhance its invasiveness,
such as its ability to colonise and establish, its growth and competitive ability, reproductive ability,
and dispersal (human mediated and natural). Asessment of invasiveneassimportant to

identify weeds that can spread faster and be more difficult to manage where they are present.

All species were assessed to have invasive characteristics (see species summaresdix BEand
Appendix Gor further information).

Potential distribution under current and future climate
ABARES assessed the potential distribution of each species under current and future climate. The

maps were reviewed by the NEWP SG.

Current distribution maps were developed for each weed using Atlas of Living Australia data verified
by the state and territory WWG members, with additional data provided by the jurisdictions where
required.

Potential distribution (under current climate) was modelled to inform what percentage of the
potential distribution is currently occupied by the species and therefore what its seémerange
expansion.

Potential distribution (under current climate) modelling was undertaken only to assess the broad
climatic suitability for the species in Australia, based on temperature and rainfall requirements from
Australian and global locations where the species issknt occur. These models did not consider
speciesspecific factors such as land use, soil type and other habitat requirements, which may further
O2yaliNIAYy GKS aLISOASAaQ RAAGNAROGdziAZ2Y D

Negative impacts

A panel of 33 experts (guided by ABARES) assessed the current and potential economic (market),
environmental, social and cultural negative impacts of a species. The panel included representation
of assessors with a diversity in expert backgrounds inclustiremtists (e.g. ecologists, agronomists,
botanists, social scientists) and weed control practitioners (e.g. farmers, park managers, advisors)
across relevant stakeholder groups (agriculture, mining, conservation, research, government,
Indigenous land magement).

Environment and Invasives Committee
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The current and potential negative impacts of a species were assessed separately using a semi
guantitative expert elicitation methoABARES, 20R6Negative impacts were assessed Hy df the
independent experts across the four domains:

1) Economic (market]2 question$:

(a) negative impact on yieldnd management inputs impact on yield including
crop, pasture, forestry or other industrigigmpact onanimal production, weeds
acting as alternative hosts for pests and diseases, increases in the cost of
production or management

(b) negative impact orthe quality of products which also includes market access
2) Environmental3 questions):

(a) negative impact on vegetation structure,
(b) negative impact on biodiversity
(c) modificationof ecosystem function
3) Social2 questions):
(a) negative impact on human physical and mental health

(b) negative impact on social amenity (including services, infrastructure and non
First Nations cultural heritage)

4) Cultural(3 questions):

(a) negative impact on First Nations culture and cultural heritage (oral traditions,
arts, rituals, ceremonies and knowledge

(b) negative impact on traditional subsistence and sustenance resources
(c) negative impact on placbased heritage

For each question, assessors recorded an impact score and their level of confidence in that score
(high, medium or low), for both current and potential impacts. The level of confidence was based on
the quality of evidence usdoly the assessot® make their judgement.

The scores provided by the negative impact assessment were used to rank species within the four
impact domains: economic (market), environmental, social and cultural (current and potential)
Supporting information such as sensitivity analysis and confidence levels were also provitied to
NEWP SG and WWGHelp to interpret the results. Supplementary information on the negative
impacts was also provided by the NEWP SG and WWG, with both inputs then determining whether
each species met the threshold for nationally significant impacts.

The nationally significant impact assessment results report was used as a basis for review, discussion
and decision making by the NEWP SG and WWG to agree those species that met the threshold.

The assessment report identified an initial 6 species (Buffel grass, Amazon frogbit, Siam weed,
African lovegrass, Neem tree and Tropical soda apple) with sufficient defensible evidence from the
negative impact assessment process to meet the nationalhjfgignt negative impact critewn,

based on the majority of experts assesdingir potential negative impact as high impact at national
level for at least one impact question within a domain. One of these spfigtel grassinet this
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benchmark for nationally significant current negative impact. Further, the report provided guidance
for the NEWP SG and WWG to identify additional species for consideration as meeting the nationally
significant negative impact crit@m. The suggested reasonable option to consider the top 10 species
based on total impact rank for both potential and current negative impact and/or the top 5 species
based on current and potential negative impact within each domain was adopted as a gteitihg

(list of 17 species)lhe NEWP SG considérthe results in the report, additional evidence and
deliberated on those species where there was sufficient evidence to agree they met the nationally
significant impact threshold.

While Groundsel bush, Willows cactus and Common mefienillions were in the list of 17 species
referred above, the NEWP SG agreed that there was insufficient evidence to support these species
having nationally significant negative impacts. The reasoms@ammarised ifTable4.

Further, the NEWP SG and WWG agreed that Sea spurgge@aisy, Spanish heath and Coast
beach daisy had sufficient evidence to support nationally significant negative impacts. The
assessment results were used as a starting point and were further supptechwith NEWP SG and
WWG members providing additional evidence and advice on negative impacts of these.spleeies
NEWP SG and WWi@reed thatthese speciemet the threshold for nationally significant negative
impacts.

Of the 29 species assessed, the NEWP SG identified 18 species as causing the most nationally
AAIYATFAOLY G ySALGAGBS AYLI OGa O00dz2NNByd FyR LRGSY
environment, cultural values or communiffhe followingl8 speciesif alphabetical order) were

considered to meet to meet the criteria for nationally significant impacts: African lovegrass, Amazon

frogbit, Arum lily, Broadeaf privet, Buffel gras€alotrope(Rubber bush), Camphor laurel, Coast

0SFOK RIFIAaeéx DAIFYy(d NI GdQa 4yk taisy Skl sparge, Siam W@, A A = b
Spanish heath, Tropical soda apple and Wandering trad.

Feasibility of management
The feasibility of management assessmemiqualitative.

Feasibility of management was assessed in two parts. Part 1 determined whether the species has
significant benefits and explored whether there are stakeholders who value the species differently. In
such cases, mutually beneficial management solutiwase considered in Part 2 of the feasibility of
management assessmerRart 2 was a framework that assessed current management gaps for the
weed and whether there are feasible potential management solutions. Confidence levels and a traffic
light system were used to indicate complexities or issues across assessment quesiions ey

current and potential management solutions, sepialitical support, and national coordination. To

meet the feasibility of management component, the species needed to have management actions
that were feasible, socially acceptable amduld benefit from national coordination.

Feasibility of managememtssessments were completed by state and territory government
representatives from the WW&easibility of managememtssessments were reviewed by a WWG
member from a different jurisdiction with no conflicts. A summary of the assessments was compiled
by ABARES to assist CSIRO with an independent reviewfeadieaility of management

assessments.
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Of the 18 species considered to have nationally significant negative impacts, all met the feasibility of
management threshold except for Bro#ehf privet, with reasons provided rable4.

Benefits from national coordination

Benefits from national coordination required that there be a clearly demonstrable benefit from a
nationally coordinated approach or plan that outlines the action to be undertaken by all responsible
parties. A weed may have (or potentially have), significergative impacts in one or more regions,

but would not be considered a nationally significant weed if no particular benefit can be
demonstrated by taking a nationally coordinated approach or having a national plan. Confidence
levels and the strength ohe case for a national strategic plan or approach was considered to inform
categorisation as high or medium. Factors were considered such as the compelling need for
resources, economical drivers (in terms of avoiding escalating costs), benefits to multiple
stakeholders, opportunity to significantly improve management and efficiencies in implementation.

Benefits from national coordinatiowas assessed by the same WWG representatives (or their
nominated proxy) ageasibility of managementA panel meeting was held, chaired bpAFF
representativeto discuss input oenefits from national coordinatioassessments and determine
the assessment for each species. An independent review dig¢hefits from national coordination
assessments was undertaken by CSIRO.

Of the 17 species considered to have nationally significant negative impacts and feasible actions to
improve management, 15 met the benefits from national coordination critei@wast beach daisy,
Camphor laurel an8roadleaf privetdid not meet the threshold for benefits from national

coordination as they did not present a strong case as standalone species. Reasons are summarised in
Table4.

Detailed assessment results

Table3 provides the comparative results for the gbgiblespecies, considering the results from all
three assessment componenfBable4 lists the 14 species that did not meet the national significance
criteria, along with a summary of why criteria were not adequately met.

Summaries of detailed assessment results for all 29 species are inclullpddndix Band Appendix
C
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Table3 Summary of the prioritisation results for the 15 species that met the criteria to be considered as a national establishedl prexity

Species summary (drawn from assessment resudtdditional information provided by NEWP SG and WWG, Jlustification from detailed assessment

and information sourced from literature)

Areas negatively
affected

Group 1: Nationally significant negative impacts assessed as having high current and/or potential national level negatxetsny majority of expertsThere are manyeasible actions

that would improve management and high benefits from national coordination.

African lovegrasgEragrostis curvulds an invasive and loriyed tussockorming grass. It is valued by some

livestock producers as drought fodder. The cultiZaagrostis curvulav. Consol has some benefits as it is a mc
palatable and less weedy pasture (particularly in some NSW areas). Overall, the species has minor econc
value and could be managed to support its beneficial use and assist the transition to other grass species.

Negative impacts snapshot:

1 Economic (markgtHas bw palatability and can halve carrying capacity in heavy infestati@mgrol is
difficult and expensive.

1 EnvironmentalCannegatively impact vegetation structure and biodiversity by forming monocultures,
replacing native species. It negatively impacts EPBC listed plants and the endangered Monaro grassle
earless dragonTympanocryptis osborneiAlters fire regimes and disrupts nutrient cycling, acting as an
ecological transformer.

1 Cultural May negatively impact First Nations people by invading ecologically and culturally significant
landscapes and may threaten native species tied to traditional knowledge and land management, inclt
cultural burning.

A national strategic plarior African lovegrass would focus on preventing further spread and improving
management through identified feasible actions listed\ppendix Bincluding integrated control strategies;
best practice guidelines; improving detection and monitoring; training to improve capacity to manage. For
AYLE SYSyidltidAzys GKSNB Yire 08 STFFAOASYyOASa Ay Oz
morphology, impact mechanisms, and some overlapping distribution.

African lovegrass is declared in SA, TAS and VIC. African lovegrass is established and is primarily manag
regional level. Localised management, containment and eradication programs are ongoing in TAS.

1 Negative impacts:

- Inthe top 6 species for nationally
significant negative impacts; assessed as
having potential high negative impact at &
national level for environmedtby majority

of experts.

- Qurrent high negative impact at a regional
to multi-regional level for environme#t->.

- Potential high negative impact at a mullti
regional to national level for economic
(market}, environmen®>and culturé?®.

1 Many feasible actions that would improve
management and high benefits in nationally
coordinated action.

Jurisdictions

QLD, NSW, ACT, VI
TAS, SA and WA,
with potential to
become more
widely distributed

Ecosystemsand
land uses

Grasslands
woodlands,
heathlands

Pasture/Grazing

Climates
(preferred):
Temperate/semi
arid/sub-tropical.

Amazon frogbit(Limnobium laevigatuis an invasive floating aquatic weed that can form dense mats in da
lakes and wetlands. It is sometimes valued as an ornamental aquatic plant. Engagement with industry will
to transition to alternatives and prevent sale/trade of this species.

Negative impacts snapshot

1 Economic (marketCan obstruct irrigation channels, hydropower systems and aquaculture operations,
maycreate contamination risks farganiccertification. Control is labodntensive and costly. Although
current infestations are small, the species has high climate suitability in key irrigation regions, posing
significant future risk.

1 Negative impacts:

- Inthe top 6 species for nationally
significant negative impacts; assessed as
having potential high negative impact at &
national level for economic (markétand
environmenp by majority of experts.

- CQurrent high negative impact at a regional
to multi-regional level foenvironmeng4>5,

Jurisdictions

QLD, NSW, VIC and
WA, with potential
to spread further in
waterbodies
throughout all S&Ts
within Australia.

Ecosystemsand
land uses
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Species summary (drawn from assessment resudtdditional information provided by NEWP SG and WWG, Jlustification from detailed assessment

and information sourced from literature)

Areas negatively
affected

1 EnvironmentalCan érm dense mats that create monocultures, reduce biodiversity, disrupt water flow a
nutrient cycling, and threaten sensitive ecosystems such as the Howard Springs and Kakadu floodplai
Barron River catchment and Ord River system.

1 Social May degrade water quality, create mosquimreeding habitat, and limit recreation, tourism and
access taecreationallysignificant waterways.

1 Cultural May degrade wetlandshat are culturally importantwhich mayrestrict access to sacred sites and
displa@ plants and animals relied on for cultural practices, subsistence and craftsmanship.

A national strategic plan for Amazon frogbit would focus on preventing further spread and improving
management through identified feasible actions listed\ppendix Bincluding aligned policy; awareness raisir
enhanced surveillance; protection of assets (e.g. Ramsar wetlands), research and development into chenr
mechanical and biological control, understanding knowledge gaps in dispersal and aquarium trade sprea
routes. The plan would support QLD, NSW, VIC and WA in their management and help to prevent its
establishment in NT, SA, ACT and TAS. Amazon frogbit is declared in WA, NSW and NT. In QLD, Amaza
established and is primarily managed at the ozgil level. NSW, WA and VIC aim to prevent the establishme
of Amazon frogbit and actively manage all known infestations.

- Potential high negative impact at a mullti
regional to national level for sociand

culture®19,

- Potential high negative impact at a
national level for environmegt.

- Scored 2 highest for difference in current
to potential negative impact, suggesting it
negative impacts could become much

worse.

Many feasible actions that would improve
management and high benefits in nationally

coordinated action.

Aquatic
Aquaculture/
Resource industries

Climates
(preferred):

Tropical/
subtropical

Buffel grasgCenchrus ciliarjs is an invasive, drought resistant perennial grass. Species has beneficial use
rangeland pastoral situations (land use) and is a highly valuable pastoral fodder for livestock. Estimates o
economic (market) value of beef production from Buffel greestures in Queensland are up to $4.8 hillion.
Proposed actions would not adversely impact pastoral land use where this species provides benefit.

Negative impacts snapshot

1 Environmentalln native ecosystems, Buffel grass can modify ecosystem fuseti@houtcompete native
speciesreducing biodiversitand alteing fire regimes Currently, over 30 EPBC Act listed threatened spet
and ecological communities are negatively impacted or are at risk from Buffel grass invasion.

1 Cultural Buffel grass invasiatanalter landscapes and displace culturally significant plants and animals.
candisrupt Dreaming tracks, storylineend seasonal cues that are centralpiacebased oral histories. This
maymake it difficult for Elders to pass on knowledge in context, weakening intergenerational cultural
transmission. Buffel gragsinalso impede walking on Country and learning through direct experience, w
negative impacts on culturally significant species and traditional fire practices. Buffehgagdssplace
native plants traditionally used for bush foods, medicines, weaving, and tools. Fires fuelled by Buffel g
have destroyed culturally significant features such as rock art, scar trees, stone arrangements, and bu
grounds. These cultural impts are widespread across native ecosystems and culturally significant sites
SA, WA, NT, and parts of QLD and NSW.

A national strategic plaror Buffel grass (and the oth€enchruspp.in this nomination C. pennisetiformiand
C. setigey) would focus on protecting highalue environmental and cultural assets through identified feasible
actions listed iMppendix Bincluding collaboration on best practice management guidelines in a range of

Negative impacts:

- Inthe top 6 species for nationally
significant negative impacts; assessed as
having current and potential high negative
impact at a national level for
environmeng45and culturé*10hy
majority of experts.

Many feasible and socially acceptable action:
that would improve management and high
benefits in nationally coordinated action.

Jurisdictions

NSW, NT, QLD, SA,
VIC and WA has a
potential to spread
further through
these jurisdictions
and with the
potential to grow in
ACT. Itis not
predicted to spread
to TAS.

Ecosystems and
land uses:

Grasslands,
woodlands,

heathlands,
roadsides

Climates
(preferred):

Arid/semiarid.
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Species summary (drawn from assessment resudtdditional information provided by NEWP SG and WWG,
and information sourced from literature)

Justification from detailed assessment

Areas negatively
affected

situations and geographies, enhanced surveillance capability to map threats and monitor control work; ap
to prioritise and coordinate investment in Buffel grass management in reserves and the Indigenous estate
development of voluntary industry guitiees to minimise spread of Buffel grass from production areas into
areas where it creates negative impacts (requiring stakeholder engagement and cooperation at the region
local level to protect assets valued by the communities); research to adkinesdedge gaps and develop more
effective control methods (excluding biocontrol) and activities to reduce spread along transport corridors a
mining. Efficiencies would be achieved through coordinated actions.

The plan would support QLD, NSW, VIC, NT, SA and WA in their management to reduce negative impact
environment and First Nations culture, whilst retaining beneficial use of the species for the livestock indus
Further engagement with all stakeldgrs would be the first step, to find workable solutions together. In SA ¢
NT, Buffel grass is established and is primarily managed at the regional level. Localised management,

containment and eradication efforts, particularly in VIC, and in conservatiess of WA and NSW, are ongoinq

Siam weedChromolaena odoraleh & 'y Ay @ aA PGS &KNMzm YR A& 6ARS
weeds. Australia is one of the few tropical or gutipical countries where its full impacts are yet to be realisec
It continues to spread to new areas even when under intensive gemant with current tools.

Negative impacts snapshot

1 Economic (marketlCan rgatively impact yield by invading and outcompeting crops (sugarcane, dry rice
horticulture (banana, pawpaw) and pastures, where it is toxic to livestock, causing deaths and abortior
cattle overseas. Projected management costs for Siam weed acrdbemoand eastern Australia are
expected to reach up to $14 million annually by 2044an also impact the quality of fodder.

1 EnvironmentalCan snother native vegetation, transform ecosystems (particularly savannahs), increase
frequency and intensity and already poses a risk to numerous threatened othmeatened species in QLD
and NT (e.g. the endangered southern blttmloated finch Poephila cincta cincjathe Mt Elliott sunskink
(Lampropholis elliotensisthe Atherton Ctenotus lizar€Cfenotus monticolpand the native shruKunzea
truncata).

1 Social Can cause allergies in humans and restrict access to recreation sites.
1 Cultural Can émage and restrict access to culturally significant sitescaafismanshipgresources.

A national strategic plarior Siam weed would focus on preventing further spread and improviagroand
management through identified feasible actions listed\ppendix Bincluding enhanced surveillance; new
management tools; raising awareness; leveraging and optimising resources. The plan would support NT ¢
in their ongoing management of Siam weed and help to prevent its establishment in NSW and WA.

Siam weed is declared in QLD, NT, NSW, WA. In QLD and NT, Siam weed is established and is primarily
at the regional level. NSW and WA aim to prevent the establishment of Siam weed.

1 Negative impacts:

1 Many feasible actions that would improve
management and high benefits in nationally

Inthe top 6 species for nationally
significant negative impacts; assessed as
having potential high negative impact at &
national level for economic (markétyy

majority of experts.

Qurrent medium negative impact at a
regional to multiregional level for

environmeng4s,

Potential high negative impact at a mullti
regional to national level for
environmeng43, socigh’and culturé-10

Jurisdictions:

NT and QLD.
Potential to impact
NSW, SA and WA

Ecosystems and
land uses:

Savannah, riparian,
coastal, hill slopes,
crops/pasture,
grazing

Climates
(preferred):

Scored 8 highest for difference in current Tropical/subtropical

to potential negative impact, suggesting it
negative impacts could become much

worse.

coordinated action.
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Species summary (drawn from assessment resudtdditional information provided by NEWP SG and WWG, Jlustification from detailed assessment
and information sourced from literature)

Areas negatively
affected

Group 2:Nationally significant negative impacts, with threshold met based on evidence for current and/or potential negative impahexe are manyeasible actions that would

improve management and high benefits from national coordination.

Arum lily (Zantedeschia aethiopig#s an invasive perennial herb that spreads through moist areas, forming § Negative impacts:
dense infestations. It can be valued as an ornamental plant beneficial to the garden industry as a traded s

. o . ) X Current high negative impact at a regiona
Engagement required to transition to alternatives and prevent sadelrof this species.

to multi-regional (or medium impact at

Negative impacts snapshot: multi-regional to national) level for
1 Economic (marketCanreduce agricultural productivity by limiting grazing lahdnay affect pasture environment-®.

quality. It is toxic to livestock, though is generally unpalatable. Control requirest&nginvestment. - Potential high negative impact at a mullti
1 EnvironmentalMay alter native vegetation structurandpose a threat to Australian biodiversity, and may regional (or medium impact at national)

disrupt key ecosystem processes, particularly in WA forests and wetlands. It forms monocultures that - level for economic (markethnd

displace understorey species and alters habitat for native fauna. It can clog waterways, impedéomater environmeng45

and alter hydrological dynamics. Fire regimes and successional processes may also be affected. - Scored ¥ on total current negative impact
A national strategic plarfor Arum lily would focus on preventing further spread (avoiding costs) and suppor and 11" on total potential negative impact
actions to improve management, building from WA learnings to reduce negative impacts across all domai (summed across all domains).
(agricultural, environment, cultural and social). This would beedtinough identified feasible actions listed in  § Many feasible actions that would improve
Appendix Bincluding:development of improved control techniques; mapping; sharing best practice; management and high benefits from national
coordinated research; policy alignment; surveillance; increasing partnerships across jurisdictions, sectors coordination.

land tenures to increase capacity to effectively manage this weed.

Arum lily is a declared weed in WA and SA. Local eradication efforts exist in WA. Localised control and
eradication efforts are ongoing in TAS. This weed is an emerging/increasing issue in TAS, VIC and NSW.

Jurisdictions:

QLD, NSW, ACT, VI
TAS, SA and WA,
with potential to
become more
widely distributed in
these states and
territories.

Ecosystems and
land uses:

Forests and
wetlands

Pasture/Grazing

Climates
(preferred):

Subtropical /
temperate

Giant rat's tail grasgSporobolus pyramida)fsis an invasive tussock grass that is generally unpalatable. 1 Negative impacts:

Negative impacts snapshot - Current high negative impact at a regiona

1 Economic (marketReduces pasture productivity and increases management costs. Pasturecdelos to multiregional (or medium at a muiti
reducedsignificantly andwhich caraffect weight gain, fertility, meat grade, carcass condition, milk and regional to national) level for economic
weaning rates of livestock. Labour requirements to manage can be high. Emerging resistance to herbi (market)-2and soci&l
complicates controlMay reduce the quality of agricultural products and may pose a risk to market acce - Potential high negative impact at a
May also contaminate other agricultural produetsd impact market certification regional to multiregional (or medium at

1 EnvironmentalMay alter vegetation structure and may form dense monocultures. It poses a threat to multi-regional to national) level for
rangeland biodiversity and has been recorded invading EPBIBtad Coastal Floodplain Eucalypt Forest | economic (markef) environment,
eastern Australia. It may alter nutrient cycling, while reduced groundcover may increase erosion risk. [ sociab”and culturat®. Potential high
tussocks can elevate fuel loads, intensify fire regimes and reinforagvided feedback loops. negative impact at a mutiegional to

national level for economic (markét)

Social Physical impacts may arise from smoke inhalation, fire injuries, allergen exposure and chemical .
T y P Y 4 9 P environment and cultuel®,

control. Mental health may be impacted, with stress, anxiety, financial strain, and loss of cultural conne
reported. May reduce social amenity.

Jurisdictions:

QLD, NSW and NT,
with potential to
become more
widely distributed
into these states
and territories, as
well as potential to
establish in WA and
SA.

Ecosystems and
land uses:

Grasslands,
woodlands,
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Species summary (drawn from assessment resudtdditional information provided by NEWP SG and WWG, Jlustification from detailed assessment Areas negatively
and information sourced from literature) affected

1 Cultural Infestations in native grasslands and woodlands may exacerbate challenges for First Nations - Scored % on total current negative impact wetlands, Eucalypt
maintaining cultural practices, sustenance, and connection to Country. Dense infestation can restrict a and 6" on total potential negative impact forest, conservation
to sacred and ceremonial sites, displace aulliy significant plants and animals, and disrupt traditional fir¢ (summed across all domains). reserves
management practices. It can reduce the availability of bush foods, medicinal plants, and materials for - Scored % highest for difference in current Pasture/Grazing
traditional crafts by displacing native S[I,)eCIeS an'd alterlnq habitat. to potential negative impact, suggesting it Climates

A national strategic plarF 2 NJ D A | ygiass fahdith® atheBpbrabbluspp in this nominatior(S africanus negative impacts could become much (preferred):

S. fertilis S. jacquemontjiandS. natalensi¥ wouldfocus on preventing further spread and supporting actions worse.

improve management across all domains (agricultural, environment, cultural and social) through identified q

feasible actions listed iAppendix Bincluding best practice guidelines and strategic planning; coordinated

management research; policy alignment; surveillance; increasing partnerships across jurisdictions, sector:
land tenures to increase capacity to effectively manage this weednfpdeinentation, there may be efficiencie

in coordinating with African lovegrass given their similar morphology, impact mechanisms, and some

overlapping distribution. The plan would support QLD, NSW and NT in their ongoing management to redu

negative imp®ia (2 SYO@ANRYYSY(d> | INROdzZ (Gdz2NF f LINRRdAzOG A

declared in QLD and WA. In QLD and NSW, Giant rat's tail grass is established and is primarily managed

Tropical /

Many feasible actions that would improve subtropical / warm
management and high benefits in nationally  temperate
coordinated action.

regional level

Sea spurg€Euphorbia paraligds an invasive perennial herb, establishing in relatively undisturbed vegetatic § Negative impacts: Jurisdictions

and forming dense monocultures. - Met the nationally significant negative =~ NSW, TAS, VIC, SA
Negative impacts snapshot impacts threshold with nationally and WA. Broad

significant negative environmental impact climatic suitability
based on additional evidence from the modelling shows it
NEWP SG/WWG that supplemented the has a potential to
expert elicitation results. This included spread further in
evidence that the speciémpacts EPBC Ac¢ the coastal zone
listed species in multiple regions. through these
jurisdictions

1 EnvironmentalHasnegative impacts within coastal dune systems and fwgker mark zones. It can
outcompete native understory species. Negative impacts to nesting sites for shorebirds like the EPBC
listed Hooded ploverThinornis cucullatys Sea spurge can alter geomorphic processes on coastlines.

A national strategic plador Sea spurge would prevent further spread and support actions to improve
management for the environment through identified feasible actions listedidpendix Bincluding biological
control; supporting research into integrated weed management; enhancing surveillance and mapping; stre
planning; sharing best practice; and asset protection. There is an opportunity to significantly improve I Many feasible actions that would improve

management through bicontrol and to harness and support community commitment to management. ltwo ~ Management and high benefits in nationally = Ecosystems and

strengthen efficiencies to coordinate all actions across jurisdictions via a national plan. The plan would su
NSW, VIC, TAS, SA and WA in their ongoing management teeneelgative impacts to environmental assets.
Sea spurge is managed under biosecurity legislation in NSW and VIC, and landholders have a general du
control it in these jurisdictions. Local eradication efforts led by community groups and local camacitgive,

particularly in VIC, TAS and NSW. Current commiettgontainment projects occur in NSW, VIC, TAS, WA,

coordinated action.

land uses:

Coastal (beaches
and dunes)
Climates
(preferred):

Subtropical,
Mediterranean
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Species summary (drawn from assessment resudtdditional information provided by NEWP SG and WWG,
and information sourced from literature)

Justification from detailed assessment

Areas negatively
affected

Spanish heathErica lusitanici is an invasive perennial shrub. Although widespread, it is yet to reach its fu
potential distribution. Infestations in some of the existing rage currently at very low density, so there is
potential for expansion in these areas.

Negative impacts snapshot

I EnvironmentalCan invade and outcompete disturbduhbitat, andmay also establish imtact native
vegetation, negatively impacting biodiversity. Threatens important habitats such as the Greater Blue
Mountains World Heritage Area, including its 100 threatened plant species and the critically endanger
Wollemi pine Wollemia nobilis In TAS, it has the potential to invade and expand inTdgeamanian
Wilderness World Heritage Areas and adjacent areas.

A national strategic plarfor Spanish heath (and oth&ricaspp in thisnomination(E. arboreaE. baccanandE.
scoparig) would focus on preventing further spread and impact of Spanish heath and improvigigpond
management through identified feasible actions listed\ppendix Bincluding improved surveillance and
monitoring; aligning policy; training to improve capacity to manage; awareness raising; strategic planning
development of new management tools. For implementation, there may be efficiencies in coordinating wit
eye daisy due to overlaps in distribution and stakeholders managing these weeds. Spanish heath is decla
prohibited to trade in TAS and WA only. Localised management, containment and eradication programs a
ongoing in TASin some areas, local eram@tion is the management objective under legislation. Managed at 1
regional level in parts of NSW. Managed in ACT.

1 Negative impacts:

- Met the nationally significant negative
impacts threshold with nationally
significant negative environmental
impacts, based on additional evidence
from the NEWP SG/WWG that
supplemented the expert elicitation
results. This included evidence that the
specie has the potential to impact EPBC
Act listed and World Heritage areas in
multiple regions.

1 Many feasible actions that would improve
management and high benefits from national

coordination

Jurisdictions

ACT, NSW, SA, TAS
VIC and WA, with
potential to spread
further through
these jurisdictions

Ecosystems and
land uses:

Heathlands, grassy
woodlands, moist
forest and riparian
areas dry & wet
sclerophyll forest,
riparian vegetation,
coastal, roadsides

Pasture/Grazing,
Farmland

Climates
(preferred):

Mediterranean.

Group 3: Nationally significant negative impacts, with threshold met based on evidence for current and/or potential negativacts. There are manyfeasible actions that would

improve management and medium benefits from national coordination

Calotrope (Rubber bugh(Calotropis procerfds an invasive shrub or small tree. Calotr¢Reibber bushjnay
sometimes be consumed by cattle in dry years when other food sources are scarce, however it is not mar
any land use for this purpose.

Negative impacts snapshot

1 Economic (markétinvades both grazed and ungrazed pasturedudng rangeland productivity, hindéng
mustering, and limihgaccess to grazing and water. Control is costly

1 EnvironmentalForms dense thickets in degraded areas, drainage lines, and floodplaink, mayalter
vegetation structure and redemround cover diversityThis nay affect hydrology, soil properties, and
nutrient cycling Itsallelopathic effects could inhibit native plant regeneratifter disturbance

A national strategic pladior Calotrope (Rbber bushwould focus on preventing further spread and reducing
current negative impacts on affected agricultural land, parks and reserves, and Indigenous lands, through
identified feasible actions listed #ppendix Bincluding harmonisegolicy, development of new management

1 Negative impacts:

Current high negative impacts at a region
to multi-regional (or medium at a muiti
regional to national) level for economic
(market} and environment.

- Potential high negative impacts at a
regional to multiregional (or medium at a
multi-regional to national) level for
economic (markef)and environment4

- Scored 12 highest on total current
negative impact (all domains).

Jurisdictions

NT, QLD, WA (only
limited Atlas of
Living Australia
records in SA) and
potential to
establish in NSW
Ecosystems and
land uses:
Rangeland,

roadsides, river
flats, coastal dunes,
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Species summary (drawn from assessment resudtdditional information provided by NEWP SG and WWG, Jlustification from detailed assessment Areas negatively

and information sourced from literature) affected

tools (opportunity to significantly improve management through biocontrol); awareness raising; and asset § Many feasible actions that would improve plains, ephemeral

protection. CalotropdRubber bushis declared in NT and WA. Some legislation is in place for containment : management and medium benefits from watercourses

movement control. Some local eradication programs are in place. national coordination Pasture/Grazing
Climates
(preferred):

Semiarid, arid, drier
habitats in tropical /

subtropical
Harrisia(Harrisia martini* is an invasive, spiny cactus that can form impenetrable thickets. It was introduce § Negative impacts: Jurisdictions
an ornamental plant and for edible fruit but is no longer (or not widely) valued for these traits. - Current high negative impacts at a region NSW, NT and QLD,
Negative impacts snapshot to multi-regional (or medium at a muiti with potential to
1 Economic (marketBignificantly affects the grazing industry by forming dense thickets that reduce pastt regional to na.tional) level for ecqnomic establish in SA
productivity andobstruct livestock movementts sharp spinesancause injuries to stock and working dog: (market}, environment“and socid’. Ecosystems and
These injuries can lead to abscesses, downgrading meat, wool, and hides. Control is costly, including - Potential high negative impact at a land uses:
moderate herbicide resistance regional to multiregional (or medium at  Grasslands,
1 EnvironmentalInfestations can cover 80% of ground and climb into vegetation, creating monoculture: multi-regional to national) level for woodlands,
that displace native species anthydisrupt ecosystem structure. It threatens biodiversity, including economic (market) environmen##3, Brigalow & pine
Brigalow woodlands in QLD, and provides shelter for feral anittsisharp spines can injure or kill native sociaf”and cultues. forest, semiarid
fauna and create physical barriers to movemddénse mats may impede water flow in waterways. - Scored 8 highest on total current shrublands
1 Social Sharp spines pose health risks to graziers and workers, with cases requiring hospitalisation. Sp negative impact and I0highest on total  Pasture/Grazing
into conservation areas reduces public amenity and recreational vislestal health impacts as a result of potentlal_neganve impact (summed acros ~jimates
stock injury/death and subsequent financial impact are possible. all domains). (preferred):

1 Cultural While direct cultural impacts are undocumentésy analogy with other invasive cacti, its dense 1 Has many feasible actions that would improv. gemiarid,
thickets and associated loss of native flora and fauna may disrupt cultural landscapes, including totem ~ Management and medium benefits from

species. Its invasion of grasslands and acacia woodlands may reduce the availability of tradiitsal fo national coordination.

medicines, water, and craft resources. Dense thickets may restrict access to significant sites, like Brigi § Prioritised lower under benefits from national

Country. coordination as it is impacting fewer
A national strategic plarfor Harrisia (and the otr Harrisiaspp. in this nominatiofH. pomanensigsyn.H. jurisdictions compared to other species and
regeli) andH. tortuosa)) would focus on preventinfurther spread and reducing current negative impacts on there are already several resourced actions il
affected agricultural land, through identified feasible actions listedppendix Bincluding harmonised place.

legislation; development of new management tools; awareness raising; and asset protection. Actions are

predominately required in NSW and QLD. Further investment would be economical in resourcing addition
activities as well as edutian and capacity building would strengthen efforts at minimum cost (economical) 1
bolster NSW and QLD efforts. Also identified potential benefit in extending existing Cacti WoNS for efficie
that would support further action on these cacti specidarrisia is declared in QLD, NSW and WA. In QLD a
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Species summary (drawn from assessment resudtdditional information provided by NEWP SG and WWG, Jlustification from detailed assessment Areas negatively
and information sourced from literature) affected

NSW, Harrisia is established and is primarily managed at the regional level. WA aim to prevent the establi

of Harrisia.

Neem tree(Azadirachta indicpis an invasive tree that is rapidly invading river systems in northern Australia § Negative impacts: Jurisdictions

This species has some identified benefits with commercial interests as plantations and medicinal benefits. - Inthe top 6 species for nationally NT, QLD and WA.

Engagement is required with communities across WA, NT and Qlonhedrees are valued by communities as

significant negative impacts; assessed as Broad climatic
shade trees.

having potential high negative impact at ~ suitability modelling

Negative impacts snapshot national level for environmefitoy majority shows it has a

1 Economic (marketPue to its competitive nature, as well as being allelopatiézm tree may inhibit of experts. potent_lal to
growth and outcompete desired plants such as pasture and crops. Control of Neem isit#tbosive and - Qurrent high negative impact at a regional establish in NSW
costly, particularly in coastal and peniban areas. to multi-regional (or medium impact at Ecosystems and

 EnvironmentalNeem may displace native canopy trees and form dense thickets, particularly along multi-regional to national) level for land uses:
waterways, suppressing native flora and altering ecosystem structure. It can impact biodiversity in ripa economic (markef)and high negative Riparian,
zones and woodlands by reducing native plant diversity and compeggressively with native species. Its impact at multiregional level for woodlands
insecticidal compounds (Azadirachtin) can leach into waterways, affecting freshwater species (fish anc environmeng=, Crops/ pasture/
tadpoles), while impacts on native insects may disrupt food chains. These effects are pronounced in s - Potential high negative impact at a grazing
ecosystems such as the Dampier Peninsula Monsoon vine thickets. Neem may also alter ecosystem fi multiregionatnational level for economic Climates
through high water use and leaf litter that affects soil pH and nutrient cycling. (market}, environmen#4and culture. (preferred):

1 Cultural May threaten First Nations cultural sites and practices by restricting access and displacing cul - Scored 2 highest on total current Tropical /
significant plantsCan impact ceremonial grounds and traditional food sources, though some communitit negative impact andhighest on total subtropical
value its shade and waterhole protection. potential negative impact (summed acros

A national strategic plarfor Neem tree would focus on preventing further spread (through removal of existil all domains).

large trees) and improving management through identified feasible actions listeddandix Bincluding 1 Many feasible actions that would improve

aligned policy; surveillance; new management tools; training; awareness raising; and asset protection. Th management and medium benefits from

an opportunity to address the issue with targeted resources on specific actions before negative impacts al national coordination.

costs further increase. 1 Prioritised lower under benefits from national

Neem tree is declared in NT. In WA, NT and QEBm tree is established and is primarily managed at the coordination as, while there are identified

NEIA2ytt +FyR t20Ft tS5SOSt® wS3IA2ytt O2dzyOAta I yFK feasible options, there is recognition that it is

region, have implemented localised strategies to prevent the spread of Neem tree alorsyamae difficult and costly to remove large trees

watercourses.

Tropical soda appléSolanum viaruryis an invasive, thorny shrub. Despite intensive containment efforts, itic § Negative impacts: Jurisdictions

spreading from the current infested area in NSW because it is readily eaten by livestock, native and invas - Inthe top 6 species for nationally NSW and QLD with

animals and subsequently moved between properties. After being dedieict€&lorida in 1987, it spread over ar significant negative impacts; assessed as potential to

estimated 503,000 hectares having potential high negative impact at  establish in VIC.
Negative impacts snapshot national level for economic (markét)
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Species summary (drawn from assessment resudtdditional information provided by NEWP SG and WWG, Jlustification from detailed assessment

and information sourced from literature)

Areas negatively
affected

1 Economic (marketReduces pasture productivity and carrying capacity where it occurs in northern NSW
sharp prickleganinjure livestock and restrict access to shade and water, while unpalatable leaves furth
reduce grazing value. It can replace one hectare of pasture in 6 months from just a few plants. This we
hosts numerous crop pests and diseases. Management is costlyrimensive and requires strict hygiene

1 EnvironmentalForms dense thickets in open areas, bushland, and riparian zibmeaydispla® native
plants and disrupéecological processes. It spreads rapidly via floods and thrives in disturbed sites, with
bushfire potentially stimulating germination. Dense infestatiamsyimpede wildlife movement

1 Social May poserisks to human health through toxic fruit and sharp prickles, which restrict access to la
and water. Control costs and complexibay create financial and emotional strain for landholders,
contributing to stress and reduced wdléing. Infestationsnaydiminish recreational amenity and aesthetic
value.

A national strategic plarfor Tropical soda apple would focus on preventing further spread and improving
management through identified feasible actions listed\ppendix Bincluding policy harmonisation;
strengthening containment and movement controls; and raising awareness. Further investment would be
economical in resourcing additional activities as well as education, and capacity building would strengther
efforts at minmum cost to bolster NSW and QLD efforts.

Tropical soda apple is declared in QLD, NSW and WA. In QLD and NSW, all known infestations of Tropic.
apple are heavily managed by government. There is a strategic plan in place in NSW and regional respon
in the NSW North Coast Local Land Bes/region

environmeng45, sociat” and cultues.9.10
by majority of experts.

Qurrent medium to high negative impact a
a regional to multiregional level for
economic (markef) environment45and
socia¥.

Scored 2 highest on total potential
negative impact (summed across all
domains).

Scored highest for difference in current to
potential negative impact, suggesting its
negative impacts could become much
worse.

Many feasible actions that would improve
management and medium benefits from
national coordination

Prioritised lower under benefits from national
coordination as it currently only occurs in NS'
and QLD and is under control order in both
states, with many actions underway

Ecosystems and
land uses:

Riparian, roadsides.
Cropg pasture/
grazing

Climates
(preferred):

Tropical /
subtropical

Group 4: Nationally significant negative impacts, with threshold met based on evidence for current and/or potential negativacts, with relative lower negative impacts than above
species.There are manyfeasible actions that would improve management and medium benefits from national coordination

Olive (Olea europaepis an invasive shrub or tree. This includes both escaped (unmanaged/feral/wilding)
European olive and African olive. Olive is a beneficial species to the commercial olive industry and backy:
industry growers. Estimates of the economic (market) ealfithe Australian olive industry is over $210 millior
Olive is grown on agricultural land and in urban and peri urban gardens in areas with suitable climate. Pec
grow olives personally for food and cultural reasons. Further engagement with all stdkehwould be the first
step to gain a shared understanding of the problem and collaborate to refine and develop actions to imprc
management.

Negative impacts snapshot:

1 EnvironmentalCan érm dense canopies thahaysuppress native plants, reduce species richness by up
50%, and threaten endangered specigkay dter fire regimesnutrient cycling and soil moisture. In NSW,
Invasion of Native Plant Communities by African Ofdleq europaeaubsp cuspidatd has been listed as a
Key Threatening Process under the NSW Threatened Species Conservation Act 1995. In SA, Olive im
state threatened specigeshe Cryptic surmoth (Synemon therespland EPBC Act listed species including

1 Negative impacts:

Current high negative impact at a regiona
to multi-regional (or medium impact at
multi-regional to national level) for
environmeng4>S

Potential high negative impact at a mullti
regional to national level for
environmeng4>S

Scored 18 highest on total current
negative impact (summed across all
domains) and 15 highest on totall

Jurisdictions

ACT, NSW, QLD, S/
VIC and WA, with
broad climatic
suitability modelling
indicating it has the
potential to
establish in TAS

Ecosystems and
land uses:

Environment and Invasives Committee

26



NEWP assessment report

Species summary (drawn from assessment resudtdditional information provided by NEWP SG and WWG, Jlustification from detailed assessment

and information sourced from literature)

Areas negatively
affected

y2id tAYAGSR (2 Efelsiaguhninghdhavdlike Fllnders Ranges wolirard Qprasia
pseudopulchella

A national strategic plarwould focus on preventing further spread of wilding olives and reduce current negi

impacts of wilding olives on affected environmental assets and industries, through identified feasible actio
listed inAppendix Bncluding development of new management tools, awareness raising and asset protect
Olive (both wilding European olive and African olive) is a declared weed in SA (i.e., regulation of olives no
planted, used, maintained for domestic, public amenitcommercial purposes). African olive is managed at-
regional level in NSW and at the local level in ACT.

potential negative impact (summed acros
all domains).

Many feasible actions that would improve
management and medium benefits from
national coordination.

Prioritised lower than groups above due to
relative lower negative impacts. However, it it
an important priority with opportunity to avoid
or reduce future threat through active
management and reduce the current negativt
environmental impacts.

Woodlands, coastal,
riparian, offshore
islands

Pasture/ Grazing
Horticulture

Climates
(preferred):

Mediterranean

Ox-eye daisy(Leucanthemum vulgajés an invasive perennial herb impacting temperate areas. There is cor
that expansion of this weed in Australia may shift from invasion of mainly environmental areas to pastures
other agricultural enterprises, as has been witnessed in the USAanatl&.

Negative impacts snapshot:

1 EnvironmentalForms monocultures in grasslands, woodlands, riparian areas and roadsies may
displa@ native ground cover and limit canopy recruitment. Reduces plant diversity in national heritage
like Kosciuszko National Park. In NSWS@xS Rl A &aé& Aa NBO23yA&aSR | &-1I
daisy Calotis pubescepdisted as endangered, and to the Mauve bdaisy C. glandulosplisted as
vulnerable. In NSW, Gsye daisy is also recognised as a threat to New England Peppermint Woodland
Endangered Ecological Community, Metcalfe's greenhBtetr@stylis metcalfgj and Fragrant pepperbush
(Tasmannia glaucifolja May increase soil erosion after seasonal dieback.

A national strategic plan would focus on preventing further spread, particularly preventing spread from roe
infestations into production, and conservation land and improving control tools and efficacy to reduce neg.
impacts on important environmeal assets. ldentified feasible actions are listed\ipendix BFor
implementation, there may be efficiencies in coordinating with Spanish heath (due to overlaps in distributit
and stakeholders managing these weeds). There is an opportunity to improve management to protect Wo
Heritage Areas. Oaye daisy is dedlad in VIC, SA and WA. In NSW and VI@y©xlaisy is managed at the
regional level and is a regional eradication target in some areas. Managed at the local level in ACT.

Negative impacts:

- Current medium impacts at a regional lev
for environmeng45.

- Potential medium impact at a regional to
multi-regional level for environme#t-S,

Many feasible actions that would improve
management and medium benefits from
national coordination.

Prioritised lower than groups above due to
relative lower negative impacts (most serious
impacts in NSW) and already declared in NS
and VIC who are working together to manage
in the alpine region. However, remains a
priority with opportunity to improve
management to protect World Heritage Areas

Jurisdictions

ACT, NSW, SA, VIC
and TAS, with
potential to
establish in WAand
QLD

Ecosystems and
land uses

Lowland grassland
and grassy
woodlands, damp
sclerophyll forests,
riparian vegetation,
alpine and sub
alpine vegetation,
roadsides

Pasturel grazing

Climates
(preferred):

Cool temperate

Wandering trad(Tradescantia fluminengigs an invasive herb that particularly impacts moist forests. The
variegated form of the species can be valued as an ornamental plant and beneficial to industry as a tradet
species. Engagement required to transition to alternative species.

1 Negative impacts:

- Current high negative impact at a regiona
to multi-regional (or medium impact at

Jurisdictions:

ACT, NSW, QLD, S/
TAS, VIC & WA and
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Species summary (drawn from assessment resudtdditional information provided by NEWP SG and WWG, Jlustification from detailed assessment Areas negatively
and information sourced from literature) affected
Negative impacts snapshot multi-regional to national) level for has potential to
1 Environmentallt forms dense mats that suppress native plant germinationramgireduceplant richness environmentg. spread further
with up to 80% decline in heavily infested areas. It threatenttiple endangered ecological communities - Ccurrent high negative impact at a multi ~ through these
and alters ecosystem processes like nutrient cycling and soil moisture. regional to national level for environmeht Jurisdictions.
Recommended actioo (1) improve control of weeds impacting riparian/closed forests and (2) Wandering - Potential high negative impact at a mullti Ecosystems and
biocontrol project identified. Identified feasible actions are listed\irpendix BThis species would not require regional (or medium impact at national) land Uses
national plan, but rather would be managedta® discrete actions, providing an efficient option to deliver level for environmeritSand high negative SuPtropical
improved management. impact at a multregional to national level ralnfct)rtlastls,_ fiparian,
, i . , . - . ; coastal plains
Wandering trad is not declared in any state or territory. It is managed at local levels where it is establishec for environment. P i
no formal containment zones or eradication programs. Control efforts arebsised and led by councils, - Scored 1% highest for current negative Pasture/ grazing
Landcare, and NRM groups, but aet coordinated or scaled. impact (summed across all domains). Climates
1 Many feasible actions that would improve (preferred).
management and medium benefits from Temper_ate/
national coordination. subtropical /
tropical

9 Prioritised lower than groups above due to
relative lower negative impacts

Results focurrent and potentiahegative impact (justification from detailed assessmeoblumn B) presented in the table are by domain (economic (market), environment, social, cultural),
where numbers indicate the questiqgage17-19) where it is has been assessed at the magnitude and scale indicated (e.g. high impact at national level). Numbet®asdpias
follows:

1Impacts on yields and management inputs

2 lmpacts on quality of products

3 Impacts on vegetation structure

4Impacts on Australian biodiversity

5 Modification of ecosystem functions

6 Impacts on human health

7 Impacts on social amenity

8 Impacts on oral tradition, practice, ritual and knowledge

9 Impacts on subsistence, sustenance and craftmanship resources

10Impacts on heritage (place based)

Environment and Invasives Committee

28



NEWP assessment report

Table4 The 14 nominations thatlid not meetnational significarce criteria showing results for each detailed assessment component and

reason wherecriteria were not adequately met

Criteria threshold met

Summary and general reason why criteria were not met (where relevant)

Note: Detailed assessment results are summarised@iendix Gnd provide more detail on how
the species performed against the assessment criteria.f@&sibility ofmanagement component
considered if the identified feasible actions would potentially benefit from national coordinatio
This was then further considered under thenefits from national coordination componenwhich
specifically considered whether a national strategic plan or approach is required (necessary)
improve management

Species Nationally Feasibility of Benefits from
significant negative management national
impacts coordination
(current/potential)

Blue periwinkle Not met Not met Not met

(Vinca majoy

Nationally significant negative impactsNot met. Based on the current and potential negative
impact results, the NEWP SG/WWG agreed that the threshold for nationally significant impac
was not met.

Feasibility of managementNot met. There are some identified feasible actions that are sociall
acceptable, however most actions are localised. National coordination could help but may no
essential. Management is generally effective at the site scale when integrated intoatsto
planning. There are not likely to be strong benefits to national coordination of management
solutions.

Benefits from national coordinationNot met. While there may be some efficiencies to
coordinated action, a national strategic plan or approach was not considered essential with a
that could be coordinated and implemented at lower scales (e.g. local, regional and state). Nt
strongcase for a standalone national strategic plan/approach.

Potentially this species could be part of a future project to develop guidelines for restoring clc
forest/riparian ecosystems, along witNandering trad Broadleaf privet, Camphor laurelMickey
Mouse plant and other low lightblerance weeds. The focus would be on reducing invasion risk
and enhancing ecosystem recovery and resilience following invasion.
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Criteria threshold met

Species Nationally Feasibility of Benefits from Summary and general reason why criteria were not met (where relevant)
significant negative management national Note: Detailed assessment results are summarised@iendix Gnd provide more detail on how
Impacts _ coordination the species performed against the assessment criteria.f@hgbility ofmanagement component
(current/potential) considered if the identified feasible actions would potentially benefit from national coordinatio

This was then further considered under thenefits from national coordination componenthich
specifically considered whether a national strategic plan or approach is required (necessary)
improve management

Broadleaf privet  Yes Not met Not met Nationally significant negative impactsres. Based on the current and potential negative impac
(Ligustrum results, the NEWP SG/WWG agreed that the threshold for nationally significant impacts was
lucidumy* Feasibility of managementNot met. There are some identified feasible actions that are sociall

acceptable, however the need for national coordination is unclear. National coordination of th
actions could help but is not essential, as actions could be effectively implemented at state ol
regional levels.

Benefits from national coordinationNot met. A national strategic plan or approach was not
considered essential as actions could be coordinated and implemented at lower scales (e.g.
regional and statp Not a strong case for a standalone national strategic plan/approach.
Potentially this species could Ipart of a future project to develop guidelines for restoring close
forest/riparian ecosystems.

Camphor laurel Yes Yes Not met Nationally significant negative impactsres. Based on the current and potential negative impac
(Cinnamomum results, the NEWP SG/WWG agreed that the threshold for nationally significant impacts was
camphorg Feasibility of managementYes. There are feasible management actions that are socially

acceptable and would benefit from national coordination.

Benefits from national coordinationNot met. While some considerations for this criterion were
met, a national strategic plan or approach was not strictly needed beaaoseactions could be
coordinated and implemented at lower scales, particuladyoss NSW and QLD who are most
impacted.l.e. while there may be a benefit from national coordination, national coordination w
not considered essential (i.e. not a strong caBatentially this species could be part of a future
project to develop guidelines for restoring closed forest/riparian ecosystamd/or part of a
future project to progress a nationally consistent ban on sale.
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Criteria threshold met

Species Nationally Feasibility of
significant negative management
impacts
(current/potential)

Benefits from

national
coordination

Summary and general reason why criteria were not met (where relevant)

Note: Detailed assessment results are summarised@iendix @Gnd provide more detail on how
the species performed against the assessment criteria fé@asbility ofmanagement component
considered if the identified feasible actions would potentially benefit from national coordinatio
This was then further considered under thenefits from national coordination componenthich
specifically considered whether a national strategic plan or approach is required (necessary)
improve management

Coast beach daisy Yes Yes
(Arctotheca

populifolig)

Not met

Nationally significant negative impactsres. Based on the current and potential negative impac
results, and additional evidence the NEWP SG/WWG agreed that the threshold for nationally
significant impacts was met.

Feasibility of managementyes. There are feasible management actions that are socially
acceptable and would benefit from national coordination.

Benefits from national coordinationNot met. It was determined that this species did not prese
a strong enough case for a national strategic plan or approach as a standalone species. As a
weed, it was recommended that consideration is given to integrating action with sea spurge ¢
similar impacts and management needs that would help to protect coastal habitat and nation
important shore birds.

Common mother Not met Yes
of-millions

(Bryophyllum

delagoensg

Not met

Nationally significant negative impactdNot met. In reviewing current and potential negative
impact results, the NEWP SG/WWG considered that the impacts of this species were compa
lower than other species and impacts have not materially increased over the last decade, not
earlier consideration as a WoNS. It was agreed that this species did not meet the threshold fo
nationally significant impacts, considering there was not strong evidence for nationally signific
impacts.

Feasibility of managementYes. There are feasible management actions that are socially
acceptable and would benefit from national coordination.

Benefits from national coordinationNot met. A national strategic plan or approach was not
considered essential because actions could be coordinated and implemented at lower scales
local, regional and state) and some actions are already underway. Local control or containme
programsare carried out at a regional level in NSW and QLD. Not considered to present a str
case for a national strategic plan.
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Criteria threshold met

Species Nationally Feasibility of
significant negative management
impacts
(current/potential)

Benefits from

national
coordination

Summary and general reason why criteria were not met (where relevant)

Note: Detailed assessment results are summarised@iendix Gnd provide more detail on how
the species performed against the assessment criteria fé@asbility ofmanagement component
considered if the identified feasible actions would potentially benefit from national coordinatio
This was then further considered under thenefits from national coordination componenthich
specifically considered whether a national strategic plan or approach is required (necessary)
improve management

Fountain grass Not met Yes
(Cenchrus
setaceu}

Not met

Nationally significant negative impactsNot met. Based on the current and potential negative
impact results, the NEWP SG/WWG agreed that the threshold for nationally significant impac
was not met.

Feasibility of managementYes. There are feasible management actions that are socially
acceptable and would benefit from national coordination.

Benefits from national coordinationNot met. A national strategic plan or approach was not
considered necessary because actions could be coordinated and implemented at lower scale
local, regional and state) and many acti@h®ady in place. Not a strong case for national
coordination.

Geraldton Not met Yes
carnation weed

(Euphorbia

terracing

Not met

Nationally significant negative impactsNot met. Based on the current and potential negative
impact results, the NEWP SG/WWG agreed that the threshold for nationally significant impac
was not met.

Feasibility of managementYes. There are feasible management actions that are socially
acceptable and would benefit from national coordination.

Benefits from national coordinationNot met. A national strategic plan or approach would assis
but is not considered necessary for improved managememprégress. There was not a strong
case for a national strategic plan or approach.

Glory lily Not met Not met
(Gloriosa superba

Not met

Nationally significant negative impactsNot met. Based on the current and potential negative
impact results the NEWP SG/WWG agreed that the threshold for nationally significant impact
not met.

Feasibility of managementNot met. There are some feasible potential management actions tr
are socially acceptable. However, there are limited benefits to undertaking these actions in a
nationally coordinated approach as most actions are localised and implemented through site
specific or regional/state plans.

Benefits from national coordinationNot met. It was determined that this species did not prese
a strong enough case for a national strategic plan or approach as a standalone species. As a
weed, it was recommended that consideration is given to integrating action with sea spurge t
SzLILI2 NI Ay GS3aNF GSR | OlGAazy I ONRP&aa ! dAaGNY f AL
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Criteria threshold met

Species

Nationally Feasibility of
significant negative management
impacts

(current/potential)

Benefits from

national
coordination

Summary and general reason why criteria were not met (where relevant)

Note: Detailed assessment results are summarised@iendix @Gnd provide more detail on how
the species performed against the assessment criteria fé@asbility ofmanagement component
considered if the identified feasible actions would potentially benefit from national coordinatio
This was then further considered under thenefits from national coordination componenthich
specifically considered whether a national strategic plan or approach is required (necessary)
improve management

ltalian buckthorn
(Rhamnus
alternatug

Not met Yes

Not met

Nationally significant negative impactsNot met. Based on the current and potential negative
impact results, the NEWP SG/WWG agreed that the threshold for nationally significant impac
was not met.

Feasibility of managementYes. There are feasible management actions that are socially
acceptable and would benefit from national coordination.

Benefits from national coordinationNot met. A national strategic plan is not required as only ¢
action (ban from sale) is requiring a coordinated appro&nsidered lower priority. There could
be a future project to progress a nationally consistent ban on sale and develop best practice |
to raise awareness and encourage early control.

Groundsel bush
(Baccharis
halmifolia)

Not met Not met

Not met

Nationally significant negative impact®ot met.Based on the current and potential negative
impact results, the NEWP SG/WWG agreed that the threshold for nationally significant impac
wasnot met.

Feasibility of managementNot met. There are feasible management actions that are socially
acceptable. However, there are limited benefits to undertaking these actions in a nationally
coordinated approach except for asset protection. Some infestations are already being intens
controlled at the site scale (either manually e.g. by Bushcare groups or with herbicides in son
contexts) and these interventions are effective.

Benefits from national coordinationNot met. A national strategic plan or approach was not
considered essential because actions could be coordinated and implemented at lower scales
local and regiondl Not a strong case for national coordination. Potentitillg species could be
part of a future project to develop guidelines for restoring closed forest/riparian ecosystems.
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Criteria threshold met

Species Nationally Feasibility of
significant negative management
impacts
(current/potential)

Benefits from

national
coordination

Summary and general reason why criteria were not met (where relevant)

Note: Detailed assessment results are summarised@iendix @Gnd provide more detail on how
the species performed against the assessment criteria fé@asbility ofmanagement component
considered if the identified feasible actions would potentially benefit from national coordinatio
This was then further considered under thenefits from national coordination componenthich
specifically considered whether a national strategic plan or approach is required (necessary)
improve management

Mickey mouse Not met Not met
plant (Ochna
serrulatg

Not met

Nationally significant negative impactsNot met. Based on the current and potential negative
impact results, the NEWP SG/WWG agreed that the threshold for nationally significant impac
was not met.

Feasibility of managementNot met. There are feasible management actions that are socially
acceptable. However, there are limited benefits to undertaking these actions in a nationally
coordinated approach except for asset protection. Some infestations are already being intens
controlled at the site scale (either manually e.g. by Bushcare groups or with herbicides in son
contexts) and these interventions are effective.

Benefits from national coordinationNot met. A national strategic plan or approach was not
considered essential because actions could be coordinated and implemented at lower scales
local and regional). Not a strong case for national coordination. Potentially this species could
part of a future project to develop guidelines for restoring closed forest/riparian ecosystems.

Onion weed Not met Not met
(Asphodelus
fistulosu$

Not met

Nationally significant negative impacts\ot met. Based on the current and potential negative
impact results, the NEWP SG/WWG agreed that the threshold for nationally significant impac
was not met.

Feasibility of managementNot met. There are feasible management actions that are socially
acceptable. However, there are limited benefits to undertaking these actions in a nationally
coordinated approach. There are few actions that require national coordination.

Benefits from national coordinationNot met. A national strategic plan or approach is not need
because actions could be coordinated and implemented at lower scales. There are no strong
benefits or need for national coordination
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Criteria threshold met

Species Nationally Feasibility of
significant negative management
impacts
(current/potential)

Benefits from

national
coordination

Summary and general reason why criteria were not met (where relevant)

Note: Detailed assessment results are summarised@iendix @Gnd provide more detail on how
the species performed against the assessment criteria fé@asbility ofmanagement component
considered if the identified feasible actions would potentially benefit from national coordinatio
This was then further considered under thenefits from national coordination componenthich
specifically considered whether a national strategic plan or approach is required (necessary)
improve management

Sticky nightshade Not met Yes
(Solanum
sisymbriifoliun)

Not met

Nationally significant negative impact$\Not met. In reviewing the current and potential negative
impact results (including variation and lower confidence level of assessments), the NEWP S
considered that the impacts of this species were comparatively lower than other species. It w
agredl that this species did not meet the threshold for nationally significant impacts, consider
number of factors including the limited current and potential distribution and insufficient evide
to support nationally significant impacts.

Feasibility of managementNot met. There are feasible management actions that are socially
acceptable, however national coordination is not essential as actions could be implemented ¢
state level.

Benefits from national coordinationNot met. A national strategic plan or approach is not
considered essential because actions could be coordinated and implemented in NSW and QI
lower scales (e.g. regional and state) and some are already in place. Not a strong case for ne
coordiration.

Willows cactus Not met Not met
(Cereus
uruguayanu$

Not met

Nationally significant negative impactsNot met. Based on the current and potential negative
impact results, the NEWP SG/WWG agreed that the threshold for nationally significant impac
was not met.

Feasibility of managementNot met. There are feasible management actions that are socially
acceptable. However, there are limited benefits to undertaking these actions in a nationally
coordinated approach. There are few actions that require national coordination.

Benefits from national coordinationNot met. A national strategic plan or approach is not need
because actions could be coordinated and implemented at lower scales (e.g. local, regional ¢
state). There are no strong benefits or need for national coordination.

* Assessed as the lead species for a nominated group of cledated weeds. All species are listeddippendix (search by lead species).
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Cainvestment and implementation

Following NBC agreeing on national established weed priorities, next steps are governments,
industry and community organisations consideringrogesting in new national established weed
priorities to enable implementation of identified feasible managemactions with stakeholders.

For each new national established weed priority, implementation of identified feasible actions is
dependent on the level of cénvestment secured; hence, a species being agreed as a new national
established weed priority does not guarantee implementatiori management actions

An estimate of the investment required to implement nationally coordinated actions for the agreed
national established weed priorities, and recommended delivery approaches, will be prepared by the
project team.

Negotiations will be progressed with governments, industry and community organisations to co
contribute to implementation, in recognition of shared benefits across sectors.

Depending on investment in management actions, the NBC will be asked to consider the NEWP
delivery stream to implement the management actions for each new national established weed
priority. The three delivery streams under NEWP are:

I  Weeds of National Significance (Wol®cilitates nationally coordinated action on priority
established weed species.

1 National Established Weeds Action List (NEVZAdgilitates management of discrete national
priority actions.

T  Weed Issues of National Significance (WiiN&velops collective solutions to priority
established weed issues.

The NEWP program design is flexible to support collaborative action with stakeholders on each
national established weed priority, with or without assigning the WoNS label.

Once agreed, the scale of implementation will be published on/tkeds AustraliNEWP webpage
and communicated to stakeholders through various channels.

National coordinated action will include development of strategic plans. Each strategic plan will share
common goals, but the objectives and strategic actions will be specific to the needs of individual
priorities and will be developed by taskforces in soitation with broader stakeholder groups.

Any regulatory decisions on weed management for land managers are the responsibility of
individual state and territory governments, outside of NEWP
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Appendix A: Detailed assessment
process

Therewerethree main elements to the detailed assessment process, whichsaligim EPDNS
criteria (NBC2016):

1) Nationally significant negative impaaggs y +FaaSaavySyid 2F | alLISOASaQ A
ABARES), current distribution, potential distribution under current climate and due to climate
change (assessed by ABARES), and negative impacts (currentemthdassessed by expert
elicitation). Impact questions within the assessment were designed to align with the negative
impact criteria listed within the EPDNS.

2) Feasibility of managemeimtan assessment of the current management gaps for the species,
the feasibility of potential management solutions (including social acceptability), and whether
the species has any benefits (economic (market), environmental, soaaltural). It also
considers whether there are benefits (or potential conflicts) from undertaking the proposed
management solutions in a nationally coordinated manner. All aspects of this component are
assessed by the WWG or their proxies.

3) Benefits from national coordinatioga qualitative assessment to determine if there are
sufficient benefits to taking a nationally coordinated approach to address the species. All
aspects of the component are assessed by the WWG.

A speciesieeded topass all three elements to be determined as nationally significant and
subsequently be considered as a national established weed priority.

Nationally significant negative impacts

Determining whether a weed has nationally significant impacts depénd how impactful it is or
could be, how invasive it is, where it currently is, and where it could establish. Consequently, the
detailed assessment of nationally significant negative impacts corsldiewasiveness, potential
distribution and current and potential negative impacts.

Invasiveness
ABARES assessed the invasive characteristics of each species. Assessments were reviewed by
independent reviewers from state and territory governments, as well as the NEWP SG.

The invasiveness criterion sought to identify characteristics of a weed that enhance its invasiveness,
such as its ability to colonise and establish, its growth and competitive ability, reproductive ability,
and dispersal (human mediated and natural). Asessment of invasivenesgssimportant to

identify weeds that can spread faster and be more difficult to manage where they are present.

In assessing the invasiveness criteria for the 29 species, ABARES conducted a literature review and
sought additional information from experts as required, in accordance with the agreed process.
Information on invasiveness characteristics was providedrgsrosations in response to question 17

in their nomination form and was also considered in informing the invasiveness assessment.
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All species were assessed to have invasive characteristics (see species summaresdix Band

Appendix Gor further information). Species identified with the highest invasive characteristics

included(in alphabetical order)African lovegrass, Amazon frogbit, Buffel grass, CalofRpkber

bush), Common motheof-YA f f A2y &3 C2dzydF Ay 3INIAAZI DAFYyd NI GQ2
These species have superior ability to colonise, establish, reproduce and persist. They possess many
morpho-physiological traits for competitive saess, and most have been described as transformer

species that alter environmental regimes. They also produce a larger number of viable propagules

annually and have multiple long distance dispersal mechanisms, both natural and human (intentional

and acciéntal).

Potential distribution under current and future climate
ABARES assessed the potential distribution of each species under current and future climate. The
maps were reviewed by the NEWP SG.

Mapping the current distribution of the weadasa prerequisite to modelling the potential
distribution. Current distribution maps were developed for each weed using the Atlas of Living
Australia data verified by the state and territory WWG members, with additional data provided by
the jurisdictions whee required.

Potential distribution (under current climate) was modelled to inform what percentage of the
potential distribution is currently occupied by the species and therefore what its ssé@erange
expansion.

Potential distribution (under current climate) modelling was undertaken only to assess the broad
climatic suitability for the species in Australia, based on temperature and rainfall requirements from
Australian and global locations where the species isskntm occur. These models did not consider
speciesspecific factors such as land use, soil type and other habitat requirements, which may further
O2yaidNIAYy GKS &LISOASEAQ RAAGNAROdzZIAZ2Y @

To be considered nationally significant, the speaiesded tohave the potential to impact more
than one state or territory. All 29 species were assessed to have the potential to impact more than
one state or territory.

Potential distribution under future climate (due to climate change) was modelled und&r-dpte

Of AYIGS OKIy3IS aOSyIFINA2& yR O2YLI NBR gA0K GKS
climate) to inform if the predicted range would contract, expaadremain the same due to climate

change.

QX

Climate change modelling was undertaken using seven future global climate models (GCMs) but due
to the considerable limitations with the modelling and uncertainty, the NEWP SG and WWG did not
use the results of climate change modelling to inform their sieci making.

Negative impacts

A panel of 33 experts (guided by ABARES) assessed the current and potential economic (market),
environmental, social and cultural negative impacts of a species. The panel included representation
of assessors with a diversity in expert backgrounds inclustirentists (e.g. ecologists, agronomists,
botanists, social scientists) and weed control practitioners (e.g. farmers, park managers, advisors)
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across relevant stakeholder groups (agriculture, mining, conservation, research, government,
Indigenous land management).

The current and potential negative impacts of a species were assessed separately using a semi
gquantitative expert elicitation method. Negative impacts were assesseddhgf4he independent
experts across the four domains:

1) Economic (markef? question:

(a) negative impact on yieldnd management inputsimpact on yield including
crop, pasture, forestry or other industrigisnpact onanimal production, weeds
acting as alternative hosts for pests and diseases, increases in the cost of
production or management

(b) Negative impact otthe quality of products which also includes market access
2) Environmental (3 questions):

(a) negative impact on vegetation structure,

(b) negative impact on biodiversity

(c) modificationof ecosystem function
3) Social2 questions):

(a) negative impact on human physical and mental health

(b) negative impact on social amenity (including services, infrastructure and non
First Nations cultural heritage)

4) Cultural(3 questions):

(a) negative impact on First Nations culture and cultural heritage (oral traditions,
arts, rituals, ceremonies and knowledge

(b) negative impact on traditional subsistence and sustenance resources
(c) negative impact on placbased heritage

For each question, assessors recorded an impact stat@g5) and their level of confidence in that
score (high, medium or low), for both current and potential impacts. The level of confidence was
based on the quality of evidence usky the assessot® make their judgement. The scoring scale
wasnon-linear, so that higher categories relating to natiosable impactsvere more influential.

Table5 Scoring scale for impact questions

Category

No impact at any scale

Minor impact at any scale

Medium impact at multiregional scale or high impact at regional scal

Medium impact at national scale or high impact at mtgijional scale

High impact at national scale
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The mean and median scores were analysed, with results presented by current and potential
negative impact, total across all four domains and individually for each domain.

Decision making on prioritised species (negative impacts)

The detailed assessment method for the nationally significant negative impacts criteria specifie
deliberative system for prioritisation. this deliberative approach, each component (invasiveness,
potential distribution and negative impactajasconsidered in decision making. While negative

impact was used for ranking, the NEWP SG and WWG considered invasiveness as well as current and
future distribution in prioritisation.

Invasiveness results were considered by the NEWP SG to confirm all prioritised species had invasive
characteristics. Further, the NEWP SG used this information to consider those species that have a
higher invasiveness score may have a potential to sprasteif, therefore be prioritised over a

species that has similar impacts but is less invasive. Potential distribution results were used by the
NEWP SG and WWG in their decision making to consider potential for spread.

Feasibility of management

The aim of the feasibility of management (FoM) assessmwaisto determine whether there are
feasible management solutions for each assessed species that maintain/enhance agricultural
productivity/industry, and limit negative economic (market), environmental, social and cultural
impacts. This assessment determihghether the species mdhe EPDNS National Significance
criterion 2: has proposed management interventions that are feasible (NBC 2016).

The FoMwas assessed by state and territory government representatives from the WWG, who
consulted within their organisations where needed on nominated weeds. The representatives had
expertise in weed management (@mound control, research, asset protection, aeaess and
communication), social political context of weed (stakeholder views and willingness to niieage
specie$, and policy and regulatory frameworks.

FoM was assessed in two parts. Part 1 determiivbether there are significant benefits of the
speciesincludingeconomic (market), environmental, social and/or cultural benefits. This section
also explore whether there may be stakeholders that value the species differently, to which
mutually beneficial management solutions should be considered in Part 2 of the assessment.

Part 2wasa framework that assesddéhe current management gaps for the weed and whether there
are feasible potential management solutions. The assessment considered five main management
actions/solutions, including eground management, research, policy, knowledge/awareness and
asset protetion. Within each of the five management solution categories, assessors are asked to
identify:

I  current management gaps within the category

I feasible potential management solutions within the category

1  socio-political support for the feasible potential management solutions
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1 whether there are benefits (or potential conflicts) from undertaking the proposed management
solutions in a nationally coordinated manner.

In undertaking FoMissessments, the WWG assessors considered their own knowledge, drew on
additional expertise as well as conducted their own literature review to support their assessment.
Information provided by organisations in their nomination form was provided to tlessors to

help inform their assessment of the feasibility of management. This indltetgponses to questions
18, 19, 20 and 21 of the nomination form.

ABARES coordinated the Falssessment process. ABARES chaired an initial meeting with WWG
representatives to discuss FOM questions and confirm understanding of the process. WWG
representatives then undertook the FoM assessments independently for the species that had been
allocatedto them. ABARES allocated weeds avoiding conflicts, so mhatsessor from state or
territory that nominated a species did not undertake the assessment. FOM assessments were
reviewed by a WWG member from a different jurisdiction with no conflicts. A summary of the
assessments was compiled by ABARES to assist CSIRO with an independent review of the FoOM
assessments. The purpose of the review was to ensure consistency anddaicness the
assessment panel in the application of the FoM guidelines of the methodology. The WWG made
recommendations on those species that have feasible management options to the NEWP SG for
review and endorsement.

Benefits from national coordination

The Benefits from National Coordination (BNC) assessment was the third and final component of the
NEWP detailed assessment process. The aim of the BNC assesststentietermine those species

that would benefit from a nationally coordinated approach to reduce their spread and impacts.

This assessment determid&hether the species meéEPDNS criterion 3: benefits from national
coordination (NB2016). This criterion required that there be a clearly demonstrable benefit from a
nationally coordinated approach or plan that outlines the action to be undertaken by all responsible
parties. An established weed may have (or potentially have), sigrtifitguacts in one or more

regions, but would not be considered a nationally significant weed if no particular benefit can be
demonstrated by taking a nationally coordinated approach or having a national plan.

This includd consideration of:

1 whether a national plan is needed and if there is support for a strategic plan from multiple
stakeholders

1  whether collaboration is needed between government, industry and community stakeholders to
implement the national plan

1 whether implementation of the national plan would require action across more than one state
or territory

9 whether the national plan would bring public benefits.

This was assessed by the same WWG representatives (or their nominated proxy). dis &sdéssing
this criterion, assessors undertook a qualitative analysis to determine whether there would be
sufficient benefits from taking a nationally coordinated approach to manage the weed.
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Information provided by organisations in their nomination form was provided to the assessors to
help inform their assessment of benefits from national coordination. This included responses to
questions 14, 15 and 16 of the nomination form. Assessors abo televant results of the
nationaly significant impacts assessments and the FoM assessments to aid in consideration of
responses to the BNC questions.

A panel meeting was held, chaired by DAFF, to discuss input on BNC assessments and determine the
assessment for each species. WWG representatives were asked to declare any conflicts prior to the
discussion of each species. An independent review of thedBBESsments was undertaken by

CSIRO. The purpose of the review was to ensure consistency and fairness across the assessment
panel in the application of the BNC assessment methodology across the 29 species. The WWG made
recommendations on those species thvaduld benefit from a nationdy coordinated approach to

the NEWP SG.
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Appendix B: Summary ef/idence

pase specieghat met the criteria to
ne considered aational established
weed priority

Theevidence baséor each of the 15 speciadigible for consideratiomas national established weed
priorities are summarised in this section, including nationally significagativeimpacts, proposed
management, and benefits from taking nationally coordinated action for each species.

Current and potential negative impacts summary information is derived from information provided

by assessors in the expert elicitation process. These summaries, along with the scores for the
respective categories, were considered by the NEWP SG and BadGindividual

statement/justification provided by assessors was not verifieeferences provided by assessors for

the species will be made available on the Weeds Australia NEWP webpage as additional information
to this document.

Results focurrent and potentiahegative impact presented below are by domain (economic
(market), environment, social, cultural), where numbers indicate the question (pad@8)Where it
is has been assessed at the magnitude and scale indicated (e.g. high impact at national level).

Numbers and questions are as follows:
1Impacts on yields and management inputs

2]mpacts on quality of products

3 Impacts on vegetation structure

4Impacts on Australian biodiversity

5 Modification of ecosystem functions

6 Impacts on human health

7 Impacts on social amenity

8 Impacts on oral tradition, practice, ritual and knowledge
9 Impacts on subsistence, sustenance and craftmanship resources
19 Impacts on heritage (place based)
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B Present

TOP LEFT: © Sheldon NéiﬁéP RIGHT: © The State of QueensIB@TTOM LEFT: © Government of South Australia
BOTTOM RIGHSource: ABARESIrrent distribution map based on distribution records from the Atlas of Living Australia
and additional distribution records supplied by the state and territory WWG as required

Summary of detailed assessment

Invasiveness

African lovegrass ianvasive grass with superior ability to colonise, establish, reproduce and

persist. It invades disturbed areas but can also invade undisturbed low fertility grasslands and
pastures where it can form dense, monospecific stands. It has many mpipfsiologecal traits for
competitive success and is an ecological transformer. Long distance dispersal is through water, wind
and wild and domestic vertebrates, as well as by human means.

Current and potential distribution
African lovegrass is currently present in QLD, NSW, ACT, VIC, TAS, SA and WA. Broad climatic
suitability modelling shows it has a potential to spread further through these jurisdictions.

Beneficial uses

African lovegrass is valued by some land managers as drought fodder where specific soil and
environmental conditions are met. The cultiragrostis curvulav. Consol has some benefits as it is
a more palatable and less weedy pasture species (particularly in northern, central and the southern
tablelands of NSW). Consol and other cultivars are also noted for their ability to reduce soil erosion,
particularlyin sandy soils.
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Current and potential negative impacts
Assessed as:

1  Current high impact at a regioraiultiregional level for environme#t->.

1  Potential high impact at a multegional to national level for economic (market)
environmené®and culturé®.

1  Potential high impact at a national level for environnfent

1Impacts on yields and management inputs

3 Impacts on vegetation structure

4lmpacts on Australian biodiversity

5 Modification of ecosystem functions

8 Impacts on oral tradition, practice, ritual and knowledge

9 Impacts on subsistence, sustenance and craftmanship resources

Economic (market)African lovegrass is a lgpalatability grass that reduces grazing productivity,
often halving carrying capacity in severely infested pastures. It reduces pasture quality and feed
value with the potential for significant economic losses to the grazidgsimy. Control is difficult and
costly.African lovegrassurrently has no impacts on the quality of products, nor restrictions to
market access or implications for international and domestic markets.

Environmental African lovegrass may alter native vegetation by forming monocultures, replacing
native species and modifying vegetation structure. It is particularly disruptive in lowland grassy
woodlands and overgrazed areas, where it can dominate and negativelytifirpaegimes, further
degrading ecosystem function. It may threaten Australian biodiversity by outcompeting native
species. It negatively impacts several plant species listed under the EPBC Act, including Spiked rice
flower (Pimelea spicatp Downy wattle Acacia pubescehsand Grass conostyli€gnostylis miseja

as well as faunal species such as the endangered Monaro grassland earless Tyagmampcryptis
osborne). African lovegrass acts as an ecological transformer, disrupting nutrient cycling and
landscape resilience across multiple regions in Australia. It can modify key ecosystem functions by
altering soil chemistry, reducing microbial activity, and increasitiggen levels. Its high biomass

and flammable tussocks elevate fuel loads, intensifying fire regimes and frequency.

Social African lovegrass does not directly impact physical health but may contribute to mental health
stress among land managers and producers due to its persistent spread, high control costs, and
limited longterm management success. It may negatively impactad amenity by infesting high

value conservation areas, including national parks, nature reserves, and heritage sites. Its presence in
public infrastructure and recreational spaces, such as roadsides, footpaths, waterways, and coastal
regions may reducaesthetic and recreational value.

Cultural African lovegrass may negatively impact First Nations oral traditions and cultural practices
by invading ecologically and culturally significant landscapes, such as the Cumberland Plain in NSW.
Its spread may threaten native species tied to traditioma\wledge and land management, including
cultural burning. While current evidence is limited, hignsity infestations could reduce access to
traditional food sources and materials, if it spreads into culturally significant grasslands. Its continued
invason could affect access to significant sites and disrupt traditional practices, ritualshzaed
teachings, including cultural burning.
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Proposed actions to improve management

Benefits of national plan/approachActions to improve management would deliver benefits to both
impacted sectors (agriculture and environment) through coordinated research, policy alignment,
surveillance, best practice guidelines, strategic planning. It would deliver efficiencies through
national coordination by avoiding duplication of effort, enabling esf$¢ctive solutions and
partnerships across jurisdictions, sectors and land tenures and increase capacity to effectively
manage this weed.

Focus of national plan/approactProtect high value conservation areas from African lovegrass and
reduce negative impacts on agricultural productivity. The following potential management actions

have been considered as part of the NEWP detailed assessment process, and would be refined with

stakeholders through the development of a national plan.

1) Onground management actiong developing integrated control strategies and shared learning;
collating and disseminating best practice guidelines for mechanical, chemical and integrated
control methods; implementing nationally coordinated research to explore novel biocontrol
pathways including genomic screening and international agent sourcing.

2) Research and development for the speciegmproving detection, surveillance and national
scale mapping of African lovegrass infestations using rapid DNA testing, eDNA and remote
sensing; establishing citizen science platforms to improve early detection and monitoring of
spread dynamics; enhamgj overall research prospects to address knowledge gaps.

3) Policy and regulatiorg eradicating targeted outlier populations; harmonising legislation and
policy; improving industry and government guidelines; developing a nationally endorsed
strategic plan foAfrican lovegrasthat aligns regional biosecurity efforts, eradication priorities
and stakeholder engagement.

4) Capacity building and awarenegsdeveloping updated and targeted communication materials;
supporting knowledge collation, extension efforts and determining training needs tailored to
different land uses and infestation scales; producing coordinated training modules for
landholders, concils, and biosecurity officers, focusing on identification, control techniques and
policy obligations; convening regular forums with government, industry, First Nations and
community organisations to guide policy development, share learnings, and explore
investment opportunities for landscapscale control.

5) Asset protectiong coordinating approaches to protect World Heritage Areas, conservation

reserves and intact landscapes; integrating management actions for African lovegrass into other

existing Key Threatening Processes.
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Amazon frogbit(Limnobium laevigatun)
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Source: ABARESIrrent distribution map based on distribution records from the Atlas of Living Australia and additional
distribution records supplied by the state and territory WWG as required

Summary of detailed assessment

Invasiveness

Amazon frogbit isminvasive weed that can invade all waterway types. It forms dense mats that
outcompete other aquatic plants and is a transformer as it disrupts light/oxygen. It grows very
quickly. Dispersal of seed and vegetative fragments is via water currents, surfats birds, human
(deliberate via aquarium trade, accidental by watercraft/sharing pond plants).

Current and potential distribution

Amazon frogbit is currently present in NSW, QLD, VIC and WA. Broad climate suitability modelling
AYRAOFGSa GKIG 2yfe | aYFff LINBLR2NIAZ2Y 2F YLl 2y
currently occupied. This species could disperse by human snedonger distances and has the

potential to establish throughout Australia.

Beneficial uses
Amazon frogbit is used as an ornamental aquatic plant in the aquarium trade and in garden ponds. It
is not managed as a beneficial plant in any specific land use.
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Current and potential negative impacts
Assessed as:

91 Current high impactat a regionaimultiregional level for environme#at->.
1  Potential high impact at a multegional- national level for socidbnd culturé°.

1  Potential high impact at a national level for economic (mafkanty environment**.

1Impacts on yields and management inputs

3 Impacts on vegetation structure

4 Impacts on Australian biodiversity

5 Modification of ecosystem functions

7Impacts on social amenity

9 Impacts on subsistence, sustenance and craftmanship resources
10Impacts on heritage (place based)

Economic (marketAmazon frogbit poses risks to agricultural productivity. Control methods such as
manual removal, herbicide application, and mechanical harvesting are latemsive, costly, and
require ongoing monitoring. Infestations can obstruct irrigation channedspotentially impact
hydroelectric power generation. Blockages to intake pipes are a threat to electricity generation at
Barron Falls hydro power station but is avoided by booms and manual removal within the supply
weir; such impacts are likely at otheemgrators if left unchecked. In aquaculture, dense mats may
cause hypoxia, reducing fish growth and survival. While current infestations in Australia are limited,
the species has high climate suitability across key irrigation regions, indicating a pdignti@ risk.
While it does not directly affect agricultural product quality, chemical treatments may interfere with
irrigation for livestock. Infestations may threaten organic certification due to contamination risks.

EnvironmentalAmazon frogbit can alter aquatic vegetation structure by forming dense surface mats
that outcompete native floating and emergent species, leading to monocultures and reduced
biodiversity. These mats can block sunlight, suppress submerged plants and déestigal habitat
complexity. It is a threat to Australian biodiversity, particularly in ecologically and culturally
important regions such as the Howard Springs, Kakadu floodplains, Barron River catchment, and the
Ord River system. It can disrupt fresheraecosystem functions including nutrient cycling, promotes
eutrophication, and increases methane emissions. Water flow is impeded, affecting hydrology, flood
regimes, potentially altering water quality and downstream ecosystems, including reef catchments
Its ability to thrive in both freshwater and saline environments, and under low light conditions,
increases its potential for widespread environmental impact in aquatic environments across multiple
states.

Social Amazon frogbit may pose indirect risks to human health. Dense mats can create stagnant
water ideal for mosquito breeding, potentially increasing populations of disease vectors such as
Aedes and Culex species. Infestations may degrade water quality, @#mndbad to foul odours, algal
blooms, and unsafe conditions for drinking and recreation, particularly affecting remote
communities. It may impact drainage systems in the future, increasing flood risk. The loss of access
to recreationally significant watevays may negatively affect mental health and wellbeing. It
negatively impacts social amenity by obstructing recreational activities such as swimming, fishing,
and boating, and degrading the scenic and cultural value of waterways. Infestations rese&s swc
waterbodies, pose safety risks, and diminish the quality of and culturajtourism experiences.

These effects are particularly concerning in regions like the NT, Far North QLD, and the Kimberley,
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where waterways hold strong cultural, recreational, and economic significance. Continued spread is
likely to mirror the amenity losses seen with other invasive aquatic weeds.

Cultural Amazon frogbit may impact First Nations oral traditions, cultural practices, and knowledge
systems by degrading culturally significant wetlands across Australia. Infestations may restrict access
to ceremonial and scared sites, disrupt seasonal ecologid@iators, and displace culturally

important plant and animal species. These changes can hinder intergenerational knowledge sharing
and the transmission of pladeased stories and language. It may restrict access to traditional
subsistence and craftsmamp resources by degrading wetlands and riparian zones vital for

harvesting fish, bush food, water harvesting and materials used in weaving and toolmaking. While
direct damage tduilt infrastructure is unlikely, access to traditional structures such as fish traps may
be hindered. First Nations communities across Northern QLD have expressed concern over the
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Proposed actions to improve management

Benefits of national plan/approachActions to improve management would deliver benefits to
impacted sectors/stakeholders (agricultusguaculture water supply/catchment managers,
conservation and First nation groups, Councils, land managers) and avoid/prevent costs by
preventing further spread. Would deliver clear efficiencies through national coordination by avoiding
duplication, enabling cosgffective solutions and partnerships, funding broader studies across
diverse environments, and supporting collaboration between groups.

Focus of national plan/approactPrevent further spread and reduce negative impacts of Amazon
frogbit across all sectors (economic, environment, social and cultural). The following potential
management actions have been considered as part of the NEWP detailed assessment process and
would ke refined with stakeholders through the development of a national plan.

1) Onground management actiong supporting research and development for chemical,
mechanical, habitat manipulation techniques and integrated control methods; developing a
biocontrol agent.

2) Research and development for the specieaddressing knowledge gaps in dispersal;
understanding/managing aquarium trade spread routes, online trade; improving surveillance
capacity and mapping all infestation locations; supporting research and development for social
licence to apply herbicidetwaterbodies by understanding and demonstrating the negative
impacts and benefits of control in aquatic environments and understanding social perspectives
of herbicide use (vs other options) in waterbodies; sharing resources and knowledge.

3) Policy and regulatiorg developing nationally aligned polices and declarations (for sale and
trade) to prevent online trade across borders; developing tools for improved compliance
mechanisms for online and retail aguarium trade, including mandatory labelling, seller
educationand penalties for illegal sale or dumping; integrating frogbit into the national list of
naturalised invasive and potentially invasive garden escape plants.

4) Capacity building and awarenegsimplementing a coordinated approach for skills
development and training, distribution and marketing of communication and awareness
material; strengthening the existing regionally coordinated early detection and response
protocols to enable swift actiowhen new infestations are detected (i.e., training local
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authorities and community groups in identification, reporting, and containment procedures);
coordinating citizen science initiatives across jurisdictions to crowdsource frogbit sightings and
support mapping efforts (i.e., mobile apps, local workshops,martherships with schools,
Landcare groups, and recreational water users).

Asset protectiong protecting Ramsar wetlands, priority aquatic ecosystems and threatened
aqguatic species, World Heritage sites, conservation reserves and intact landscapes; developing
plans for future restoration of aquatic ecosystems impacted by frogbit, includingmémda

native aquatic vegetation, improving water flow regimes and enhancing habitat complexity to
resist reinvasion, drawing on lessons from overseas or other aquatic weeds that are more
widespread with higher abundance; coordinating frogbit control witfieo aquatic weed

programs (e.g., salvini&&élvinia molesta water hyacinth Eichhornia crassipgsto maximise
efficiency, reduce duplication, and leverage shared resources, especially-riskigatchments

and Ramsar listed wetlands.

Environment and Invasives Committee
50



NEWP assessment report

Buffel grasgCenchrus ciliaris

(Group nomination: includes the three spectésnchrus ciliari€. pennisetiformiand C. setige))
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Summary of detailed assessment

Invasiveness

Buffel grass is an invasive grass that invades a wide variety of grassy ecosystems and grows mostly on
sandy soils. It spreads along roadsides and drainage lines. It commonly escapes from plantings,
especially in disturbed habitats and fire affected ar€gen to sembpen habitats are especially
vulnerable. It is a prolific seed producer. Seed bank persistence is greater than 5 years. It is dispersed
naturally via water, wind and wild vertebrates. It is also dispersed by human means deliberately
(plantedfor livestock) and accidently (vehicles and mowing, contaminated hay).

Current and potential distribution

Buffel grass is currently present in NSW, NT, QLD, SA, VIC and WA. Broad climatic suitability
modelling shows it has a potential to spread further through these jurisdictions and potential to
establish in ACT. It is not predicted to occupy regions of TAS.

Beneficial uses

Buffel grass is beneficial to rangeland pastoral situations (land use) in tropicéifppidal, semi

arid, arid, southern temperate and Mediterranean land uses of Australia. It is a highly valuable
pastoral fodder for cattle with estimates of the econamwialue of beef production from Buffel grass
pastures in the QLD of up to $4.8 billion (QDPI, 2025). Buffel grass also controls erosion in some
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contexts (used for soil stabilisation). It provides feed security for pastoral properties during periods
of low rainfall. A range of stakeholders highly value the species, particularly rangeland pastoralists in
QLD and NT, who consider it highly valuatdefliodder, Buffel grass seed producers for domestic

and international markets and indirect beneficiaries who support and derive income from members
of pastoral industries.

Current and potential negative impacts
Assessed as:

1 Current high impacts at a national level for environniéittand culturé*1°,

1  Potential high impact at a national level for environm&titand culturé-*°

3 Impacts on vegetation structure

4lmpacts on Australian biodiversity

5 Modification of ecosystem functions

8 Impacts on oral tradition, practice, ritual and knowledge

9 Impacts on subsistence, sustenance and craftmanship resources
10Impacts on heritage (place based)

Environmentalln native ecosystems, Buffel grassalter vegetation structure by outcompeting

native seedlings and ground layer species such as grasses, herbs, rock ferns, climbers and shrubs. Its
dominance can lead to reduced native plant diversity and the replacement of complex plant mosaics
with a unibrm monoculture. Some of the understorey groups have lost up tethirals of

abundance with Buffel grass invasion. This homogenisation simplifies habitat structure and increases
ground biomass, resulting in higher fuel loads and elevated fire risk. Gtalieind compositional

changes to plant communities is causing negative impacts on nativeNegative impacts on native
vegetation have been recorded across a diverse range of vegetation types in SA, NT, WA and QLD
from open grasslands to closed woodlands.

In natural systems, Buffel grasanpose a serious threat to Australian biodiversity by degrading

native habitats and reducing ecological complexity. Its invasion leads to the loss of native grasses,
shrubs, and patchy vegetation, which in turn diminishes food sources and shelter for fauna,
particularly small mammals, reptiles, and groumekting birds. Studies show declines in invertebrate
populations, such as ants, and altered soil microbiomes, affecting insectivorous spesiedy

showed that eptile abundance drops significantly in invaded areas but recovers when native
vegetation is restored. Currently, over 30 EPBC Act listed threatened species are impacted or are at
risk from Buffel grass invasion.

In native ecosystems, Buffel grass may modify ecosystem functions by altering soil properties,
hydrologyandfire regimes. In native ecosystems, its dense root systems may reduce water
infiltration and uptake soil moisture, which may limit water availability for other plants. Buffel grass
accumulates dry biomass rapidly after rainfall, cures quickly, and isypdecromposed by native
termites, resulting in persistent fuel loads thagayintensify fire frequency, spread, and severity,

even in cooler months or drought conditions. These altered fire regimes may threaten keystone
species and critical habitats, including riparian zones and arid wetlands. Buffel grass invasion may
also disruptdecompositiorncycles of the grasslands it invades

Cultural Buffel grass invasion has negative impacts on oral tradition, cultural practice, and

Indigenous knowledge systems. By altering landscapes and displacing culturally significant plants and

Environment and Invasives Committee
52



NEWP assessment report

animals, itcandisrupt Dreaming trackstorylines and seasonal cues that are centralpiacebased
oral histories. Thisanmake it difficult for Elders to pass on knowledge in context, weakening
intergenerational cultural transmission. Buftelnalso impede walking on Country and learning
through direct experience, with major negative impacts on culturally significant species and
traditional fire practices. These changeaycontribute to cultural disconnection, distress, and
reduced quality of life.

Buffel grass may negatively impact subsistence, sustenance, and craftsmanship resources by
displacing native plants traditionally used for bush foods, medicines, weaving, andandls

impactng huntinggrounds This lossnayundermine the transmission of plant knowledge and

cultural practices, especially among younger generations. As culturally significant species disappear,
traditional names, uses, and harvesting techniques risk being forgaisBBuffelcan reducehabitat

and food sources for native animaiismay contribute to emotional distress among First Nations

people who feel unable to care for Country and its wildlife.

Buffel grassanhave negative impacts on First Nations cultural heritage by damagingipdesesl

sacred and ceremonial sites. Its dense groeahmake these areas difficult to access, visually

obscure important landmarks, and increase vulnerability to intense wildfires. Fires fuelled by Buffel
grass have destroyed culturally significant features such as rock art, scar trees, stone arrangements,
andburial grounds.

These cultural impacts are widespread across hative ecosystems and culturally significant sites in SA,
WA, the NT, and parts of QLD and NSW, and are expected to worsen within these systems with
continued Buffel grass invasions.

Social Buffel grass may pose risks to human health, both physically and mentally. Its role in fuelling
intense, fastmoving wildfires increases the danger of burns, smoke inhalation, heat stress, and even
fatalities. Additionally, pollen and dust from Buffehgs can trigger allergic reactions. Mental health
impacts may occur for Indigenous communities, who experience cultural loss due to the
displacement of native plants used in traditional practices. Frequent and destructivedinatso
contribute to anxiety, trauma, and stress, especially among those who have lost property or sacred
sites. Regions like Alice Springs have seen repeated Buffel grass fuelled fire events, impacting
healthcare systems and increasing emergency departrpedentations.

Buffel grass may negatively affect social amenity by limiting access to culturally and socially
significant landscapes. Buffel grass fuelled fires can damage infrastructure and natural attractions,
potentially reducingourism and increasing community disruption. These negative impacts may
worsen with continued invasion, affecting vulnerable groups including environmental stewards, and
tourism operators.

Economic (marketfsome negative impacts for bush foods and horticulture, particularly for First
Nations enterprises. Buffel grass invasions may also degrade culturally significant landscapes,
affecting economic activities tied to Country. Buffel grass was assessed tavehbgative impacts
on market access or product quality of other commaodities.
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Proposed actions to improve management

Benefits of national plan/approachHficiencies would be achieved through coordinating actions.
Collaboration on improved control methods, surveillance, mapping and guidelines would achieve
efficiencies and avoid duplication of effort across conservation and First Nations groups and other
landholders like mining and energy companies required to manage Buffel oassxample, in WA

some mining companies ha®elffel grass included in their weed management plan as a condition of
the mine environmental approvalptakeholder engagement and communication at the regional

level would support landholders, Indigenous groups, industry, and community organisations to work
towards shared goals. For example, focusing on shared interests, such as protectinglidgh
congervation assets, maintaining productive rangelands, and supporting rural livelihoods, while also
acknowledging the legitimate concerns of each sector. A coordinated approach would also provide a
platform for regular forums and knowledge exchange, allow@sgons learned in one region to

inform management elsewhere.

Focus of national plan/approactProtect high value environmental and cultural assets from Buffel
grass, without adversely impacting grazing systems where it is valued. The following potential
management actions have been considered as part of the NEWP detailed assessment process and
would be refined with stakeholders through the development of a national plan.

1) Onground management actiong advancing herbicide trials and addressing evolving herbicide
resistance; approaches to address the limitation of current herbicides application (availability of
clean water for tank mixes, workforce availability, and narrow application window); exglorin
alternatives to current chemicals, including organic and-obbemical methods (excluding
biological control); improved understanding of rnonemical methods and how to apply them in
local contexts, e.g. slashing, fence line grazing, and integrated/éirenss; developing and
sharing integrated management strategies and best practice guidelines across jurisdictions to
mitigate environmental, social and cultural impacts.

2) Research and development for the speciegmproving identification and detection tools;
enhancing surveillance methods (such as remote sensing, drones, and consistent protocols),
spread modelling to update infestation locations regularly; advancing research in ecology and
management, includingocial and culturalocused research; sharing resources and knowledge.

3) Capacity building and awarenesdacilitating inclusive, nationdével engagement with
landholders, Indigenous groups, industry, and community organisations to align efforts and
share timely and accurate information; supporting targeted research (e.g. social science to
enhance collab@tion) and capacitpuilding initiatives to improve management outcomes;
promoting constructive, crossector conversations highlighting both the benefits of Buffel grass
for production and its environmental and cultural risks; implementing coordinasedisicape
scale strategies that reflect shared goals and regional needs such as development of voluntary
industry guidelines for graziers to minimise the spread off their property and explore ways to
reduce spread along transport corridors and in miningalelsshing regular, nationally
coordinated knowledge exchange forums to share lessons learned and inform adaptive
management across regions.

4) Assetprotection ¢ supporting coordinated planning and investment in management programs
especially for higipriority assets at risk from Buffel grass invasion such as conservation
reserves, World Heritage areas, and sites of cultural significance.
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Current distribution
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Summary of detailed assessment

Invasiveness

Siam weed is invasive. It establishes quickly, forming large, dense infestations. It will grow in
disturbed and undisturbed areas and readily invades a wide variety of habitats including creeks,
riverbanks, granite hill slopes, remnant patches of rainftsiesaline and coastal environments. It can
smother crops and native vegetation, ectmpete pastures, due to its high growth rate. One year

old plants produce seeds, and it can also vegetatively spread, reshooting from the base. It disperses
via water, wnd and wild vertebrates, readily by humans (accidentally), contaminated produce and
livestock.

Current and potential distribution

Siam weed is currently present in NT and QLD, with potential to establish in NSW and WA. Broad

Of AYF(S adzAdGloAftAGe Y2RSttAy3a AYRAOFIGSa GKFG 2yt
distribution in Australia is currently occupied.

Beneficial uses
There is no known benefit of Siam weed.
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Current and potential negative impacts
Assessed as:

1  Current medium impacts at a regior@multiregional level for environme#at->.

1  Potential high impact at a multegional to national level for environmettt®, sociat’ and
culture®®1°

1  Potential high impact at a national level for economic (market)

1Impacts on yields and management inputs

3 Impacts on vegetation structure

4 Impacts on Australian biodiversity

5 Modification of ecosystem functions

6 Impacts on human health

7Impacts on social amenity

8 Impacts on oral tradition, practice, ritual and knowledge

9 Impacts on subsistence, sustenance and craftmanship resources
10 Impacts on heritage (place based)

Economic (marketBiam weed can invade crops (reduces yields of sugar cane and dry rice),
horticulture (banana, pawpaw), can reduce pasture productivity and is toxic to animals. It presents a
potential major economic cost to northern and eastern Australia, with projectadagement costs
reaching up to $14 million annually by 2044. It has rapid growth of up to 5 meters per year. It can
contaminate fodder and poses a risk to livestock via toxic alkaloids and high nitrate levels. These
toxic effects have led to cattle deathad abortions in other tropical regions. It can also host seed

borne fungal pathogens which can damage food crops. Industries such as mining may face additional
costs due to the need for strict biosecurity protocols to prevent seed spread. It can im@dity i

fodder.

Environmental Siam weed has very rapid growth, can form dense thickets, which can smother native

vegetation and can alter vegetation structure, particularly in savannah ecosystems. Once established,
the understorey only receives about 7% of potential sunlight makialgniost impossible for other
seedlings to grow. It is a risk to Australian biodiversity. Siam weed infestations in QLD and the NT
pose increased threats to numerous species listed or proposed for listing under the IUCN Red List. In
the NT, Siam weed ovaps with the habitat or range of over 30 vulnerable, endangered, and

critically endangered species, such as the southern Hladated finch Poephila cincta cincjaand

the Tiwi hooded robinNlelanodryas cucullata melvillenkidt can alter nutrient cycling and natural

fire regimes.

Social Siam weed impacts human health and social amenity. It is known to cause skin allergies,
respiratory issues, and wounds in plantation workers. As with other invasive plants, management can
cause financial stress to landowners and pastoralists, causiigusdeelings of frustration and
depression for affected communities. Dense thickets may impact amenity by reducing access to
riverbanks, lakes, campsites and walking tracks. It can impact the visitor experience to reserves and
national parks.

Cultural Siam weed has rapid and dense growth which can increase the fire risk and then damage
cultural assets like sacred trees and rock art sites. In places like Bulgul country, it has already begun
to compromise culturally significant areas, including Marirdij§ a sacred site. Infestations threaten
access to traditional resources such as Darwin stringytar&alyptus tetrodonfpand Darwin

woollybutt Eucalyptus miniafa which are used for didgeridoo construction.
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Proposed actions to improve management

Benefits of national plan/approachThere are strong efficiencies to coordinating management
actions via a national plan/approach, including efficient use of resources, to raise profile (continue
priority work on this species) and drive improvements in control. There are broad beneflts to a
stakeholder groups through preventing further spread and rapid, coordinated action to manage new
infestations. QLD and NT are working effectivebuwever a national plan will address gaps and
leverage resources to areas of need to quickly act on outbreaks, avoiding further costs.

Focus of national plan/approactPreventing further spread of Siam weed and rapidly detecting and
addressing new infestations. The following identified feasible actions have been considered as part of
the NEWP detailed assessment process and would be refined with stakeholders through the
development of a national plan.

1) Onground management actiong testing host specificity, mass rearing and release of the new
biocontrol agent (species is included in the top 20 priority list in the National Weed Biocontrol
Prioritisation Results report); improving chemical and mechanical options for control asf part
an integrated weed management (IWM) approach.

2) Research and development for the speciegentification of pathways (within Australia and
from Indonesia), improving surveillance and mapping capabilities through new detection
techniques such as eDNA, remote sensing; improving biology/ecology knowledge.

3) Policy and regulatiorg developing nationally consistent industry guidelines for grazing sector;
developing a National Siam Weed Strategy and a national surveillance strategy; developing
national priority areas for regional/local eradication and prevention; developing natjonal
coordinated response plans; National coordination would be highly beneficial, building on
efforts and achievements by jurisdictions involved in the National Siam Weed Working Group.

4) Capacity building and awarenegsdeveloping best practice management tools; improving
response skills and training.

5) Asset protection¢ conducting a full assessment of impacts on priority assets; developing
consistent asset protection plans and approaches across sites of international importance and
remote areas, world heritage sites, conservation reserves and intact landscapes.
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Current distribution
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Summary of detailed assessment

Invasiveness

Arum lily grows in very dense monocultures and creates large monospecific infestations. It can
invade disturbed and undisturbed wetland habitats and is invasive in riparian zones. It aggressively
outcompetes other plants and has multiple traits that matkleighly competitive, such as its size,
clumping nature, extensive underground storage (tubers) and being unpalatable to grazing/browsing
animals. It reproduces sexually and asexually. Long distance dispersal is by water, wild vertebrates
(birds, foxes), |ad livestock. It is also spread by human means, both deliberately (sold by nurseries,
online and plant markets) and accidently (in garden waste, contaminated soil).

Current and potential distribution
Arum lily is currently present in ACT, NSW, QLD, SA, TAS, VIC and WA. Broad climatic suitability
modelling shows it has a potential to spread further through these jurisdictions.

Beneficial uses
Arum lily can be valued as an ornamental plant and is beneficial to the garden industry as a traded
species. It is not managed as a beneficial plant in any specific land use.
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Current and potential negative impacts
Assessed as:

I  Current high impacts at a regioramulti-regional level (or medium impact at multi regiormal
national) for environmerft®.

1 Potential high impact at a multegional level (or medium impact at national level) for economic
(market) and environment*?.

1Impacts on yields and management inputs

3 Impacts on vegetation structure

4Impacts on Australian biodiversity
5 Modification of ecosystem functions

Economic (marketArum lilycanreduce agricultural productivity by displacing pasture species and
limiting grazing land. It is toxic to livestock, with confirmed cases of sheep deaths, though is generally
unpalatable. Control requires lorigrm investment in manual removal, herbicidea) and proper

disposal, contributing to high management costs. While it affects pasture quality, market access is
unlikely to be impacted.

Environmental Arum lily may alter native vegetation structure, may pose a threat to Australian
biodiversity, and may disrupt key ecosystem processes, particularly in WA forests and wetlands. It
forms monocultures that can displace understorey species and alters h&hitaative fauna. It can

clog waterways, impede water flow and alter hydrological dynamics. Fire regimes and successional
processes may also be affected.

Social Arum lily is toxic to humans, pets, and livestock, with rare but serious health risks. Its spread
in urban and natural areas may reduce recreational value and limits safe use of public spaces.
Broader amenity impacts are likely as infestations grow.

Cultural Arum lily may displace native plants traditionally used by Aboriginal communities for food,
medicine, craft materials, and cultural practices, leading to potential loss of knowledge and
disruption of oral traditions, and cultural practices tied to thesaterials. Arum lily may pose a risk

to First Nations cultural heritage by invading significant sites such as Yallingup, an area important to
the Noongar people. Its spread into wetlands and waterways, often concentrated in areas of cultural
significance ray impact undocumented sacred sites and disrupt connections to Country.

Proposed actions to improve management

Benefits of national plan/approachActions would deliver benefits to conservation
sectors/stakeholders and graziers (through a focus on improved control techniques, improved
mapping, sharing best practice, harmonising policy). Actions to improve management would deliver
benefits to impactedectors/stakeholders to avoid/prevent costs through active containment.

Would deliver efficiencies through national coordination given impact agessnjurisdictions-

avoiding duplication, facilitating research and new tools for use across diverse environments: pooling
expertise and resources and supporting collaboration between groups.

Focus of national plan/approactPrevent further spread and reduce negative impacts of arum lily
on nationally significant conservation assets and agricultural productivity (impacts to pasture) and
cultural assets. The following potential management actions have been considered astpart of
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NEWP detailed assessment process and would be refined with stakeholders through the
development of a national plan.

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

On-ground management actiong Detection and control of infestations need to be done
quickly to minimise future costs; Conduct new herbicide trials across habitat types; exploring
alternative mechanical control options and ensure sharing best management practices is a
priority.

Research and development for the speciesmproving detection and infestation mapping
(e.g., eDNA, remote sensing); supporting research and development to address biological and
ecological knowledge gaps; implementing exploratory biocontrol research.

Policy and regulatiorg harmonising legislation and policy (i.e., nationally consistent ban from
sale/trade); implementing coordinated containment efforts; engaging with nursery and
horticultural industries, community groups, and local governments to address potential conflict
(e.g., ornamental trade vs control efforts); clarifying the risks of cultivars and build consensus
for coordinated action.

Capacity building and awarenesssharing knowledge across sectors and stakeholder groups;
extending learnings from WA to other regions (Southeastern Australia); building capacity and
supporting community initiatives.

Asset protectiong conducting a full assessment of impacts on priority assets atpigikitising
control efforts to protect assets at risk; implementing a strategic plan for asset protection
especially for higlvalue conservation sites (e.g., coastal, littoral and riverine).
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DAL Yi{ NI ((Sparobéls pyramidaid & a

(Group nomination: includes thfieve speciesSporobolus pyramidali§ natalensisS. jacquemontiiS.
fertilisandS. africanusg

Current distribution

B Present
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BOTTOM RIGHSource: ABARESIrrent distribution map based on distribution records from the Atlas of Living Australia
and additional distribution records supplied by the state and territory WWG as required

Summary of detailed assessment

Invasiveness

DAFYGd NIXGQa GFAf 3INraa A& Iy Ay@largsS Gdzaazol 3N
and wetlands. It replaces native plants. It is very tolerant of environmental stress. It is a prolific seed
producer, and a significant proportion of skeeremain viable for up to 10 years. It is dispersed

through waterways, wild vertebrates, livestock, footwear and vehicles.

Current and potential distribution

DAFYG NFXrdQa GFAf IAINFraa Aada OdaNNByidte LINBaSyd Ay b
shows it has a potential to spread further through these jurisdictions and may be able to establish in

WA.

Beneficial uses
CKSNB Aa y2 1y26y o0SYySTAG 2F DAFYyd NrdQa aGrAft 3N
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Current and potential negative impacts
Assessed as:

1  Current high impacts at a regiomamultiregional (or medium at a muitiegionalg national)
level for economic (marketf and socidl

1 Potential high impact at a regionamulti-regional (or medium at mukiegionatnational) level
for economic (market) environment>, social” and culturat®.

1  Potential high impact at a multegionalg national level for economic (marképenvironment
and cultue'®.

1Impacts on yields and management inputs

2mpacts on quality of products

3 Impacts on vegetation structure

4lmpacts on Australian biodiversity

5 Modification of ecosystem functions

6 Impacts on human health

7 Impacts on social amenity

8 Impacts on oral tradition, practice, ritual and knowledge

9 Impacts on subsistence, sustenance and craftmanship resources

10 Impacts on heritage (place based)

Economic (marketPA I yG NI GQa GFAf 3INFraa NBRdzOSA LJ adGdz2NB L
costs across northern NSW and QLD. Pasture yealuse reduced by 5¢B0%, depending on

infestation severity. ltanaffect weight gain, fertility, and weaning rates of livestock due to poor

palatability and potential dental injury from mature tussocks. Labor requirements can be high due to
repeated herbicide applications, equipment hygiene, and pasture reseeding.r@tierg spend

significant amounts annually 2 O2 Yy i NRf DAFYy G NI GQa GFAf 3INIaaod {
longterm, integrated control strategies. Emerging resistance to glyphosate and flupropanate

complicates control. Infestations can devalue grazing land. Effective management requires strict farm
hygiene protocols and restricted acceSporobolusveed grasses are estimated to cost the grazing

industry up to $60 million per year in lost productivity, control costs and lowered land values.

DAIFYG NXraGQa GFrAf 3INFaa Y& NBRdzOS GKS ljdzZtAde 27
access. In livestock production, it lowers weight gain, carcass condition, and meat grades, while also
reducing milk yield and quality. Contaminated hayl ailage have lower palatability, spread seed,

and diminish feed value. Contaminated fodder, mulch, or seed from infested areas may face reduced
saleability and certification risks. Pdsarvest cleaning of machinery is essential to prevent seed

spread, abngside integrated control measures. Increased reliance on herbicides, raises concerns for
residue management, market certification, and clarity around withholding periods for cattle.

Environmentallts capacity to invade grasslands, woodlands, wetlands, and conservation reserves
KAIKEATIKGA AdGa LRAISYdArf F2NJ 6ARSALINBIR yS3lGAgdSs
alter vegetation structure by reducing species richness and native giagsity, forming dense

monocultures that dominate ground cover. It poses a threat to rangeland biodiversity in central and

northern QLD and has been recorded invading EPBC Act listed Coastal Floodplain Eucalypt Forest of
eastern Australia. It may disrugey ecosystem processes. Its sideacomposing litter may alter

nutrient cycling, while reduced groundcover may increase erosion risk. Dense tussocks can elevate

fuel loads, intensify fire regimes and reinforce dineeed feedback loops. Deep root systeras ¢

reduce water infiltration and alter local hydrology, while the loss of floral diversity may diminish

habitat for pollinators and other fauna.
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Socia¢v¥ DAFYy(d NI GQa GFAf 3INIaa Kra y2 (y26y RANBOG
indirect risks. Physical impacts may arise from smoke inhalation, fire injuries, allergen exposure, and
chemical use in control. Mental health may be impacted, witkss, anxiety, financial strain, and

loss of cultural connection reported among farmers and rural communities due to ongoing

management costs, reduced productivity, reinfestation risks, and declining property values. Although

formal research is limitedexperiences with similar pasture weeds suggest #tmmm mental health
LINBaadz2NBad DAFYyG NIGQa dGFAf 3INIFAA YI & NBRdzOS az2cC
landscapes, and disrupting cultural and community events.

Cultura¥ Ly FSaidldAz2ya 2F DAFyd NrXradQa GFAf 3INIaa Ay
challenges for First Nations people maintaining cultural practices, sustenance, and connection to

Country. Dense infestation can restrict access to sacred and ceiehsites, displace culturally

significant plants and animals, and disrupt traditional fire management practices. Its spread may

reduce opportunities to teach and practice cultural knowledge on Country, undermining oral

traditions, rituals, and ecologicatewardship. It can reduce the availability of bush foods, medicinal

plants, and materials for traditional crafts by displacing native species and altering habitat.

Proposed actions to improve management

Benefits of national plan/approachActions to improve management would deliver benefits to both
impacted sectors (agriculture and environment) through coordinated research, policy alignment,
surveillance, best practice guidelines, strategic planning. Would deliver efficiencies througtahation
coordination by avoiding duplication of effort, enabling ceffective solutions and partnerships

across jurisdictions, sectors and land tenures and increase capacity to effectively manage this weed.

Focus of national plan/approactrevent further spread and reduce negative impact of this species
on agriculture (grazing) and high value environmental assets. The following potential management
actions have been considered as part of the NEWP detailed assessment process and wouliédbe refi
with stakeholders through the development of a national plan.

1) Onground management actiong supporting innovation in chemical use including
management of potential herbicide resistance for current chemicals and to reduce costs;
supporting innovation for mechanical methods and further integrated weed management (i.e.,
developing coordinated postontrol restoration strategies to reduce reinvasion risk and
supporting ecosystem recovery, such as reseeding with competitive native grasses or tailored
revegetation plans).

2) Research and development for the speciesleveloping tools to improve detection;
standardising surveillance protocols and mapping to improve knowledge of distribution;
identifying and managing key dispersal pathways; establishing a nationally coordinated
surveillance program using remote sergsieDNA, and citizen science platforms to enhance
early detection and monitoring of spread dynamics; implementing exploratory biocontrol
research (classical and nofassical) by formalising a national biocontrol research pipeline.

3) Policy and regulatiorg improving containment zones/movement controls and planning spread
prevention; developing appropriate declarations, guidelines, policies and containment options;
convening regular forums with government, industry, First Nations and community
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4)

5)

NEWP assessment report

organisations to guide policy development, share learnings, and align regional efforts with
national priorities.

Capacity building and awarenessdeveloping and distributing more information to raise public
awareness about the impacts; improving collaborations between industry and state/territory
and regional groups; supporting training opportunities.

Asset protectionc identifying and prioritising nationally significant assets for protection;
implementing a national scale invasive grasses WoNS coordinated initiative; developing
coordinated, postontrol restoration strategies to reduce reinvasion risk and support

ecoystem recovery, such as reseeding with competitive native grasses or tailored revegetation
plans

Environment and Invasives Committee
64



NEWP assessment report

Sea spurg€Euphorbia paraliay

Current distribution

B Present
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TasmaniaBOTTOM RIGHSource: ABARESIrrent distribution map based on distribution records from the Atlas of Living
Australia and additional distribution records supplied by the state and territory WWG as required

Summary of detailed assessment

Invasiveness

Sea spurge is a weed of beaches and dunes, establishing in relatively undisturbed vegetation and
forming dense monocultures, altering beach and dune shape and formation. Sea spurge
outcompetes native species and is considered a transformer species. Tapriector for dispersal

is the ocean. and seeds can float in sea water for several years. Following explosive opening of the
three-valved fruits open, secondary dispersal of seeds by wind is likely when the seeds roll across the
top of the sand. Seed andot fragments can dry out in coastal dunes and be spread along beaches
following storm events. Seeds can also be dispersed by vehicles, beach grooming equipment and
ballast water. Long distance dispersal can also occur with the transport of root fragmetiseeds

in contaminated sand or soil during earth moving works.

Current and potential distribution
Sea spurge is currently present in NSW, TAS, VIC, SA and WA, Broad climatic suitability modelling
shows it has a potential to spread further in the coastal zone through these jurisdictions.
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Beneficial uses
Although some may regai8ta spurge as a stabiliser for sand dunes, it has not been used
intentionally for this purpose, and this use being strongly discouraged.

Current and potential negative impacts
Assessed as:

1 Current medium impacts at a regior@multiregional level for environmefib.

1 Current high impacts at a regioAalultiregional (or medium impact at a multegionalg
national) level for environment

1  Potential high impact at a regionamulti-regional level for environme#é.

3 Impacts on vegetation structure
4Impacts on Australian biodiversity
5 Modification of ecosystem functions

Economic (marketBea spurge has minimal documented economic impact due to its coastal dune
and highwater mark habitat. Unlike other Euphorbia species, it is unlikely to become an agricultural
weed. No evidence of it impacting product quality or market access.

EnvironmentalSea spurge has negative environmental impacts within coastal dune systems and
highrwater mark zones. Sea spurge can outcompete native understory species such as Dune thistle
(Sonchus megalocarpuand Beach fescué&éstuca littoralis There are also negative impacts to
nesting sites for shorebirds like the Hooded plovirifornis cucullatys Sea spurge can alter
geomorphic processes on coastlines (changes dune shape, alters sand movement).

Social Sea spurge produces a milky latex sap that can cause skin and eye irritation, with occasional
local incidents reported. It may pose a risk to volunteers and land managers involved in its removal.
Large infestations of sea spurge can redseeialamenity by altering and diminishing the natural
beauty of coastal areas. it can negatively impact ecotourism by degrading habitats important for
recreation and naturéased tourism (e.g. shorebird tours).

Cultural Cultural impacts of Sea spurge are considered minor and therepigbiishedevidence
available. Sea spurge may impact coastal middens. Infestations in these areas may affect Indigenous
cultural heritage and associated cultural values.

Proposed actions to improve management

Benefits of national plan/approachResearch actions could be doae state/regional levelhowever
strong efficiencies to coordinating all actions via a national plan/approach. Efficient use of resources,
raise profile, drive improvements in control.

Focus of national plan/approactReduce negative environmental, social and cultural impacts caused
by sea spurge. The following potential management actions have been considered as part of the
NEWP detailed assessment process and would be refined with stakeholders through the
development & a national plan.

1) Onground management actiong accelerating the national rollout and monitoring of the new
biocontrol agent, ensuring supply, distribution, and ldegm evaluation are coordinated across
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2)

3)

4)

5)

NEWP assessment report

all affected states; supporting research into integrated weed management (IWM) that combines
biocontrol with mechanical, chemical, and habitetsed approaches, tailored to different
coastal environments; improving chemical methods for use in sensitividaldebitats.

Research and development for the specieenhancing surveillance and mapping capabilities
through new remote sensing tools; improving detection via eDNA; establishing monitoring
protocol for early detection and rapid response in areas at the invasion front of the weed
leveraging remote sensirgnd citizen science platforms.

Policy and regulatiorg developing statewide or national policies or regulations to support local
and regional community and land manager efforts; developing strategic;téng

containment, spread prevention, and impact reduction plans in nationally significant areas;
formalising partnerships between states, local governments, NRM bodies, and community
groups to share resources, coordinate training, and align priorities, especially for regions with
limited capacity or high conservation value.

Capacity building and awarenesgproviding a unified platform for sharing best practices,
consistent messaging, and-tp-date information; expanding citizen science and volunteer
programs for detection, removal, and monitoring; developing training modules and recognition
schemes etc.

Asset protectiong developing regional and state plans to reduce spread/establishment or
mitigate impact of sea spurge to nationally important assets; integrating coastal restoration
with sea spurge management, for example after removal, prioritise revegetation withenativ
dune species to stabilise sand, outcompete reinvasion, and restore habitat for shorebirds and
other fauna.
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Spanish heathl{Erica lusitanica

(Group nomination: includes thieur speciesErica lusitanicaE. arboreak. baccanandE. scoparig

Current distribution

B Present
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© Matthew Baker, Tasmanian HerbariyBOTTOM RIGHSource: ABARESIrrent distribution map based on distribution
records from the Atlas of Living Australia and additional distribution records supplied by the state and territory WWG as
required

Summary of detailed assessment

Invasiveness

Spanish heath can establish in both undisturbed and disturbed habitats. It is an invader of a wide
variety of vegetation types, including lowland grassland and woodland, dry sclerophyll forest and
woodland, wet sclerophyll forest and riparian vegetatioeathlands, coastal environments, pastures

and roadsides. It is a very competitive species that can completely dominate lower stratums has

been described as a transformer species. Seed dispersal by natural means is by water, wind, animals.
Human mediated dipersal includes through vehicles/machinery and as a contaminant of produce

and soil.

Current and potential distribution

Spanish heath is currently present in ACT, NSW, SA, TAS, VIC and WA. Broad climatic suitability
modelling shows it has a potential to spread further through these jurisdictions and potential to
establish in QLD.

Beneficial uses
Spanish heath has been reported as a soil stabiliser, but this use is limited in Australia.
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Current and potential negative impacts
Assessed as:

1 Current medium impacts at a regior@ulti-regional level for environmefs.

1 Potential high impact at a regionalmulti-regional (or medium at mukliegionalc national)
level for environment*>,
3 Impacts on vegetation structure

4Impacts on Australian biodiversity
5 Modification of ecosystem functions

Economic (market)Spanish heath has minimal impact on highly productive farmland but can reduce
yield and pasture productivity in marginal or poorly managed areas by forming dense, unpalatable
stands that outcompete desirable species. Management is difficult and cogtiyhigh expenses for
eradication, hygiene, and ongoing control, particularly for land managers, quarries, and public
authorities. Spanish heath has no recorded impacts on product quality, market access, or
certification schemes. However, its spread thrbwgpntaminated machinery and quarry materials
poses potential reputational and financial costs. Increased reliance on herbicides may affect future
certification and market access.

Environmental Spanish heath has the potential for environmental impacts across southeastern
Australia, particularly in highainfall regions such as TAS, VIC, parts of NSW, and the ACT. It can form
monocultures, capable of dominating the shrub canopy of invaded habitzat suppress native

plant regeneration. It is a species that can invade disturbed habitats but may also establish in intact
native vegetation. It is also known to be allelopathic. It could cause serious impacts to biodiversity in
NSW, including impaaint habitats such as the Greater Blue Mountains World Heritage Area,

including its 100 threatened plant species (e.g. the critically endangered WollemVgoieihia

nobilig. In TAS, it has the potential to actively invade and expand in the TAS Wilderness World
Heritage Areas and adjacent areas. Increased biomass may increase fire risk and may change fire
regimes. HeathsHicaspp) are well adapted to fire and will quickly regenerate.

Social Spanish heath has no direct impacts to human physical health, but it may cause indirect

impacts to mental health. It is difficult to control, and this places financial strain on farmers and other

land managers. Spanish heath may reduce the aestheticemndational value of natural landscapes,
diminishes community enjoyment of bushland reserves and national parks. Dense infestations

RSUNI OG FNRBY AO2YyAO Yyl Gdz2NFf FFNBFaz AyOfdzRAY3 12606
Park, impacting tourism anatcess.

Cultural There is no direct evidence of impacts on cultural practices, knowledge, oral traditions, or
subsistence resources. However, by invading conservation, riparian, and culturally significant areas,
Spanish heath can disrupt biodiversity, displace nativetaimn, and may affect traditional food
sources. Its spread also poses a risk to plzaged cultural heritage, potentially degrading

landscapes with cultural, spiritual, and historical significance. Impacts are likely to increase if the
species continuet expand.
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Proposed actions to improve management

Benefits of national plan/approachResearch actions could be doaestate/regional levelhowever
strong efficiencies to coordinating all actions via a national plan/approach. Efficient use of resources,
raise profile, drive improvements in control.

Focus of national plan/approactPrevent further spread of Spanish heath and reduce its negative
environmental and production impacts. The following potential management actions have been
considered as part of the NEWP detailed assessment process, and would be refined with
stakeholders though the development of a national plan.

1) On-ground management actiong investigating further herbicide options particularly for
sensitive environments (studies/innovation); testing of new herbicide actives and/or
applications; investigating habitat manipulation options.

2) Research and development for the specieadvancing exploratory biocontrol research;
advancing foundational research on the ecology/biology of the species; improving identification
materials; implementing targeted surveillance to fill information gaps; developing spread
prevention and containm® opportunities outside of core areas (e.g. NSW, VIC, SA and some
parts of TAS).

3) Policy and regulatiorg harmonising legislation and policy (i.e. nationally consistent ban from
sale/trade; spread prevention zones, movement restrictions); working with industry to improve
YIEYylF3SYSylGd 3FdzZARSEtAYySad 0S®3dr UIANR Y YSand yaid Sl R
targeted industry management guidelines and policy.

4) Capacity building and awarenegsdeveloping or improving identification, communication and
awareness materials; developing national best practice management guidelines and tools;
coordinating proactive sharing of information and tools; establishing Communities of Practice.

5) Asset protectiong identifying assets at risk and prioritising them for spread prevention and
impact reduction; developing strategic plans and tools to proactively protect priority assets and
minimise spread and establishment of heaths (i.e. detect at early stage ofdnsgdeveraging
co-investment to implement plans.
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Calotrope Rubber bush)(Calotropis procera

r

B Present
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Atlas of Living Australia and additional distribution records supplied by the state and territory WWG as required

Summary of detailed assessment

Invasiveness

Calotropegrows in sunny to shady habitats such as disturbed and overgrazed land, rangeland,
roadsides, river flats and coastal dunes, red earth plains and heavy soil plains, ephemeral
watercourses and rwon areas. It is invasive, deep rooted, highly adaptableadlietbpathic. It

resprouts from roots allowing it to produce new clonal plants and persist vegetatively after suckering
giving it a competitive advantage. It is a prolific seed producer however seed persistence is less than

two years. Dispersal is by water, wind, animals and contaminated produce (hay and packaging).

Current and potential distribution
Calotrope is currently present in NT, QLD, SA and WA, with broad climatic suitability modelling
showing it has the potential to establish in NSW.

Beneficial uses

Calotrope may sometimes be consumed by cattle in dry years when other food sources are scarce,

however it is not managed in any land use for this purpose.
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Current and potential negative impacts
Assessed as:

9  Current high impacts at a regiomamultiregional (or medium at a muitiegionalg national
level) level for economic (marké@nd environment

1 Potential high impact at a regionamulti-regional (or medium impact at multegionalg
national) level for economic (markégnd environment*.
1Impacts on yields and management inputs

3 Impacts on vegetation structure
4Impacts on Australian biodiversity

Economic (market)Calotropeinvades both grazed and ungrazed pastures, reducing rangeland
productivity and hindering mustering. Its sap is toxic, however there is conflicting reports on the
toxicity to stock and livestock responses vary by region. Dense infestations can redusetacces
grazing and water. Calotropequires investment in control including herbicide application,
mechanical removal, and potentially biological control agents. No conclusive data on impacts on
product quality or market access has been identified in the literature.

Environmental Calotropemay alter vegetation structure by forming dense thickets, particularly in
disturbed or overgrazed areas, drainage lines and floodplains. These thickets may outcompete native
grasses, reduce ground cover diversity, and introduce a shrub layer into opmsasystems. As

the species is an invader of degraded or naturally spqmes areas with low competition, there is

limited direct evidence on its effects on species richness in Australia. Further research is needed to
confirm biodiversity impacts. Its dense thickets in drainage lines and riparian areas may affect
hydrological lows, influence soil properties and nutrient cycling, particularly in degraded or
overgrazed areas. Allelopathic effects could inhibit native plant regeneration following disturbance.

Social There is limited evidence of significant social imp@etotrope may be harmful if deliberately
ingested, and milky sap may cause skin and eye irritation. It may reduce social amenity by restricting
access to recreational areas, walking trails, and riparian zones, as well as reducing aesthetic value.

Cultural Traditional Custodian groups have identified Calotrap@ concern in several Healthy

Country and Joint Management Plans. Dense thickets may obscure culturally significant sites, impede
access to areas used for ritual and healing, and alter landscapes central to songlines, ceremonies, and
traditional knowledje systems. Its toxic sap poses risks during cultural activities, and its presence

may reduce fuel availability for riglitay fire practices. Its spread across the Indigenous Estate,
particularly in desert landscapes and Indigenous Protected Areas, poskd@the integrity of

placebased heritage.

Proposed actions to improve management

Benefits of national plan/approachActions 1 & 2 could be dora state/regional levelThere are
strong efficiencies to coordinating actions via national plan/approach for actié@nh&t would
deliver benefits to graziers, and those working to manRgeber bush to protect Country,
environmental assets, rehabilitation sites and community infrastructure.

Focus of national plan/approactrevent further spread (to avoid costs) and reduce current
negative impacts of this species on affected agricultural land, parks and reserves and Indigenous
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managed lands. The following potential management actions have been considered as part of the
NEWP detailed assessment process, and would be refined with stakeholders through the
development of a national plan:

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

On-ground management actiong establishing trials and demonstration sites for integrated
control strategies, including optimising chemical control (herbicide selection, timing, and
application methods), mechanical removal, and habitat manipulation (e.g., targeted grazing or
fire regmes where appropriate); sharing outcomes nationally to support adaptive management;
promoting and supporting restoration of native vegetation following Calotnemeoval to

reduce reinvasion risk and restore ecosystem function (i.e., reseeding, planting, or assisted
natural regeneration, tailored to local conditions).

Research and development for the speciesindertaking research to better understand the
socieeconomic and cultural impacts of Calotrogmarticularly in pastoral and Indigenous
communities, to better understand the impacts, particularly in a grazing setting, and to inform
prioritisation and tailor management responses; developing better ID resources; improving
surveillance capacity and tier mapping of infestation locations. No new biocontrol agents are
currently available.

Policy and regulatiorg harmonising legislation across jurisdictions; improving existing industry
and government guidelines/policy plans; identifying and managing key pathways for Calotrope
spread (e.g., movement of contaminated soil, vehicles, livestock); implementing hygiene
protocols and awareness campaigns for industries and communities operating in infested or
highrisk areas.

Capacity building and awarenessdeveloping targeted outreach and training for landholders,
Indigenous ranger groups, and local councils in affected regions, focusing on early detection,
reporting, and bespractice management, knowledge exchange between regions etc.

Asset protectiong identifying any assets at risk
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Harrisia(Harrisia martinii

(Group nomination: includes the three specig¢smartinij H. pomanensiésyn.H. regeli) andH.
tortuosa)

Current distribution

B Present
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Summary of detailed assessment

Invasiveness

Harrisiacan invade a variety of habitats including acacia woodlands, grasslands, brigalow forest,
semtarid shrublands, box and ironbark woodland and pine forests. It can form dense mats and
outcompete grass and native woodland plants. It is a prolific seed peydand spreads vegetatively
through stem fragments. The seedbank of Harrisia persists-foyéars. Dispersal is by water and
animals. It also spreads in garden waste and stem fragments can be dispersed by vehicles.

Current and potential distribution
Harrisia is currently present in NSW, NT and QLD. Broad climatic suitability modelling shows it has a
potential to establish in SA.

Beneficial uses
There are known benefits of Harrisia. It was introduced as an ornamental plant and for edible fruit
but no longer (or not widely) valued for these traits.
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Current and potential negative impacts
Assessed as:

I  Current high impacts at a regioramulti-regional (or medium at a multiegionalc national)
level for economic (market)environment*and socidt’.

1 Potential high impact at a regionamulti-regional (or medium at mukiegionalg national)
level for economic (market§, environment*S, socidl” and culturat.

1Impacts on yields and management inputs

2|lmpacts on quality of products

3 Impacts on vegetation structure

4Impacts on Australian biodiversity

5 Modification of ecosystem functions

6 Impacts on human health

7 Impacts on social amenity
8 Impacts on oral tradition, practice, ritual and knowledge

Economic (market}arrisiaimpacts the grazing industry. It can form dense, impenetrable thickets
that outcompete native pasture species, degrade and reduce productivity of grazing land, and
obstruct livestock movement, mustering, and access to water sources. Its sharp cgirmasise

painful injuries to livestock and working dogs. The injuries to livestock can lead to abscesses which
downgrade meat quality and can render wool and hides unsuitable for market. Hatsizs

moderate resistance to herbicides, which increases control costs. Producers with major infestations
report spendingsignificant amountannually on herbicide control.

EnvironmentalHarrisiacan form dense, tangled mats that can cover up tQq®%o of the ground
cover. These infestations also can climb several metres into supporting vegetation, creating
monocultures that outcompete native vegetation. Thickets may disrupt vegetation strucasece
species richness, and hinder regeneration. It has impacts to Australian biodiversity, including in
threatened ecological communities of the Brigalow acacia woodlands and rangelands in QLD. Its
sharp spines can injure or Kill native fauna and crgdugsical barriers to movement. The thickets
provide shelter for feral animals like rabbits. There is no direct evidengawfsia altering

ecosystem functions, however, its dense mats can impede water flow in waterways.

Social Harrisia has sharp spines that have caused injuries to graziers, and farm workers, with
documented cases requiring hospitalisation and surgery. As the weed spreads int@ahigh
conservation zones like Nairahational Park and Lockyer National Park in QLD, its impact on human
health may increase, not just from injuries but from the impact on communities connected to the
invaded areas. Mental health impacts as a result of stock injury/death and subsequermidinan

impact are possible. Dense infestations can also reduce public amenity in parks and reserves,
restricting access and diminishing the recreational value of natural areas.

Cultural There is n@ublishedevidence of direct cultural impacts of Harrisidowever, by analogy

with other invasive cacti, its dense thickets and associated loss of native flora and fauna may disrupt
cultural landscapes, including totem species. Its invasion of grasslands and acacia woodlands may
reduce the availability of tratonal foods, medicines, water, and craft resources. Dense thickets may
restrict access to significant sites, like Brigalow Country.
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Proposed actions to improve management

Benefits of national plan/approachSome actions could be done independently or coordinated
between NSW/QLD, however there are strong efficiencies to coordinating actions, such as research,
via a national approach. Note potential impacts are much wider, thus a national approach to
containnment of spread would be beneficial.

Focus of national plan/approactrevent further spread and reduce the negative impact of Harrisia
on economic (market), environmental, social and cultural domains. The following potential
management actions have been considered as part of the NEWP detailed assessment process, and
would be refined with stakeholders through the development of a natiqeh:

1) Onground management actiong testing new herbicides to reduce costs; improving
mechanical control; developing integrated management approaches (with better quality trials of
existing and novel tools).

2) Research and development for the specieaddressing potential gaps in distribution and
outlier data; advancing biology and ecology knowledge; implementing exploratory biocontrol
research; investigating dispersal pathways; improving detection; coordinating and sharing this
work across jurisdigns.

3) Policy and regulatiorg harmonising legislation and policy (i.e. nationally consistent ban from
sale/trade); establishing spread prevention zones; developing grazing industry guidelines and
more government policy in collaboration with grazing industry; supporting local etaxica
programs.

4) Capacity building and awarenegsdeveloping and disseminating more information for the
grazing industry, conservation managers and other landowners; developing community groups
and community of practice; providing further training opportunities.

5) Asset protection- identifying priority areas for asset protection; implementing actions in
existing plans and strategies to protect natural values identified; supporting future actions on
any new priority sites identified.
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Summary of detailed assessment

Invasiveness

Neem tree invades intact natural areas, outcompetes native plants such as causing eucalypts to
decline and prevents regeneration. Neem tree is allelopathic and it strongly inhibits germination and
growth of several crops and weeds. It is a prolific seedipcer however seeds are only viable for a
short period (limited to a few months). Seeds are dispersed by wild vertebrates, including birds, bats
and pigs. Water movement is an effective dispersal vector for Neem seeds patrticularly along water
courses. Itan be deliberately spread by people as it is grown as a plantation tree and accidently in
garden waste.

Current and potential distribution
Neem tree is currently present in NT, QLD and WA. Broad climatic suitability modelling shows it has a
potential to establish in NSW.
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Beneficial uses

The agricultural industry has commercial interests for Neem tree due to its agricultural and medicinal
0SYSTAGAD® /2YYSNOALFE LIXIyhGrdAaAzya 2F ySSYy GNBS
benefits of these plantations are unclear. The species@s@Eanted as a shade tree in QLD and NT.

Current and potential negative impacts
Assessed as:

I  Current high impacts at a regiomamultiregional (or medium impact at multegionalg
national) level for economic (markét)

1 Current high impact at multiregional level for environmé&hit

1  Potential high impact at a multiregionahtional level for economic (marképenvironment*
and culturé.

1  Potential high impact at a national level for environment

1Impacts on yields and management inputs

3 Impacts on vegetation structure

4Impacts on Australian biodiversity

5 Modification of ecosystem functions

8 Impacts on oral tradition, practice, ritual and knowledge

Economic (marketjeem tree may have an impact on land management. It has been reported to
interfere with farming in parts of QLD and internationally in regions like Ghana, where it colonises
fallow land and reduces availability for cultivation. Due to its competitiveneatas well as being
allelopathic, Neem tree may inhibit growth and outcompete desired plants such as pasture and
crops. Control of Neem tree is labeuntensive and costly, particularly in coastal and pghan

areas. There is no evidence to suggest itripacting quality of products or market access.

EnvironmentalNeem may displace native canopy trees and form dense thickets, particularly along
waterways, suppressing native flora and altering ecosystem structure. It can impact biodiversity in
riparian zones and woodlands by reducing native plant diversity and etimgpaggressively with

native species. Its insecticidal compounds can leach into waterways, affecting freshwater species
(fish and tadpoles), while impacts on native insects may disrupt food chains. These effects are
pronounced in sensitive ecosystems sas the Dampier Peninsula Monsoon vine thickets. Neem

tree may also alter ecosystem functions through high water use and leaf litter that affects soil pH and
nutrient cycling.

Social Neem tree has impacts on human health and social amenity. Neem oil is noted as toxic to
humans. Mental health effects may arise from associated economic and environmental
consequences, which may increase if its range and impacts expand. Social anmaggtiiely
affected, with the Kimberley Management Plan reporting 30 of 93 respondents rating impacts as
medium to very high. Large infestations can restrict access, amenity while loss of diversity and
monoculture overgrowth further reduce community amsni

Cultural Neem tree can impact on First Nations oral tradition, practice, ritual, and cultural heritage.
The Kimberley Management Plan notes that impacts on Aboriginal cultural sites are not well studied,
but impenetrable thickets may restrict access to riparianes and alter plant and animal
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communities of cultural value. Monsoon vine thickets of the Dampier Peninsula, important for
camping, ceremony, and law grounds, are under growing threat from Neem tree. In the Fitzroy River
floodplain, Neem threatens traditional trading and ceremony giigiand a spiritual healing site. Its
spread may disrupt traditional food, medicine, and cultural practices by displacing culturally
significant native plants. The Kimberley report records unfavourable views (e.g. displacement of bush
fruits in vine thickes) as well as favourable ones (e.g. shade for communities, fishing spots, and
waterholes).

Proposed actions to improve management

Benefits of national plan/approachSome actions could be done without national coordination e.g.
improving chemicals. Potential to achieve efficiencies through avoided duplication and efficient use
of available resources.

Focus of national plan/approachollaborate to prevent further spread, improve control methods

and support active management. The following potential management actions have been considered
as part of the NEWP detailed assessment process, and would be refined with stakeholders through
the development of a national plan:

1) Onground management actiong improving chemical application methods and exploring new
chemical options; exploring habitat manipulation approaches (use of fire and competition).

2) Research and development for the speciegnhancing surveillance tools/methods; improving
YFELIWAY3I ONBY20S aSyaAiay3aoT | RAFYyOAy3a FdzNI KSNI NE
implementing exploratory biocontrol research (investigating feasibility of potential biocontrol
agents with carefzf O2yY aARSNI GA2Yy bSSY (NBSQa 6SYySTAOAL

3) Policyandregulation ¢ harmonising legislative approaches; improving policy, strategies and
guidelines to prevent further spread.

4) Capacity building and awarenegsdeveloping more awareness and education resources.

5) Asset protection¢ conducting a risk assessment to clarify which assets are most at risk,
followed by prioritisation of assets for protection.
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Tropical soda applé¢Solanum viarun
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Summary of detailed assessment

Invasiveness

Tropical soda apple can establish in relatively undisturbed habitats, forming large and dense
infestations. It invades pastures, forests, riparian zones, roadsides, recreational areas, horticultural
and cropping areas, and citrus and sugarcane fieldanifarm a monoculture. Tropical soda apple is
a prolific seed producer and can regenerate from the shallow root system and crown. Dispersal by
water, wild vertebrates, livestock and accidently by human means (vehicles, machinery,
contaminated fodder and $i.

Current and potential distribution
Tropical soda apple is currently present in NSW and QLD. Broad climatic suitability modelling shows it
has a potential to establish in VIC.

Beneficial uses
There are no known benefits @fopical soda apple.
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Current and potential negative impacts
Assessed as:

1 Current mediunx; high impacts at a regionglmultiregional level for economic (markét)
environmen#*®and socidl

1  Potential high impact at a national level for economic (market)vironment*> socidl’ and
culture®91°

1Impacts on yields and management inputs

3 Impacts on vegetation structure

4Impacts on Australian biodiversity

5 Modification of ecosystem functions

6 Impacts on human health

7 Impacts on social amenity

8 Impacts on oral tradition, practice, ritual and knowledge

9 Impacts on subsistence, sustenance and craftmanship resources
10 Impacts on heritage (place based)

Economic (market)ropical soda apple is causing economic impacts for land managers in northern
NSWi; it is a major and growing problem in the Kempsey region over théiyegears. Tropical soda

apple reduces pasture productivity and carrying capacity, with sharp permanent prickles up to 12

mm that can injure animals and restrict access to shade and water. Its leaves are unpalatable to stock
reducing carrying capacity and wihot generally toxic, it has been known to poison goats that
consume whole plants. The weed hosts crop pests and diseases including several insect pests, fungi
and viruses affecting fruits and vegetables. Management is costly and fatieasive, requimg

strict hygiene measures such as cleaning trailers, monitoring fodder and manure, and collecting all
seed and fruit before spraying as spraying alone is insufficient to kill seeds inside the fruits, and
holding stock in clean paddocks before transfer.

Environmental Tropical soda apple was assessed for the potential to have a high impact in the

future. Tropical soda apple is a prickly shrug2(in) that forms dense thickets (or monocultures) in

open areas, bushland and riparian zones. It may outcompete and dig@éige plants and disrupt
ecological processes. Its dense thickets may prevent animal movement. Tropical soda apple readily
invades disturbed sites and riparian zones, spreads easily via floods, and bushfire may stimulate seed
germination.

Social Tropical soda apple was assessed for the potential to have high impact in the future. It may
impact human health (physical and mental) and social amenity. Its fruit contains toxic compounds
that can cause poisoning if consumed in large quantities, viteilharp prickles can cause injuries
and create barriers that restrict access to shade, water, and land. The high cost and difficulty of
ongoing control may place financial and emotional strain on landholders, contributing to stress,
anxiety, and reducethental weltbeing. Dense infestations can also invade recreational areas,
reducing their use and amenity. By displacing native vegetation and reducing biodiversity, Tropical
soda apple may further diminish the aesthetic and recreational value of natwasar

Cultural Tropical soda apple was assessed to have potential for high impacts in the future. Its dense,
thorny thickets may restrict movement and access to waterways, sacred sites, and culturally
significant areas, hindering ceremonies, storytelling, and othect@s. There is a potential to
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restrict access which would affect hunting and gatheringrdpical soda applalters habitats and

limits resource availability, Tropical soda apple may undermine traditional ecological knowledge,
affects the ability of elders to pass down cultural knowledge, and weakens connections to country
that are central to cultural identityrad spirituality Tropical soda apple may impact First Nations
cultural heritage by displacing native plants vital for bush tucker, medicine, and traditional materials,
reducing biodiversity and disrupting ecosystems relied upon for cultural practices.

Proposed actions to improve management

Benefits of national plan/approachSome actions could be doaé state/regional levelhowever

there are likely efficiencies to coordinating actions via national plan/approach (e.g. efficient use of
resources, clearly signalling need for action/s).

Focus of national plan/approactPrevent further spread and improve control techniques to reduce
agricultural impacts caused by this species. The following potential management actions have been
considered as part of the NEWP detailed assessment process, and would be refined with
stakeholabrs through the development of a national plan:

1) Onground management actiong improving chemical and mechanical control options;
conducting coordinated chemical, mechanical trials across jurisdictions.

2) Research and development for the specieadvancing further research on dispersal; exploring
a potential biocontrol agent (e.g., there is an agent released in USA); improving mapping with
remote sensing, particularly in complex or diverse habitats; developing reliable distribution
maps; poolingf resources to fill knowledge gaps particularly in biology and ecology.

3) Policy and regulatiorg harmonising legislation and policy; developing industry guidelines and
policy; strengthening containment and movement controls in other states and territories.

4) Capacity building and awarenessdeveloping further information on communication and
awareness material; establishing community groups or communities of practice; supporting
skills development and training.

5) Asset protectiong protecting priority asset/sites at risk.

Environment and Invasives Committee
82



NEWP assessment report

Olive (Olea europaed

(Group nomination: includes thtvo subspecie®lea europaeaubsp europaeaandO. europaea
subsp.cuspidata)
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Summary of detailed assessment

Invasiveness

Olive invades native vegetation including woodlands, coastal vegetation and riparian areas. Olive
forms dense canopies displacing native plants and both subspecies can form monocultures,
dominating invaded habitat. Olive seeds are dispersed by wild vextted(birds and foxes) and
deliberately and accidentally by people. Given its ornamental status, likely to be occasionally spread
in garden waste.

Current and potential distribution
Olive is currently present in ACT, NSW, QLD, SA, VIC and WA, with broad climatic suitability modelling
indicating it has the potential to establish in TAS.

Beneficial uses

Olive is a beneficial species to the commercial olive industry and backyard olive growers. The
nomination notes a total of 33,595 ha planted across southern Australia and an industry estimated to
be worth over $210 million in 2016 (The Olive Centre). @diggown on agricultural land and in
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urban and peri urban gardens in areas of suitable climate. Many Australian individuals grow olives
personally for food and cultural reasons. Olive wood burns slow and produces a hot heat and is
valued for pizza ovens and heating.

Current and potential negative impacts
Assessed as:

1  Current high impacts at a regioramulti-regional (or medium impact at multegional national
level) for environmenit*®,

1  Potential high impact at a multegional to national level for environmetft®.

3 Impacts on vegetation structure
4lmpacts on Australian biodiversity
5 Modification of ecosystem functions

Economic (marketOlive may reduce pasture availability by outcompeting pasture species. This
reduces feed availability for livestock. Their leaves, though palatable, have low digestibility. It can
host diseases and pests that may affect commercial olive groves, arehige drowth can facilitate
understory weeds. Control measures are labouensive and costly due to the resprouting ability

and persistent seed bank. Olive has minimal documented impacts on agricultural product quality or
market access in Australia.

Environmental Olive can form a dense canopy that may suppress understorey growth, reducing
native plant germination and establishment. Olive can displace native shrubs, grasses, and hollow
forming trees, which in turn can reduce habitat and food sources for nativeafathey may also

alter fire regimes and introducing volatile compounds through leaf liftéis can increase fire
frequency and severityOlive mayreduce native species richness by up to 5886l in South

Australia is an identifiethreat to 10 endangered speciegcluding the Grey Box Grassy Woodlands
Olive can alter nutrient cycling, and soil moisture availability.

Social Olive pollen is an allergen known to increase the risk of hay fever, conjunctivitis and asthma in
susceptible individuals during spring and summer. The fruit is not poisonous to humans but can
cause mild skin irritations and allergic reactions in somministances, though wilding Olive is not
routinely harvested. Olives may degrade the visual and recreational appeal of natural landscapes by
replacing native vegetation. Their spread along roadsides, fences, and utility corridors affects access
to public paces.

Cultural There is no published evidence of direct cultural impacts from Olive. However, its effects on
native species, fire regimes, and landscape composition may reduce resource availability, alter
cultural landmarks, and limit access to species important fod ftunting, and gathering. These
changes could indirectly affect connection to Country and knowledge transfer.

Proposed actions to improve management

Benefits of national plan/approachA national strategic approach could enhance coordination,
consistency and effectiveness in managing wilding Olive. It would support the integration of on
ground control methods, research, policy alignment, stakeholder collaboration and integrated
restoration. A crosssectoral working group and a strategic plan would help unify efforts across
jurisdictions and industry and community sectors.
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Focus of national plan/approactReducing negative impacts of feral/wilding/unmanaged Olive trees
on environmental assets and affected industries (olive, forestry, graziers) and infrastructure
(catchment management, councils). This excludes cultivated olive groves that are maintained and
harvested. The following potential management actions have been considered as part of the NEWP
detailed assessment process, and would be refined with stakeholders through the development of a
national plan:

1) Onground management actiong advancing further innovation of chemical, mechanical
methods; integrating fire and chemical control to reduce costs; establishing demonstration sites
for bestpractice integrated weed management (IWM); sharing outcomes nationally.

2) Research and development for the speciesmproving detection using eDNA, Al images;
expanding coordinated surveillance and mapping using remote sensing; filling knowledge gaps
that exist around fire response and management; prioritising control areas and monitoring
spread dynamics.

3) Policy and regulatiorg need for governmeng industry interaction to develop government and
industry guidelines/policy; coordinating and sharing policy/guidelines and information across
jurisdictions to promote consistency; supporting local/regional eradication programs,
movement controls and containment.

4) Capacity building and awarenessraising awareness across government, industry and the
community about wilding Olive; supporting citizen science platforms etc. to improve early
detection; promoting work of community groups; supporting further training and skill
development; sharing iofmation developed across impacted jurisdictions.

5) Asset protectionc removing wilding olives in high priority areas; integrating restoration after
control, (i.e., after Olive removal, actively restore native vegetation to reduce reinvasion risk
and support ecosystem recovery. This could include reseeding, plantingistedsnhatural
regeneration).
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Summary of detailed assessment

Invasiveness

Oxeye daisy invades a variety of landes, including nature conservation areas, such as alpine and
sub-alpine woodlands and grasslands, pastures (both modified and native), plantations, forestry
areas and roadsides. It can form dense stands that outcoenpative flora and reduce species
richness. Aggressive spread following disturbance (e.g. fire); perennial rhizomes, high rates of seed
production and londived soil seedbanks make it a highly competitive, persistent species. Seed
dispersal occurs via wex, animals, vehicles, machinery.

Current and potential distribution
Oxeye daisy is currently present in ACT, NSW, SA, TAS and VIC, with broad climatic suitability
modelling indicating it has the potential to establish in WA.

Beneficial uses

Oxeye daisy is beneficial to the nursery/garden industry as a cottage garden type ornamental. It was
more popular in the past and still available for salelioe. It is not managed in any specific land use

for its beneficial use.
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Current and potential negative impacts
Assessed as:

1 Current medium impacts at a regional level for environniéft

1  Potential medium impact at a regionahulti-regional level for environment->,

3 Impacts on vegetation structure
4 Impacts on Australian biodiversity
5 Modification of ecosystem functions

Economic (marketOxeye daisy can invade pastures, replace desirable pasture species and reduce
carrying capacityit is generally avoided by livestock, but when consumed by dairy cattle, it can taint
milk. Overseas, Gaye daisy is a significant contaminant in certified seed crops, however it is not
known toaffect product quality, market access or trade in Australia.

EnvironmentalOxeye daisy can form monocultures in grasslands, open woodlands, riparian areas,
and roadsides, which may displace diverse native ground cover and limit recruitment of canopy
species in some habitats. Its impacts are largely confined to ground stiigdijtthe effect on

vertical vegetation structure beyond its herbaceous growth (up to 1 m). In Kosciuszko National Park,
longterm studies show reduced plant diversity in invaded plots, especially following disturbance like
fire. Soil erosion may increaséen the plant dies back seasonally, leaving bare ground. Overseas
research suggests &ye daisy can alter soil nutrient cycling.

Social Oxeye daisy can cause minor allergic reactions. It may affect aesthetics and use of alpine and
sub-alpine areas for recreational activities. Its spread in Kosciuszko National Park has visibly altered
the landscape, diminishing the aesthetic appeal awteational experience for visitors.

Cultural Oxeye daisy has limitepgublishedcultural impact in Australia. Given theell-known,
publishedenvironmental impact, infestations may affect use of alpine andaplme areas for
cultural activities.

Proposed actions to improve management
Benefits of national plan/approachResearch actions could be doae state/regional levelhowever

strong efficiencies to coordinating all actions via a national plan/approach. Efficient use of resources,
raise profile, drive improvements in control.

Focus of national plan/approactreventing further spread, particularly preventing spread from
roadside infestations into production and conservation land and improving control tools and efficacy
to reduce negative impacts on important environmental assets (such as such as EPBC AMotdisted
and World Heritage areas in NSW and TAS). The following potential management actions have been
considered as part of the NEWP detailed assessment process, and would be refined with
stakeholders through the development of a national plan:

1) Onground management actiong advancing future research for herbicide trials, habitat
manipulation; sharing knowledge (restoration strategies, risk mitigation).

2) Research and development for the speciesoordinating investment for research on biology
and ecology; implementing exploratory biocontrol research to develop a biocontrol agent;
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improving remote sensing capacity; improving national mapping to identify core areas;
establishing key containment zones to prevent further spread.

Policy and regulatiorg harmonising legislation and policy (i.e. nationatnsistent ban from
sale/trade, spread prevention zones); expanding and sharing information; developing industry
guidelines; implementing crodsorder coordination with state declarations, movement
redrictions and early containment protocols.

Capacity building and awarenegsdeveloping further communication materials; consolidating
and standardising information; building a formal community of practice; streamlining training at
a national level.

Asset protectiong prioritising assets for protection; implementing coordinated programs across
threatened sites; sharing resources.
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Summary of detailed assessment

Invasiveness

Wandering trad can establish in relatively undisturbed vegetation and has a superior ability to
establish, forming large and dense infestations. It is known to be a transformer species and can Kill
mature rainforest trees in dense stands. It does not prEuiable seed in Australia. It reproduces
vegetatively (stem fragments). Stem fragments that contain a node can readily develop into a new
plant. Stem fragments can survive for 1 year without roots or contact with the soil. Stem fragments
are dispersed bwater, animals and humans (intentional planting, by machinery and equipment,
contaminated produce and garden waste).

Current and potential distribution
Wandering trad is currently present in ACT, NSW, QLD, SA, TAS, VIC and WA and has the potential to
spread further through these jurisdictions.

Beneficial uses
The variegated form of Wandering trad can be valued as an ornamental plant and beneficial to
industry as a traded species. However, it is not managed in any specific land use for its beneficial use.

Current and potential negative impacts
Assessed as:
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I  Current high impacts at a regioramulti-regional (or medium impact at multegionalg
national) level for environmenrt

1 Current high impacts at a multegionalg national level for environment

1  Potential high impact at a multegional (or medium impact at national) level for
environmeng?.

1  Potential high impact at a multegionalg national level for environmefit

3 Impacts on vegetation structure
4Impacts on Australian biodiversity
5 Modification of ecosystem functions

Economic (market)Vandering trad has an insignificant impact on overall agricultural yield and
productivity. Occasional nitrate poisoning in cattle has been reported, but evidence is inconsistent,
and it is not formally classified as poisonous in Australia. The primanpetc burden stems from
YIylF3aSySyid Ozadaxz ra GKS LXFydQa NBISYSNI G§AGS
and disposal. Its glossy leaves may reduce herbicide effectiveness over time. There is no evidence
that it directly affects the prduct quality or restricts market access.

EnvironmentalWandering trad poses environmental threats by forming dense, horizontal mats that
dominate the ground layer in a range of habitats, including subtropical rainforests, and riparian
vegetation. This grountével dominance suppresses germination of natimederstorey and

overstorey species. It may reduce native plant richness, abundance, and diversity in invaded areas. A
study by CSIRO showed that native plant richness can decline by up to 80% in heavily infested areas
(over 60% coverage). It threatens mplé endangered ecological communities in NSW and is
considered a highisk species in VIC, affecting coastal plains, inland ranges, and forested ecosystems.
It may impact ecosystem functions by altering nutrient cycling (increasing litter decomposition and
plant-available nitrate), changing soil moisture and microclimate.

Social Wandering trad is not considered toxic to humans, however it can cause minor skin irritation
and allergic reactions in humans and pets (dogs). Psychological stress may occur due to challenges in
controlling infestations. Dense infestations can reduce2as¢o recreational areas, impede

movement, contribute to flooding by clogging drains and watercourses, and diminish the aesthetic

and recreational value of natural spaces.

Cultural Nopublishedevidence exists of impacts on oral traditions, ritual, or heritage values. It may
impact connection to Country by altering native vegetation and ecosystem resources, reducing
access to culturally significant species and sites, potentially affectingitnaalipractices (hunting,
gathering) and knowledge transfer. Infestations may reduce availability of native plants used for
food, medicine, or other traditional purposes.

Proposed actions to improve management

Benefits of national plan/approachSome actions could be doa¢ state/regional levelhowever

there are efficiencies to coordinating actions via national plan/approach (e.g. efficient use of
resources, clearly signalling need for action/s). Particularly, unified/consistent approach in relation to
nursery trade.
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Focus of national plan/approactReduce negative environmental impacts caused by this species.
The following potential management actions have been considered as part of the NEWP detailed
assessment process, and would be refined with stakeholders through the development of a national
plan:

1) Onground management actiong advancing innovation for chemical (and new chemical)
control options to reduce costs and explore new options for mechanical control and habitat
manipulation; exploring more biocontrol release sites and monitoring; sharing best practice
chemical approachnd integrated weed management.

2) Research and development for the speciesmproving surveying (structured and ad hoc) and
mapping of infestation locations; sharing knowledge.

3) Policy and regulatiorg harmonising legislation and policy (i.e. nationally consistent ban from
sale/trade); improving government policy, particularly for nursery trade.

4) Capacity building and awarenegsdeveloping periodic updates of awareness materials to best
practice; encouraging ongoing contribution to adaptive management cycle, and continuous
reporting to assist with land management.

5) Asset protectiong sharing knowledge on which ecological communities are impacted and
where successfully managed; implementing consistent Key Threatening Process prioritisation;
sharing consistent messaging.
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Appendix C: Summary e¥idence
base specieghat did not meet
national significance criteria

Theevidence baséor each of the 14 species neligible for consideratioms national established
weed priorities are summarised in this section, including negative impacts, proposed management,
and benefits from taking nationally coordinated action for each species.

Current and potential negative impacts summary information is derived from information provided

by assessors in the expert elicitation process. These summaries, along with the scores for the
respective categories, were considered by the NEWP SG/VIPAGA.individual

statement/justification provided by assessors has not been veriRafierences provided by

assessors for the species will be made available on the Weeds Australia NEWP webpage as additional
information to this document.

Results focurrent and potentiahegative impact presented below are by domain (economic
(market), environment, social, cultural), where numbers indicate the question (pad8)Wwhere it
is has been assessed at the magnitude and scale indicated (e.g. high impact at national level).

Numbers and questions are as follows:
1Impacts on yields and management inputs

2mpacts on quality of products

3 Impacts on vegetation structure

4Impacts on Australian biodiversity

5 Modification of ecosystem functions

6 Impacts on human health

7 Impacts on social amenity

8 Impacts on oral tradition, practice, ritual and knowledge
9 Impacts on subsistence, sustenance and craftmanship resources
10Impacts on heritage (place based)
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B Present

TOP LEFT: © Sheldon NaWi®P RIGHT: © Terry Inks@OTTOM LEFT: © Andrew MitchBIDTTOM RIGHSource

ABARESurrent distribution map based on distribution records from the Atlas of Living Australia and additional distribution
records supplied by the state and territory WWG as required

Summary of detailed assessment

Invasiveness

Blue periwinkle invades streambanks and spreads into bush, waterways, rainforest and a variety of
vegetation types. It is allelopathic and smothers other plants, forming dense mats in both shade and
sun. It rarely produces seed but reproduces vegetatilaglgtolons and other stem fragments.
Fragments spread along waterways. It could occasionally be spread via markets, market growers or
shared amongst gardeners. It is often dumped as garden waste and can be spread through
contaminated soil.

Current and potential distribution
Blue periwinkle is currently present in ACT, NSW, QLD, SA, TAS, VIC and WA.

Beneficial uses
Blue periwinkle is valued as a garden ornamental or ground cover. It is commonly sold in plant
nurseries. It is not managed in any specific land use or regions/areas for its beneficial use.
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Current and potential negative impacts
Assessed as:

1  Current high impacts at a regioramulti-regional (or medium impact at multegionalg
national) level for environment->.

1 Potential high impact at a regionamulti-regional (or medium impact at multegional to
national) level for environment->.
3 Impacts on vegetation structure

4 Impacts on Australian biodiversity
5 Modification of ecosystem functions

Economic (market)There is limited evidence of significant economic (market) impacts. Blue
periwinkle is unpalatable and toxic to livestock, particularly horses, with infrequent cases of
poisoning in sheep and cattle. It may reduce grazing capacity in invaded areaslgshecse

paddocks. While not a major concern in actively grazed pastures, management is required where
infestations occur. It has no known impact on market access or product quality, but minor impacts to
raw material value (e.g. sand, soil, mulch) isgible.

EnvironmentalBlue periwinkle may smother native flora and prevent regeneration of trees and

shrubs. It can suppress seedling growth through shading and possibly allelopathy, altering ground

and midstorey vegetation. It competes with native species for light, moétand nutrients,

reducing species richness and may pose a threat to endangered plants. Dense cover can affect fauna,
with documented impacts on groundiwelling species. It can alter ecosystem processes by

suppressing seedling recruitment, potentially detey succession and affecting fire regimes.

Social Blue periwinkle may have impacts on human health and social amenity. It contains toxic
alkaloids which can cause gastrointestinal distress, neurological symptoms, and, in severe cases,
death if ingested (frequency unknown). It may reduce the visual acgkational value of bushland

and riparian areas through dense ground cover that can smother native vegetation. Its further spread
could affect conservation areas and public enjoyment of natural spaces across southern temperate
regions.

Cultura¥ 2 KAf S RANBOG SPOARSYOS A& tAYAGSRXT . f dzS LISNJ
and bushland areas could reduce the availability of natural materials used for food, medicine, and

cultural practices. Restricted access to culturally signifisses and traditional resources could

affect oral traditions and cultural practices. There igpublishedevidence of direct impacts from

this species on First Nations plalcased cultural heritage, however dense infestation could damage

culturally significant landscapes, particularly given the widespread presence of First Nations heritage

across Australia.

Considered actions to improve management

Overall, while there may be some efficiencies to coordinated action, a national strategic plan or
approach was not considered essential with actions that could be coordinated and implemented at
lower scales (e.g. local, regional and state). Not a strosg fox a standalone national strategic
plan/approach. Potentially this species could be part of a future project to develop guidelines for
restoring closed forest/riparian ecosystems, along with Wandering trad, Bezdgrivet, Camphor
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laurel, Mickey Mouse plant and other low ligioderance weeds. The focus would be on reducing
invasion risk and enhancing ecosystem recovery and resilience following invasion.

The following potential management actions have been considered as part of the NEWP detailed
assessment process:

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

On-ground management actiong supporting research and development to optimise herbicide
application methods; establishing demonstration sites showcasinggrestice integrated

weed management for Blue periwinkle, including combinations of chemical, mechanical, and
cultural contros, and sharing outcomes nationally; developing standardised monitoring and
evaluation protocols to assess the effectiveness of management actions; sharing lessons learned
and supporting adaptive management, across regions.

Research and development for the speciegmproving detection through tools like iNaturalist

and WeedScan, coordinating regional mapping; consolidating existing distribution records

across platforms; advancing research into ecology; launching citizen science campaigns (e.g., via
apps or local eents) to improve mapping @lueperiwinkle distribution, raise awareness, and
encourage communitjed monitoring and control.

Policy and regulatiorg improving consistency in legislation and policy (i.e., nationally consistent
ban from sale/trade); standardising guidance; sharing of policy /guidelines information across
jurisdictions; identifying and managing key pathwaysBhreperiwinkle spread (e.g., garden
waste dumping, nursery trade); targeting education for gardeners, landscapers, and nurseries;
considering voluntary or regulatory restrictions on sale in iigk areas.

Capacity building and awarenessdeveloping public awareness and commusigsed
initiatives for promoting a consistent message and encouraging behaviour change.

Asset protectiong standardising approaches and resources to protect assets at risk;
implementing coordinated/integrated restoration of invaded sites with competitive native
groundcovers and shrubs followiBjueperiwinkle removal, to reduce reinvasion risk and
support ecosystem recovery.

Environment and Invasives Committee
95



NEWP assessment report

Broadleaf privet (Ligustrum lucidumn

(Group nomination: includes thtevo specied.igustrum lucidunandL. sinensg

B Present

Al NG A SN f T
TOP LEFT: © The State of Queensla@P RIGHT: © Elissa van OosterlBGTTOM LEFT: © Elissa van Oostethout
BOTTOM RIGHSource ABARESurrent distribution map based on distribution records from the Atlas of Living Australia
and additional distribution records supplied by the state and territory WWG as required

Summary of detailed assessment

Invasiveness

Broadleaf privet invades a wide range of ecological communities and is widely naturalised in both
disturbed and undisturbed habitats. It is tolerant of a wide range of soils and light conditions. It is a
prolific seed producer. Seeds can persist in soilfto 2.5 years. Long distance dispersal can occur
from flooding and short distances in waterways. It is dispersed by wild vertebrates such as birds and
flying foxes, with spread by livestock less likely. It is still widely used for hedging (delilpeestd s

by people) and is often dumped in garden waste.

Current and potential distribution
Broadleaf privet is currently present in ACT, NSW, QLD and VIC. Broad climatic suitability modelling
shows it has the potential to establish in SA, TAS and WA.

Beneficial uses
Broadleaf privetcan be valued as a garden ornamental or heritage planting. Bezdgrivet was
once a common ornamental plant, although Brdedf privet C. lucidun), SmaHeaf privet (.
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sinensejpnd European privel( vulgarg are no longer commonly traded and have been replaced by
other privet species (such as Bleaf privet . undulatun)). It is not managed in any specific land use
or regions/areas for its beneficial use.

Current and potential negative impacts
Assessed as:

1  Current high impacts at a regiomamultiregional (or medium impacts at a mutggionalg
national) level for environme#t->and socidl

1 Potential high impact at a regionaimulti-regional (or medium at a multiegional to national)
level for environment*®and socidl

3 Impacts on vegetation structure

4lmpacts on Australian biodiversity

5 Modification of ecosystem functions
6 Impacts on human health

Economic (market)There is limited evidence of significant economic impacts from Blexdorivet,
minor effects reported. Broatkaf privet may impact pastoral and forestry systems. There are some
reports of reducing yields in orchards, pastures, and plantation forastscompetition with crops

for pollinators. Broadeaf privet may also host pests and diseases affecting economically important
plants. It is mildly toxic to livestock, but no confirmed poisoning cases have been reported in
Australia. Management can beblaur-intensive and costly. There is no clear evidence that privet
directly affects product quality or market access

EnvironmentalBroadleaf privet can alter native vegetation structure, impact biodiversity, disrupt

key ecosystem processes, particularly across eastern Australia. Dense, monodominant stands can
suppress understorey growth and alter forest composition. It may outcaenpative vegetation,

inhibit forest regeneration and reduce species richness and diversity. These changes can affect both
flora and fauna, including threatened species and ecological communities. The species may alter soil
seed banks, litter compositiomd microclimates leading to loAgrm ecosystem degradation. Key
ecosystem processes that may be altered by the weed include reducing soil moisture, deep water
availability, and groundwater recharge, particularly in dry and riparian environments. Dense
infestations can alter fire regimes, either suppressing fire in moist thickets or increasing fire intensity
through fuel accumulation during dry periods.

Social It may affect human health primarily through mild toxicity and respiratory irritation. Ingesting
berries or leaves may cause gastrointestinal symptoms, and contact can lead to skin or eye irritation.
Pollen and floral scent are linked to allergic reaaticincluding hay fever and asthma, with at least

one reported hospitalisation. It moderately affects social amenity across multiple regions as it
interferes with infrastructure such as power and telephone lines and poses road safety risks due to
reduced vsibility and hard impact hazards. In natural areas, it may degrade bushland and park
biodiversity, overtake trails, diminishing recreational value. These impacts are expected to increase
as the species spreads inland.

Cultural There is no direct evidence of current impact on First Nations oral traditions or cultural
practices, subsistence or craftsmanship resources and cultural heritage. Native bush foods like yams
(Microserisspp.), native fruits (e.g. lilly pillgyzygiunspp.), Midyim berryAustromyrtusdulcig), and
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edible greens may become less accessible as privet dominates the understory. Reduced access to
these plants may make it harder to maintain traditional practices like baskating, weapon

making, or ceremonial use, and may disrupt intergenerational kndyddransfer, undermines

rituals, and storytelling. Dense infestations could degrade cultural heritage sites, obscure or
physically block access to sacred sites, ceremonial grounds or burial areas.

Considered actions to improve management

A national strategic plan or approach was not considered essential as actions could be coordinated
and implemented at lower scales (e.g. local, regional and state). Not a strong case for a standalone
national strategic plan/approach. Potentially this sjsoctould be part of a future project to develop
guidelines for restoring closed forest/riparian ecosystems.

The following potential management actions have been considered as part of the NEWP detailed
assessment process:

1) Onground management actiong exploring new chemical options, including improved
application techniques (e.g., splatter guns).

2) Research and development for the speciesurveying in rainforest/riparian areas; mapping of
the extent to inform spread prevention and asset protection strategies; implementing
exploratory biocontrol research and further investigating of privet lace bug; improving tools for
management in rairdrest/riparian areas (e.g. use of prescribed burning in restoration regimes).

3) Policy and regulatiorg harmonising legislation and policy (i.e., nationaibnsistent ban from
sale/trade); establishing spread prevention zones, particularly in VIC and ACT; engaging with
industry to remove invasive privets from trade.

4) Capacity building and awarenegsdeveloping public awareness and commu+igsed
initiatives.

5) Asset protectionc implementing targeted, integrated weed management plans for protecting
assets at risk; leveraging investment through a national plan.
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Camphor laure[Cinnamomum camphora

Current distribution

B Present

TOP LEFT: © Sheldon NaVi®@P RIGHT: © The State of QueensIB@TTOM LEFT: © State of New South WB@I TOM

RIGHTSource ABARESurrent distribution map based on distribution records from the Atlas of Living Australia and
additional distribution records supplied by the state and territory WWG as required

Summary of detailed assessment

Invasiveness

Camphor laurel can be very invasive in pasture and native vegetation as well as dominating in
disturbed areas. It can form monocultures, outcompeting native vegetation. It has a dense shallow
root system which combined with shading prevents the regenenadibnative plants. The leaf litter

is allelopathic. It is a prolific seed producer. Seeds persist in soil for about 3 years. Seeds are
dispersed through waterways and wild vertebrates (birds, foxes, rats). It could occasionally be spread
by farm vehiclesn muddy tyres and by livestock. There is some evidence it is still planted for

amenity and shade for livestock, therefore deliberately spread by people.

Current and potential distribution
Camphor laurel is currently present in NSW, QLD, SA and WA, with broad climatic suitability
modelling indicating it has the potential to establish in VIC.

Beneficial uses

Several stakeholders value Camphor laurel in Australia. Camphor laurel has several benefits including
(1) medicinal uses (relieve pain, reduce inflammation, and treat skin conditions like eczema and
acne); (2) aromatherapy (alleviate respiratory issuegyce stress, and improve sleep quality); (3)

insect repellent (repelling insects and mosquitoes); (4) wood and timber (valuable for furniture and
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cabinetry); (5) cultural and spiritual significance (religious rituals and ceremonies); (6) a seasonal food
source and habitat structure for native frugivorous birds. The North Coast of NSW has a small
Camphor laurel timber industry, and it is also culidhas timber in QLD.

Current and potential negative impacts
Assessed as:

9  Current high impacts at a regioramulti-regional (or medium at muliegionalg national
level) level for environmenrt

1 Current high impacts at a multegionalg national level for environment

1  Potential high impact at a multegionalg national level for environmenrt'®.

3 Impacts on vegetation structure
4Impacts on Australian biodiversity
5 Modification of ecosystem functions

Economic (marketlCamphor laurel reduces pasture productivity. Large trees are known to impact
infrastructure such as fence lines. No evidence on direct market access or product quality impacts.

EnvironmentalCamphor laurel invades and replaces native tree species. Its shallow roots system
eliminates the understorey and mitorey altering the vegetation structure at multiple levels. In
south-east QLD, Camphor laurel was 5th on list of 66 priority invasieglsvigom 2002. It can form
monocultures excluding native species, known to compete with Blue gaotsalfyptus tereticornjs
threatening koala populations. Whilst not well documented, it may destabilise stream banks due to
undercutting of shallow root system. It has strong allelopathic impacts on surrounding vegetation,
possible impact on soil biota.

Social Camphor laurel is mildly toxic to humans, and mild symptoms may occur if large quantities are
eaten. All parts of the plant are poisonous and can cause nausea, vomiting and respiratory distress.
Allergic skin reactions can also occur. Control efforts imggpse financial and emotional strain on
landholders. It may impact social amenity by damaging urban infrastructure (pushing over fences,
disrupting power lines, and cracking urban surfaces) through its invasive root systems and reducing
the recreationalalue of parks and waterways. Dense infestations also reduce access to natural
areas, affecting community mental health and scenic values.

Cultural Camphor laurel may reduce access to traditional subsistence and craft resources by
displacing native plants used for food, medicine, and cultural practices. Its dominance may also affect
native fauna important for traditional diets and disrupts accessaterials used in weaving, teol

making, and other crafts.

Considered actions to improve management

A national strategic plan or approach was not strictly needed because actions could be coordinated
and implemented at lower scales, particularly across NSW and QLD who are most impacted. It was
not considered a strong case for national coordination. Paédigtthis species could be part of a

future project to develop guidelines for restoring closed forest/riparian ecosystems.

The following potential management actions have been considered as part of the NEWP detailed
assessment process:
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On-ground management actiong improving costeffective, standardised best practice
techniques, chemicals and application techniques (i.e., droned delivered); investigating the use
of fire as part of integrated weed management; sharing knowledge and resources.

Research and development for the speciesleveloping improved tools for early detection and
data sharing; understanding dispersal rates, impacts and spread under changing environmental
conditions; improving biology/ecology knowledge; sharing clussler ecosystem

management.

Policy and regulatiorg harmonising legislation and policy (i.e. nationally consistent ban from
sale/trade; spread prevention zones); standardising guidelines; aligning containment measures;
supporting local management efforts through coordinated, strategic planning.

Capacity building and awarenesssupporting training, skills development and workforce
development; strengthening communities of practice and community engagement; establishing
W/ 2YYdaBbRO&Fy26f SRAS 1 dz0a QT SYyKFEyOAy3a 02y araidSy

Asset protectiong developing a strategic plan for asset protection.
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Coast beach daisfArctotheca populifolig

LEFT: Jenny Conolly, iNaturaliZt,0 1.0TOP RIGHT: © Matthew Baker, Tasmanian HerbaB@TTOM RIGHSource:
ABARES&urrent distribution map based on distribution records from the Atlas of Living Australia and additional distribution
records supplied by the state and territory WWG as required

Summary of detailed assessment

Invasiveness

Coast beach daisy is a rapidly growing species that prefers newly exposed margins of coastal dunes. It
has established (to varied densities) along the entire southern part of the Australian coastline,

including along the south coast of WA, from the Espeegplains to the Geraldton sandplains. It can
spread from sand dunes to nearby grasslands. It is dispersed by ocean currents and seeds are viable
in fresh or salt water. It is also wind dispersed, and seeds get transported in soil, on vehicle tyres and
in garden waste. It could occasionally be spread via local markets, market gardens or shared among
gardeners.

Current and potential distribution
Coast beach daisy is currently present in NSW, SA, TAS, VIC and WA, with potential to establish in
QLD.

Beneficial uses
Coast beach daisy has no known beneficial uses.

Current and potential negative impacts
Assessed as:

I  Current high impacts at a regiomamulti-regional (or medium impact at multegionalg
national) level for environme#at->,
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