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MEETING 10 OUTCOMES – 18 July 2018 
 

The State Weed Committee met at Rydges International in Sydney on 18 July 2018 to discuss the 
following items: 
 

1. Compliance Standard 
DPI has been conducting a series of roadshows across the State to consult on the draft Weed 
Compliance Standard. These sessions have been well received and complementary self-
assessment tools were trialled during the sessions to gauge the general understanding and 
application of compliance in the regions. The Committee discussed the use of compliance audits 
and who is appropriate to conduct them. 
 
2. Weed Action Program 

The Committee was informed that DPI is working closely with LLS to replace multiple deeds with 
one to speed up grant administration. Timing of the 2018/19 WAP allocation was discussed. The 
Committee also discussed if the current Guidelines were likely to change in regard to Regional 
WAP administration and if current flexibility in these arrangements is to be maintained. DPI 
informed the members that there were no anticipated changes to the WAP Guidelines 2015-20, 
Year 2.     
 
3. Australasian Weed Conference 

The Committee was reminded that the Australasian Weed Conference is going to be in Sydney 
and that it is a great opportunity to attend in our home State. The Committee agreed to promote 
the event through their organisations.  
 

4. MERI update 

The Committee were updated on progress on the Regional Strategic Weed Management Plan 
MERI framework. A long consultation period is recommended and it is expected that reporting 
against the MERI will utilise existing data sets like the Biosecurity Information System (BIS). The 
Members congratulated Peter Turner, Pat Gilmore Mich Michelmore and Cal Cotter on their 
outstanding effort on the framework.  
 

5. NSW Communication and Engagement Plan 

This is an overarching state plan; however individual communication strategies are being 
developed by for each region. DPI is proposing to roll this out to the regional weed committees, as 
part of a broader engagement toolkit. 
 

6. Horsetail 
The Committee was briefed on the status of horsetail (Equisetum) in NSW. The Committee was 
told that it is extremely problematic to control and can result in off target damage. The situations in 
Sydney are near sensitive natural areas, and because there has been insignificant spread the 
Committee endorsed the recommendation to adopt a monitoring and containment approach to 
managing the weed in Greater Sydney.    
 
7. Budget announcements for Agricultural Institute funding 

The Committee was briefed on the recent budget announcement of $50m to capitol works for NSW 
DPI. This funding included a component of $5m to upgrade biosecurity quarantine facilities at 
Orange Agricultural Institute and improve facilities at Grafton Agricultural Institute for the rearing of 
biocontrol agents.  
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8. Utility providers 

The Committee was briefed on the development of an agreed protocol for visiting properties 
between utility providers and peak farming bodies.    
 
9. Attendance at Regional Weed Committee meetings 

The issue of attendance at Regional Weed Committees and ways to increase participation was 
discussed by the Committee. Several solutions were proposed and DPI will report back to the 
Committee next meeting. 
 

10. Mandatory weed inspections 

DPI have conducted a risk assessment on a proposal for mandatory inspections as part of property 
transactions. This work is ongoing and further work is required.  
 

11. SWC handbook 

The new SWC handbook was presented to the Committee for endorsement. The booklet 
incorporates the changes to legislation and new regional governance frameworks.   
 

12. State strategies 

The Committee discussed the triggers for writing State Strategies and if there was any particular 
need to write a State Strategy for Hudson pear. DPI told the Committee that there was a minimum 
need to have a plan in place for weeds that have a Biosecurity Order or a Biosecurity Zone in 
place. Some members believed that the amount of investment in biocontrol programs may warrant 
a State Plan however it was agreed that biocontrol programs like the one for Hudson’s pear usually 
have clear performance measures already and there was no value add with writing an additional 
State Plan.  The Committee resolved that it would be more appropriate to have this as part of a 
Regional plan rather than State. 
 
13. BIS update 

The Committee was given a demonstration of the online system, Weed Information Database – 
External. Instructional videos will be prepared to assist with the analysis of BIS data through 
BioMap. The Committee noted that some Local Control Authorities are still not providing regular 
data into BIS and that this is a requirement under both the Act and the provision of WAP funding.  
 
14. Chinese violet 

The Committee reviewed a submission to introduce a Control Order for Chinese violet. There is 
universal support for the eradication of this species in three (LLS) regions where it occurs and its 
eradication is considered technically feasible. The Committee also noted that there is an 
opportunity to leverage this work off funding resources from the peri urban project.  
 
The members acknowledged the significant amount of work that has gone into the application and 
agreed to make recommendations to the Minister to have a Control Order put in place.   
 

15. Local weed plans 
 
Weed control plans 
The Committee heard that the Central West and Central Tablelands Regional Weed Committees 
have developed a local weed management plan for serrated tussock. This is a great initiative in 
collaboration with LLS, DPI, local landholders and the Local Control Authorities (LCAs). The plan 
builds on serrated tussock’s status as a priority weed in the two Regional Strategic Weed 
Management Plans (RSWMPs) and serves to articulate more clearly the actions expected of 
landholders to discharge the General Biosecurity Duty.  
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Local weed lists 

The Committee also discussed the issue that some LCAs have prepared additional weed lists 
specifically for their LCA areas; in addition to the priority weeds in the RSWMPs. The Committee 
acknowledged that as an autonomous Control Authority under the Biosecurity Act, Councils had 
the discretion to develop their own inspection programs and it is logical that each council will have 
a policy or work instruction for how they would apply the GBD in the absence of clear guidance in 
the RSWMPs.  
 
However, some members expressed concern that some of these LCA specific lists emphasised only a 
subset of the RSWMP and that these lists might not be subject to appropriate risk assessment, 
consultation and agreement by a broad range of land managers - something that is critical to ensure the 
tenure neutral element of the Biosecurity Act. Furthermore, this lack of consultation would likely lead to 
people contesting the reasonably practicably nature of the lists which could undermine the Regional list. 
 
The Committee agreed to give clarity around the following points: 

 

 The Government response to the NSW Weed Review is clear that ‘weed declarations’ 
should be at the regional scale. 

 It is preferable that weed lists are true ‘priority’ lists in terms of resource allocation and for 
communication effectiveness.  

 Additional lists should not become ‘de facto’ weed lists because locally important weeds did 
not get included on the RSWMP. The Committee agreed that it is preferable that RSWMPs 
are reviewed periodically and that new weeds, or weeds critical to an individual LCA’s weed 
program be re-assessed and recognised on the RSWMP – if appropriate.  

 Priority weeds are those listed in Appendix 1 of the RSWMPs and then transferred into 
NSW WeedWise. Local plans and policies are to complement the RSWMPs. 

 It is important that there is a common message about weed priorities. If there are weeds 
that are specifically important to an LCA, the council can still put effort into educating the 
community or coordinating effort. These weeds do not necessarily require regulatory action 
in most circumstances and this approach may be considered unreasonable if the LCA 
cannot justify the risk posed by the weed. 

 

 

 
 

Reg Kidd 

SWC Chair 

3 August 2018 


