Impact Assessment Record

Scientific name: Pennisetum villosum R. Br. ex Fresen.

Common name: Feathertop (white foxtail)

QUESTION COMMENTS RATING | CONFIDENCE

Social

1. Restrict human access? | Tussock-forming perennial grass 30-70cm high (Parsons & Cuthbertson 1992), likely to have minimal impact on L MH
human access.

2. Reduce tourism? As a tussock forming grass (Walsh & Entwisle 1994) it could be mistaken for a native species and not likely to be L MH
obvious as a weed to the ‘average visitor’.

3. Injurious to people? No information was found to suggest this species possesses properties injurious to people. L M

4. Damage to cultural Not documented as having an impact on cultural sites or infrastructure, and as a grass to 70cm high (Walsh & L MH

sites? Entwisle 1994), it is likely to have little effect on the aesthetics or structure of sites.

Abiotic

5. Impact flow? A terrestrial species (Carr et al 1992), so no likely effect on water flow. L MH

6. Impact water quality? A terrestrial species (Carr et al 1992), so no likely effect on water quality. L MH

7. Increase soil erosion? Rhizomatous, densely tussock-forming perennial grass (Parsons & Cuthbertson 1992, Walsh & Entwisle 1994), L MH
with characteristics suggesting it would decrease the probability of soil erosion.

8. Reduce biomass? As a tussock-forming perennial grass to 70cm high (Parsons & Cuthbertson 1992), it is similar in stature to some ML MH
native tussock grasses so, ‘direct replacement of biomass’ is likely.

9. Change fire regime? No information was found to indicate it would have any significant affect on fire regime of habitats in which it L M
occurs and would likely replace other grasses that have similar flammability.

Community Habitat

10. Impact on composition | EVC = Plains Grassland (E); CMA = Corangamite; Bioregion = Otway Plain; VH CLIMATE potential. ‘It may M L

(a) high value EVC

occasionally become an environmental weed of grassy woodlands and grasslands (South East Weeds 2008)’, and
can occur in coastal areas and along creeks and river banks (Parsons & Cuthbertson 1992). It forms spreading
clumps (Kleinschmidt & Johnson 1977), and is described as being a ‘potential threat to one or more vegetation
formations in Victoria (Carr et al 1992)’. However, no information was found on the level of impact it is having,
or could have, on EVCs in Victoria.
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EVC = Riverine Grassy woodland (D); CMA = North Central; Bioregion = Victorian Riverina; VH CLIMATE M L
(b) medium value EVC potential. ‘It may occasionally become an environmental weed of grassy woodlands and grasslands (South East
Weeds 2008)’, and can occur in coastal areas and along creeks and river banks (Parsons & Cuthbertson 1992). It
forms spreading clumps (Kleinschmidt & Johnson 1977), and is described as being a ‘potential threat to one or
more vegetation formations in Victoria (Carr et al 1992)’. However, no information was found on the level of
impact it is having, or could have, on EVCs in Victoria.
EVC = Costal Tussock Grassland (LC); CMA = West Gippsland; Bioregion = Gippsland Plain; VH CLIMATE M L
(c) low value EVC potential. ‘It may occasionally become an environmental weed of grassy woodlands and grasslands (South East
Weeds 2008)’, and can occur in coastal areas and along creeks and river banks (Parsons & Cuthbertson 1992). It
forms spreading clumps (Kleinschmidt & Johnson 1977), and is described as being a ‘potential threat to one or
more vegetation formations in Victoria (Carr et al 1992)’. However, no information was found on the level of
impact it is having, or could have, on EVCs in Victoria.
11. Impact on structure? ‘It may occasionally become an environmental weed of grassy woodlands and grasslands (South East Weeds M L
2008)’, and can occur in coastal areas and along creeks and river banks (Parsons & Cuthbertson 1992). It forms
spreading clumps (Kleinschmidt & Johnson 1977), and is described as being a ‘potential threat to one or more
vegetation formations in Victoria (Carr et al 1992)’. However, no information was found on the level of impact it
is having, or could have, on the structure of vegetation communities.
12. Effect on threatened No reference to its impact on threatened flora was found in the literature. MH L
flora?
Fauna
13. Effect on threatened No reference to its impact on threatened fauna was found in the literature. MH L
fauna?
14. Effect on non- There is no indication this species possess any properties hazardous to fauna, but also no information of the ML M
threatened fauna? impact this weed has on faunal habitat. However, effects to non-threatened fauna are likely to be minor as this
species often invades disturbed areas (Parsons & Cuthbertson 1992) that are already likely of poor habitat quality.
15. Benefits fauna? Young shoots may be eaten but the long serrated leaves of mature plants are unpalatable and rarely grazed by MH M
stock (Parsons & Cuthbertson 1992). May provide some assistance as a food source to desirable species.
16. Injurious to fauna? There is no suggestion that this species possess any properties injurious to fauna. L M
Pest Animal
17. Food source to pests? Young shoots may be eaten but the long serrated leaves of mature plants are unpalatable and rarely grazed by L M

stock (Parsons & Cuthbertson 1992). It may provide some food source to grazing pest animals but this is likely to
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be minimal and was not found documented in the literature.

18. Provides harbor? As a tussock-forming perennial grass 30-70cm high (Parsons & Cuthbertson 1992) does not have the capacity to ML M
provide harbour to serious pests, but because it invades urban and agricultural areas (Parsons & Cuthbertson
1992) may provide harbour for minor pest animals such as introduced rodents.

Agriculture

19. Impact yield? Produces large dense clumps, which over time tend to dominate infested pastures and reduce the available grazing M M
area (Parsons & Cuthbertson 1992). ‘Chokes out useful grasses (North West Weeds 2006)’ and ‘being
unpalatable reduces carrying capacity (South East Weeds 2008)’. Because not specified, a moderate level of
impact is assumed.

20. Impact quality? Described as a contaminant in wool (North West Weeds 2006), however, the level of impact on agricultural ML
quality is not clear from available information.

21. Affect land value? Summer cultivation gives effective control but must be repeated regularly until weed is eliminated. A single L M
cultivation only, spreads rhizomes to clean areas (Parsons & Cuthbertson 1992). Not specifically documented, but
unlikely to affect land value, as effective control is achievable using normal farm management practises.

22. Change land use? Summer cultivation gives effective control but must be repeated regularly until weed is eliminated (Parsons & L M
Cuthbertson 1992). Not specifically documented, but unlikely to cause a change in priority of land use, as
effective control is achievable using normal farm management practises.

23. Increase harvest costs? | Summer cultivation gives effective control but must be repeated regularly until weed is eliminated. A single M MH
cultivation only, spreads rhizomes to clean areas (Parsons & Cuthbertson 1992). The need for repeated control,
and thus increased time and labour costs, may lead to a minor increase in overall production costs.

24. Disease host/vector? Not described as an alternative host or vector for diseases of agriculture. L M






