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From the President
Welcome to Weedshine! 

Hello all and welcome to another fantastic 
bumper issue of Weedshine.
 
There are a few exciting things happening 
at the moment involving the society. 

I’d like to begin by congratulating the hard 
working organising committee for putting on a great 
Queensland Pest Animal Symposium in Gladstone 
recently. There were 224 people at what is currently 
the only state pest animal conference in Australia. 
For those of you that don’t know, the Weed Society 
of Queensland puts on the pest animal symposium 
by providing the seed funding and engaging the 
conference organisers in the same way as the weeds 
symposium.
 
At a recent executive meeting the Pest Animal Branch 
of the Weed Society of Queensland (PABWSQ) was 
formally recognised and so any member of the Weeds 
Society will now have access to pest animal 

information through Weedshine and 
discounted registration for future Queensland 
pest animal symposia. The society also 
announced the formation of a new award 
called the Pest Animal Management Award at 
the symposium dinner.
 
Work on the new edition of the Weeds of 
Southern Queensland book continues and the 

working committee will have drafts ready to go to the 
printers shortly.
 
It’s not too late to register to go to the 17th Australasian 
Weeds Conference on the 26th-30th September 2010, 
in Christchurch! 

I’d also like to remind you that the WSQ Annual 
General Meeting is being held at the Gatton Research 
Station Conference Room on the 19th of November, 
10am - 2pm and I’d encourage all of you to come 
along. Further details are on page 4.
 
Cheers John

WINNEr 
Congratulations to John Manning who identified last 

seasons weed as Argemone mexicana L., or “Mexican 
poppy”.  John won a years membership to the WSQ. 

Guess this edition’s cover weed and go into the draw to 
WIN!

Send your answer to:
newslettereditor@wsq.org.au by 17th November 2010

The 11th Queensland Weed Symposium is being held at the Mackay Entertainment and Convention Centre, 
Mackay, Queensland on the 31 July to 3 August 2011.
 
Located half way between Brisbane and Cairns along the Queensland coast, Mackay has an abundance of clean 

air and natural beauty matched with commercial facilities and services to provide a great environment to educate, 
motivate and revitalise. With easy access to spacious sandy beaches, tropical islands and a fascinating hinterland, 
Mackay combines all the attractions of a large regional city with true blue country hospitality.
 
The Mackay Entertainment and Convention Centre is conveniently located in Mackay City Centre within a short 

distance of a range of accommodation options. Set on manicured lawns of the Mackay Civic Precinct, the centre is 
also within walking distance of an array of shopping, entertainment and dining experiences.
 
Call for Papers and online registration will be opening in September 2010. 
For more information contact: Queensland Weed Symposium Office on 07 3334 4470 
or email: wsq@eventcorp.com.au

11tH QueensLAnd weed symposium      
     weed mAnAGement – BAck to BAsics

mailto:Newslettereditor@wsq.org.au
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Queensland 
Queensland Landcare 2010 Conference
Planning and implementation of integrated, sustainable, 
whole-of-property land management.
14 - 17 September 2010, Caloundra QLD
http://www.landcare2010.com/

The 2010 AgForce State Conference 
Landscape, Leadership & Learning - 2010
Rockhampton on September 16 - 17.
http://www.agforceqld.org.au/index.
php?tgtPage=events&page_id=189

11th Queensland Weed Symposium 
Mackay Entertainment and Convention Centre, 
Mackay, Queensland 31 July to 3 August 2011.

Australian Capital Territory
2010 Annual Conference of the Ecological Society of 
Australia ‘Sustaining biodiversity – the next 50 years’
Australian National University, Canberra, 6-10 December
http://www.esa2010.org.au/

New Zealand
NZPPS Conference 2010
17th Australasian Weeds Conference.
New Frontiers in New Zealand, 26 - 30 September 
2010, Christchurch, New Zealand
http://www.17awc.org/index.php

diARy events

tHe GeoRGe BAtiAnoff AwARd foR teAm 
exceLLence is now open foR nominAtions

The George N. Batianoff Award for team excellence in weed management is a prestigious biennial award to honour 
the hard work, achievements, and contribution of George Batianoff to the study of invasive and weedy plants in 
Queensland.

The purpose of this award is to recognise and reward any project, ongoing or completed in the last two years, that 
has, or is, achieving exceptional results in on-ground weed management and has, or is, delivering an outstanding 
contribution to weed management in Queensland.  The contribution may be in the form of:
 - a significant addition to existing knowledge;
 - a significant contribution to increasing stakeholder awareness of weeds and/or weed management;
 - an innovative or outstanding weed project;
 - a new concept in weed management planning or techniques or standards;
 - establishing collaborative and cooperative weed management;
 - consistently achieving outstanding on-ground outcomes.

The award is open to weed management teams in Queensland. Further information is available on the Weed Society 
of Queensland website, awards page http://www.wsq.org.au/awards.htm

So why don’t you get cracking and put forward a nomination to recognise a team that has worked hard in achieveing 
results in onground weed management!  

weed society of QueensLAnd news

upcominG 36tH AnnuAL GeneRAL meetinG  
The Weed Society of Queensland Annual General Meeting will be held on Friday 19th November 2010 from 10am - 
2pm. 

The meeting will be held at the Gatton Research Station Conference room.  Please support the WSQ by coming along 
and being involved in the AGM. 

RSVP Michael Widderick on michael.widderick@deedi.qld.gov.au or 07 4639 8856 by the 15th November.  If you 
require directions to the venue please speak to Michael.

Don’t forget to put this date in your diary!
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QueensLAnd pest AnimAL BRAncH                

new evidence of feRAL piG impActs in A centRAL 
QueensLAnd RAinfoRest    Barry nolan and Robyn peters , Qpws

Feral pigs have been literally ‘pigging out’ on young 
palms and palm seeds in the Whitsunday Ranges, which 
means pig numbers need to be kept in check. 
The current Pest Offensive program is a joint project 
between Queensland’s Department of Employment, 
Economic Development and Innovation (DEEDI) and the 
Department of Environment and Resource Management’s 
Queensland Parks and Wildlife Service (QPWS). Working 
together with local government, land managers and 
community groups, the goal is to reduce feral pig impacts 
on the natural environment and on agriculture.

The program, part of the ‘Reclaim the bush—a 
pest offensive’ initiative, is getting results. Reduced 
disturbance in this important forest reserve has shown 
a remarkable ‘post-pig’ regeneration of Alexandra palms 
(Archontophoenix alexandrae), an iconic rainforest 
species.

Test site: Whitsunday Ranges      
The Whitsunday Ranges is comprised of a number of 
national parks and state forests. The most significant, 
Conway National Park and Conway State Forest, are 
located near the township of Airlie Beach and are 
characterised by mountainous terrain incised by two 
main creek systems. Along the south-eastern coastal 
margin, extensive mangrove forests are bisected by 
seasonal creeks. Access is severely restricted, with the 
Whitsunday Great Walk walking track providing dry-
season-only access to sections in the northern area. This 
area conserves significant populations of endemic plants 
and animals. Some of the area’s ecosystems (like the 
Notophyll vine forest) are considered endangered and/or 
very poorly reserved within QPWS estate. 
Feral pigs are common pests throughout the Whitsunday 
Ranges and pose significant threats to the natural values 
of the area by destroying endangered and endemic 
plants and animals, and degrading terrestrial and stream 
habitats. The pigs also damage QPWS infrastructure 
associated with the Whitsunday Great Walk. Soil 
disturbance impairs visual amenity for visitors and repair 
costs are considerable in both time and money. 

Putting pigs and palms to the test
The original Whitsunday Ranges Feral Pig project began 
in 2003—an extensive control program throughout the 
Conway area, which included trapping, shooting and 
baiting.
The intention of the project was to reduce pig numbers to 
an acceptable level—one that would provide protection 
of natural values and park infrastructure, while using a 
sustainable amount of QPWS resources. 
The current Pest Offensive project started in 2006 and 

Proserpine

Airlie
Beach

Conway
State
Forest

To Townsville

To Mackay

Conway
National

Park

Dryander
National
Park Dryander

State Forest

Conway
Conservation

Park

The Conway 
aggregation is the 
most significant 
protected area within 
the Whitsunday 
Ranges. 

The Pest Offensive 
program aims to 
minimise damage 
to these areas and 
restore them for 
future generations.

The Whitsunday Ranges’ perched palm forests (pictured), vine 
forests on alluvial flats, and endemic Ristania rainforest are habitats 
found to be substantially degraded by feral pigs.

We aim to reduce pig numbers and boost palm regeneration in the 
Whitsunday Ranges.
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combines ongoing feral pig control and monitoring of 
results. Alexandra palm (Archontophoenix alexandrae) 
forest ecosystems along the Whitsunday Great Walk 
are already showing a noticeable increase in emerging 
palm seedlings. It seemed likely this was simply due 
to reduced disturbance resulting from the previous pig 
control efforts, but maybe there was more going on. 
Transects were set up to monitor what was happening in 
these forests. 

And the verdict … 
As expected, the impact of pigs at monitoring sites • 
has declined following intensive control (see Figure 
1). 
Monitoring so far shows a strong correlation • 
between the lack of pig disturbance and successful 
palm seedling recruitment and maturing. Ongoing 
monitoring will show whether palm seedlings 
continue to emerge, as well as other fruiting 
rainforest species targeted as food by feral pigs.  
The results of preliminary analyses of pig stomachs • 
confirm that pigs affect large quantities of young 
palms, by consuming seeds and the hearts of 
juvenile plants. In fact, in an unfortunate coincidence, 
the palms’ fruiting peaks in the dry season when 
earthworms, a potential major food source, burrow 
down out of the pigs’ reach. Also, though seeds from 
scats can germinate and grow successfully, hot dry 
conditions often force moisture-dependent pigs into 
dense forests where light is insufficient to germinate 
deposited seeds. 

Putting evidence into action
The study of pig impacts within the Whitsunday Ranges 
provides strong evidence that feral pigs are threatening 
the long-term survival of Alexandra palm forest 
ecosystems. 
By keeping pig numbers down on their properties, 
private land managers and councils throughout Central 
Queensland can help revitalise their local rainforests.

The Whitsunday Ranges project is just one of many 
innovative biodiversity conservation programs in Central 
Queensland. For more information visit the DERM 
website www.derm.qld.gov.au or contact info@derm.qld.
gov.au or phone 1300 130 372

Palm seeds from stomach of feral pig.

Juvenile palm with heart eaten by feral pig.

Figure 1: Whitsunday Great Walk feral pig damage monitoring, 
showing reduction in damage.

Track in 2008. 
Fewer pigs mean more palms. a decrease in pig damage to the 
Whitsunday Great Walk track has been recorded over the last four 
years 2007–10.
all photos in this article are courtesy of QPWS

Track in 2004
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Froelichia floridana is a hairy, annual, or short-lived 
perennial, herb up to 1 m tall (sometimes to 1.5 m). The 
stems and leaf surface is slightly hairy and rough to 
touch. Flowering stems are up to 40 cm long; each with 
a dense, cylindrical, white, woolly spike of flowers from 
1–10 cm long and about 1 cm wide. 

The weed primarily occurs on sandy soils, where it seems 
to occupy degraded pastures. In the last 10 years the 
drought and associated degraded pastures has seen this 
species spread.

F. floridana was recorded near Yalleroi (NE of Blackall) in 
Queensland in 1959 and by 1970 was found in several 
other areas. It is thought to have been introduced in buffel 
grass seed from the USA. Nowadays it is found to be 
increasing in abundance in areas of Queensland such as 
Injune, Mitchell, Roma, Chinchilla, Yuleba, Charleville and 
Quinalow . 

Cottontails reproduce primarily from seeds, but can also 
regrow from the crown and from root-fragments left in 
the soil after removal of the main plant. The plant’s fluffy, 
winged fruit are readily dispersed by adhering to animals, 
clothing, as contaminates in harvested pasture seeds, or 
by the wind.

Anecdotal evidence is that this plant is eaten by stock, 
but generally thought to have no real forage value.

Competition with grazing pastures is this plants biggest 
impact and it seems to be a colonizer of disturbed 
habitats. With effective pasture management it is 
expected that this species can be controlled.

It is one of the 17 nationally recognised agricultural 
sleeper weeds. http://www.weeds.gov.au/weeds/lists/
sleeper.html 

Please refer to the pest status assessment for more 
information: http://www.dpi.qld.gov.au/documents/
Biosecurity_EnvironmentalPests/IPA-Cottontails-Risk-
Assessment.pdf

feAtuRes

Froelichia Floridana  snAkecotton/cottontAiL   
          craig Hunter, Qmdc

Photo above and below: Cottontails in flower at yuleba growing 
along a road corridor

Cottontails in flower at Chinchilla
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A HistoRy of QueensLAnd’s weed LeGisLAtion      
        martin Hannan-Jones, Biosecurity Queensland

In this article, I will attempt to illustrate how Queensland’s approach to weed legislation has developed from principles 
established elsewhere in Australia almost 150 years ago.
 
Nowadays governments generally intervene with weed control when society desires and decides to enforce a level of 
control different to that achieved by private owners or managers. Typically, this is because there are costs and benefits 
outside of the domain of the individual decision maker; consequences for others which that individual would not take 
into account in their own interests.
 
Questions are often raised about what a noxious declaration actually means─ why should this impose an obligation 
on landowners to manage the weeds on their land for the benefit of others and how did State and Local governments 
come to share responsibility for its enforcement?
 
Historically land management in Australia was governed by the maxim “Sic utere tuo ut alienum non laedus” roughly 
“So use your own as not to injure another’s property”.  A High Court of Australia decision in 1908 in reference to a 
specific situation in NSW, and a precedent set in a thistle spread case in England in 1890, laid down that “an occupier 
of land has no duty at common law to control a noxious weed growing naturally on his land so as to prevent it from 
spreading or extending to his neighbour’s land; and if owing to his failure to keep it down, it grows in such a way as 
to damage his neighbour, that is not sufficient to render him liable”. Since the common law assigned no liability for 
spread to the owner of weed-infested land then this liability must be created by the state with “special precautions to 
endeavour to ensure common benefit without causing special injustice to the individual”. Mr. Justice Griffith also noted 
that “nearly all the Australian States [except NSW] provision had been made by legislation…requiring a person…to 
take precautions to prevent the pest from spreading to his neighbours”.
 
Queensland’s first weed legislation was the Bathurst Burr Act of 1863; its introduction followed over a decade of 
discussion and agitation, the result of land use change across much of eastern Australia from broad scale grazing by 
squatters to occupation of smaller selections of 40-640 acres for more intensive purposes. This intensification of land 
use meant that weeds on an individual parcel of land, along roads and in towns become of more relative importance to 
the smaller landholders and eventually to the squattocracy themselves with their diminished holdings. To understand 
this legislative development in Queensland, we need to look at what had previously occurred in the other colonies.
 
The first activity towards weed legislation occurred in Tasmania in 1848. This was a response to the ever expanding 
“Scotch thistle” (allegedly introduced and lovingly cared for by Scottish immigrants) and ever increasing demands in 
the newspapers for government action. Lieutenant-Governor Sir William Dennison asked his Legislative Council “to 
report both as to the extent of the evil and the best mode of meeting and remedying it”. A committee reported back 
suggesting provisions to allow one neighbour to serve notice on another and sue for costs, crown land not being 
exempt; and that all roads to be considered part of adjoining land. Not surprisingly, many in the Council found the 
proposal “so very ridiculous” and believed that “Any Act embracing the suggestions submitted to the Governor will be 
found in intolerable grievance, and it is to be feared will be made the instrument in many cases, not of eradicating the 
noxious weed from the pasture lands of the colony, but of gratifying malignant feelings.” The Lieutenant-Governor did 
not proceed with this proposed legislation.
 
The first enacted legislation in Australia was “An Act for Preventing the Further Spread of the Scotch Thistle” enacted 
by the Colony of South Australia. This grew out of grass-roots agitations that had lead to the formation of a Legislative 
Council select committee. The chair, Mr. George Marsden Waterhouse, reported in November 1851 that “every 
proprietor or occupier of land should be answerable for half the roads adjoining” and that notices would be served by 
District Commissioners or authorised persons under the Act. This variation to the Tasmanian model was found more 
acceptable and the resulting bill was duly passed and received vice-regal assent from Lieutenant-Governor H.E.F. 
Young on 2nd January 1852.
 
The eleven clauses of this act (outlined below) established the framework for the subsequent legislation introduced in 
the other colonies. An amendment added Bathurst burr in 1862.
 

Preamble. Whereas great injury and loss have been and are occasioned to the cultivated and waste lands of this 
Province, by the spread of the plants known as the Scotch thistle, and it is desirable that measures be taken to 
prevent their further diffusion; and, whereas, no such measures can be effectual unless some provision is made 
for securing its destruction upon land which has become private property:
Clause I.       Penalty for owner or occupier not destroying thistles after written notice.
Clause II.      Where no occupier of land, notice may be affixed in some conspicuous place on land.
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A HistoRy of QueensLAnd’s weed LeGisLAtion         (cont)

Clause III.     If thistles not destroyed within seven days, parties may enter for the purpose of destroying them.
Clause IV.     Persons authorised may enter upon land to search for thistles.
Clause V.      Justices to act upon complaint duly made.
Clause VI.     If owner of land, of which there shall be no occupier, unknown or absent from the colony, land may  
                      be sold to defray expenses, upon order of the Supreme Court, after eighteen months’ notice in                                                           
    South Australian Government Gazette.
Clause VII.    Power of appeal against order of justices upon bringing money into court.
Clause VIII.   Thistles growing upon waste lands of the crown may be eradicated by Surveyor General, or   
                      expenses of eradication be repaid by Governor.
Clause IX.     Allowance of expenses by two justices to be sufficient evidence.
Clause X.      Application of penalties (including half of any penalty to be paid to the complainant).
Clause XI.     Interpretation clause, identify the weeds.
 

An almost identical Bill was introduced to the New South Wales Parliament in June 1852 by Mr. Augustus Morris 
(the member for Liverpool Plains and Gwdyr) for preventing the further spread of the Scotch thistle and Bathurst 
burr. After investigation by a select committee of the NSW Legislative Council, the Bill was rejected on grounds of  
“impracticability, in the present state of the labour market, of enforcing any general measure to stay the progress of the 
evil” (this was the time of the start of the Victorian gold rush and there was a lack of able bodied men everywhere in 
Australia), however the select committee “... cannot assent to the principle that the prosperity of an entire community 
ought to be placed in jeopardy for the sake of saving a limited number of individuals from that outlay...”.
 
The report was also scathing of landholders for failing to act of their own volition...
“...without noticing in strong terms of animadversion, the apathy, and the utter want of energy and foresight, evinced 
by the proprietors of land and stock in those neighbourhoods in which the “Bathurst burr” first began to spread 
itself. The nature of the plant, and its injurious effects upon the pastures and to the fleeces of the sheep, must have 
been evident at an early period to the most cursory observers. The application of a trifling amount of labor during 
the first few years after its introduction, when that labor might have been found at trifling cost, would have ensured 
its extinction. It appears, however, to have been allowed to flourish, year after year, wholly unchecked, and without 
a thought as to its ultimate effects.” William McArthur, Chairman of the select committee reported in The Maitland 
Mercury & Hunter River General Advertiser - 15 January 1853.

William McArthur predicted that “destruction must, of necessity, in a short time be enforced by law”. A second attempt 
was made in 1865 to introduce a weed law by Sir William Manning; but it was not until 1867 that a clause was 
included in the Municipalities Bill to allow municipalities “to order and compel the extirpation of Bathurst burr and 
Scotch thistle and other weeds… detrimental to good husbandry”.
 
Unlike NSW, the Colony of Victoria with its burgeoning population and work force in the mid 1850s, (thanks to the 
availability of failed NSW gold prospectors!) did not see labour availability as an impediment to enacting “An Act to 
make provision for the eradication of certain thistles plants and the Bathurst burr” (assented to19th March 1856). 
This Act contained the same eleven clauses as the South Australian Act of 1852 with appropriate wording changes, 
and that all penalties were payable to the colony of Victoria (none to the complainant!) and a provision that allowed 
appeal against any judgment, order or adjudication. Like the NSW experience it took a number of attempts to get this 
legislation passed through the Council.
 
The first Victorian Bill was introduced in 1852 shortly after the South Australian Act was proclaimed. It passed through 
second reading debate but failed at committee stage. In January 1856, a petition was presented to the Victorian 
Legislative Council by 336 agriculturalists and in the face of the same objections from the squatter clique, a Bill was 
introduced and quickly passed receiving assent on 19th March 1856. The pending general election may have played a 
part in this haste.
 
Back in Tasmania in August 1854, Alexander Clerke introduced “A Bill for preventing the further spread of the Scotch 
thistle” into their Legislative Council; again this was based on the 1852 South Australian Act, except it was limited 
in scope to “lands that have been or are or may be hereafter brought under cultivation and to a limited and defined 
extent in all land adjoining the same”. A select committee could not come to any agreement over the provisions and 
after a short debate centered on “practicabilities” and that the thistle was “so extended that it would be impossible to 
eradicate it” the Bill was deferred for six months and was never reintroduced in that form. Tasmania eventually saw 
its first law in the Californian Thistle Prevention Act of 1870. An 1871 amendment of which included a novel provision 
requiring a “5 chain” wide buffer strip between the weed and any property boundary with a thistle-free neighbour.
 



10    WEEDSHINE Winter No 44, 2010

In Queensland, the catalyst was Bathurst burr (Xanthium spinosum) not thistles, because it was a contaminant of wool 
and a social nuisance. It should be remembered that Queensland was part of NSW up to 1859. Newspaper reports of 
the day, track the growing concern in Brisbane and nearby districts:- 

“The Bathurst Burr - A memorial from certain inhabitants of Kangaroo Point was yesterday presented to the 
Brisbane Bench, praying to know whether their Worships had any power to interfere for the purpose of preventing 
the spread of the Bathurst burr, which is now showing itself in many parts of the township and district. The matter is 
to be taken into consideration at the Court of Petty Sessions on Tuesday next”. [Brisbane Courier - 4 March 1854].

“That pest of many of the southern districts, the Bathurst burr, has made its appearance here [in Brisbane], and 
is spreading with such rapidity as, to have attracted public attention. To an application made to the Bench by the 
inhabitants of Kangaroo Point on the subject, an answer has been returned, stating that they have no authority to 
adjudicate in the matter nor any funds at their disposal to pay for the eradication of the plant. Any member of [the 
Legislative] Council who would direct his attention to this subject, and concoct a bill that would effectually provide 
for the extirpation of this noxious weed in all parts of the colony, would confer a signal benefit on his country”. [The 
Sydney Morning Herald - 29 March 1854].

“The Bathurst Burr - This noxious weed is becoming very troublesome in some parts of the district. At Goomburra, 
the station of Mr. McArthur, seventeen men have been for some time employed in its destruction, and there is every 
prospect of its being overcome for the present year on that station; but the owners of the neighbouring runs are 
scarcely moving in the matter, though of such importance, and there is every likelihood of Mr. McArthur’s efforts 
being rendered nugatory through the indifference of his neighbour, from whose runs the seed will again extend next 
season to the ground that has been cleared”. [Brisbane Courier - 31 January 1857].

“Alderman CRIBB then moved and Alderman JONES seconded - “That some men be employed to eradicate the 
Bathurst Burr from the streets of the [Brisbane] Municipality”. Alderman STEPHENS thought it would be a very 
good thing it they could apply this motion to private property as well, or else compel the owners of private property 
to destroy this nuisance when it appears on their property. Alderman EDMONDSTONE thought the motion quite 
useless unless they could compel the owners of private property adjacent to the street also to eradicate the burr 
when it appeared on the ground. The motion was eventually carried, Aldermen Warren and Edmondstone voting 
against it”.  [The Moreton Bay Courier - 16 April 1861]

A HistoRy of QueensLAnd’s weed LeGisLAtion         (cont)

Bathurst burr (Xanthium spinosum).     Photo courtesy Sheldon Navie.

Californian Thistle (Cirsium arvense).            Photo courtesy Sheldon Navie.
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A Bill was eventually introduced to Queensland’s Legislative Assembly in April 1863 by Sir Joshua Bell (the member 
for West Moreton), seconded by James Taylor (Western Downs). As in the other colonies, the Bill was modelled on 
the South Australian and Victorian Acts. Many members spoke in favour including John McLean (Eastern Downs), Sir 
Robert MacKenzie (Burnett), Charles Coxen (Northern Downs), Charles Haly (Burnett), John Ferrett (Maranoa) and 
Dr. Challinor (West Moreton).
 
The Colonial Secretary Sir Robert Herbert (Leichardt) conceded that “...such changes might be made as would not 
render it oppressive on individuals, and would render it good for the public at large.”
 
The Bill was opposed by Messrs. Patrick O’Sullivan (Ipswich), Frederick Forbes (Ipswich), Thomas Warry (East 
Moreton) and George Edmonstone (member South Brisbane) who brought his earlier objections from the Brisbane 
municipal council chambers to the Legislative Assembly.
 
O’Sullivan articulated the general objection as “The Bathurst burr... injured the staple commodity of the colony —but 
let those who were affected by it, the squatters, eradicate it at their own expense. If they brought in a bill with that 
object [I] should support it. Why should the townspeople be taxed to eradicate the burr” and Forbes claimed that “The 
squatters attempted by the bill to get too much money out of the Treasury”.
 
Paradoxically, while opposing the Burr Bill, Frederick Forbes introduced a Bill in this same session “to promote the 
destruction of native dogs”.
 
The Bill’s passage was interrupted by the general election in June 1863; but was quickly reintroduced in July 1863. 
The subsequent amendment debates in both the Legislative Assembly and Legislative Council referred to the Bill as 
“experimental”, “beneficial” but also as “setting one squatter against another”. The Bill was overwhelmingly supported 
and received assent on September 1863.

Table 1. Characters involved with Queensland’s first weed legislation.
Sir Joshua Peter Bell (1827 - 1881), squatter and politician.
The Bell’s held the Jimbour pastoral lease on the Darling Downs from 1843 until 1884. Jimbour was good 
sheep country and its wool gained high repute; at one intercolonial exhibition it took the champion sheep 
prize and topped the English market several times. Sir Joshua was always mindful of his workers’ welfare; he 
also did much to help smaller settlers, and readily supported public activities.  He was elected to Legislative 
Assembly in 1862 and represented various areas until his death.
Photo: State Library Queensland

James Taylor (1820 - 1895), squatter, investor and politician.
Popularly known as the ‘King of Toowoomba’, Taylor was never a ‘Pure Merino’. His philosophy was 
essentially the crude social Darwinism of his contemporary ‘robber barons’ in the United States of America. 
Though rough and ungrammatical he was a sound practical man of the frontier who boasted that he never 
read books. He derided all ‘wild theorists’, but his superb management and development of Cecil Plains, his 
role as the founding father of Toowoomba, and his wider impact on Queensland business rescue him from 
complete obloquy.
Photo: State Library Queensland

No photo available John Alexander MacArthur (1827 – 1904), pastoralist.
His grandfather was elder brother of John MacArthur of “merino” fame and he was brother-in-law to Patrick 
Lesley pioneer of the Darling Downs.

Robert Cribb (1805-1893), baker and politician.
On 13 October 1859 he became an alderman of the first Brisbane Council, holding office till 1861. He was 
also elected to the first Queensland parliament; he represented North Brisbane in 1860-63 and East Moreton 
in 1863-67.
Short of stature, thin, loquacious and contentious, he threw himself vigorously into political fights.
Photo: State Library Queensland

A HistoRy of QueensLAnd’s weed LeGisLAtion         (cont)



12    WEEDSHINE Winter No 44, 2010

George Edmondstone (1809 - 1883), butcher and politician.
He was a founding alderman from1859 to 1866 of the Brisbane Municipal Council and mayor in 1863. He 
was also the member of the Queensland Legislative Assembly representing the electorate of East Moreton 
from 1860 to 1867. Seldom spoke.
Photo: Brisbane Images, Brisbane City Council, image number BCC-B54-A122

Frederick Augustus  Forbes (1818-1878), store-keeper, grazier and politician
Son of ex convict, moved to Ipswich in 1848 and opened a store by 1867 held thirty-six runs covering nearly 
1000 square miles (2590 km²) in the Darling Downs, Maranoa, Warrego and South Kennedy districts. 
Member for Ipswich (1860-1863).
Despite his pastoral interests, Forbes never joined the squatting oligarchy and opposed its political 
domination. He supported the introduction of Kanakas and was described as ‘a liberal, with a strong 
repugnance to radicalism’.
Image: State Library Queensland

Thomas Blacket Stephens (1819-1877), newspaper proprietor and politician.
Arrived in Australia in 1849 becoming a wool-broker. Attracted by opportunities in Brisbane in1853, and 
established a wool-scour and fellmongery (removing wool from a sheep carcass) near Cleveland. He was 
an alderman and mayor of Brisbane in 1862. About 1863 his business moved to Ekibin, here he added a 
tannery and the enterprise became one of the largest of its type in the colony. Stephens’s radical politics and 
advanced social and moral views encouraged him in May 1861 to buy the Moreton Bay Courier which was 
to later become the Courier-Mail. From June 1863 until 1875 he was also the MLA for South Brisbane. His 
advocacy of a wider franchise and closer settlement measures made him unpopular with conservatives and 
pastoralists.
Photo: State Library Queensland

Augustus Morris (1820-1895) Pastoralist and politician.
He was the member for Liverpool Plains and Gwdyr in the NSW Legislative Council from 1851 to 1856. 
Educated in Hobart. Joined expedition exploring Port Phillip in 1835; Managed sheep runs from 1853. His 
legislative interests were narrowly pastoral. He advocated formation of a native police force, eradication of 
noxious weeds and native dogs and in 1863-64 introduced the Prevention and Cure of Scab in Sheep Act. 
Bankrupt in 1866 and discharged in 1867. Son of Augustus Morris, ex-convict, farmer, grazier and inn and 
punt owner.
Photo: NSW parliamentary archives

Hon. Sir William Macarthur (1800–1882) was an Australian botanist and vigneron.
He was one of the most active and influential horticulturists in Australia in the mid to late 1800s. Among the 
first viticulturists in Australia, Macarthur was a medal-winning wine-maker, as well as a respected amateur 
botanist and noted plant breeder. He was the son of John and Elizabeth Macarthur, pioneers of the Australian 
wool industry. Famed as a plant breeder at “Camden Park”. [2nd cousin to John Alexander MacArthur]
Photo: NSW parliamentary archives

This Act established the present obligation of Queensland landowners to control noxious weeds on their land (and 
adjacent roads and waterways) not soley for their own benefit but also for the benefit of others.
 
The Queensland Police were the first agents of enforcement with incentives: An instruction in the Queensland Police 
Gazette (22 July 1864) directed them to “… lay information under the Bathurst Burr Act of 1863. In all convictions 
obtained under their instrumentality, they will be rewarded to the extent equal to one-half of any fine imposed by a 
bench of Magistrates.”
 
Over time, Queensland’s local authorities took over responsibility for weed enforcement.  The Divisional Boards 
Act 1887 established boards to provide services in areas outside of the existing municipalities; these divisional 
boards were empowered to destroy noxious weeds and nuisance plants along roads and within the vicinity of Crown 
land.  The provisions of the Bathurst Burr Act and the Divisional Boards Act coexisted as affirmed by decisions of the 
Queensland Supreme Court in 1890 & 1893.  In 1902, both Acts were repealed and replaced by the Local Authorities 
Act which specifically directed “A local authority must extirpate and destroy any noxious weeds on roads or land under 

A HistoRy of QueensLAnd’s weed LeGisLAtion         (cont)
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its control” and issue notices to owners or occupiers of private land “to extirpate and destroy within one month and 
keep land free for one year”.

Now, another hundred years on and through four succeeding pieces of legislation: The Stock Routes Improvement 
and Animal and Vegetable Pests Destruction Act of 1936; The Stock Routes and Rural Lands Protection Act of 1944; 
Rural Lands Protection Act 1985 and the current Land Protection (Pest and Stock Route Management) Act 2002, a 
new chapter soon begins with the release of the Biosecurity Bill 2010, which will bring together the management of 
weeds and feral animals with pest and disease management in crops and livestock in a single coherent approach 
across the biosecurity continuum.
 

A HistoRy of QueensLAnd’s weed LeGisLAtion         (cont)

Letter from BATHURST BURR in the Sydney Morning Herald - 22 May 1852

To T. S. Mort, Esq.

Sir, — Two travelers having stopped yesterday at a crossing of the Page, to eat and drink, one of them 
took from his pocket what he said was the Sydney Morning Herald of the 1st instant; and, as I flatter 
myself I have travelled as far as any of my neighbours, I pricked up my ears to learn if anything new 
was stirring. Listeners seldom hear good of themselves, and I might pass unnoticed your malicious 
advice, as then read in my hearing, and leave the sheep-owners of the colony to suppose you meant 
my humble neighbour the Yellow Burr; but as some of the wool sold in that week came from a place 
where I flourish in great luxuriance, no doubt the attention of the public would be directed to me. I am 
no little surprised that you, who have no sheep that I know of, to deprive me of the fruit of my labours, 
should wantonly slander and abuse me. But I can tell you I bid you defiance, I am now so firmly 
established through the length and breadth of the Northern Districts, that I shall hold my ground despite 
of your advice to the landowners; and let me also tell you, that I have amongst the latter many staunch 
friends, who would not give a sixpence of their money to help my enemies against me, and, in return for 
their friendship, I shall help their flocks well in weight, if not in quality. To show you I make no vain boast 
as to my hold in the land, it is only three years since I travelled from where you had the PO wool for 
sale, and obtained a footing on the Page and Hunter ; and now if you have the curiosity to enquire, you 
will find that the beds of these rivers, from their sources to near Maitland, are thoroughly stocked with 
my healthy flourishing progeny, and in many places the public roads are well supplied with seed plants, 
far superior through the neighbouring lands. As these facts are beyond dispute, what care I for anything 
you may say against me, aye, or for what a few of the gentlemen of a district may do to banish me, I 
have a thousand ways for resowing their land for everyone they may adopt to extirpate me.
As long as I am under the terror of no law, but left to the supineness, selfishness, and want of unanimity 
of the bulk the settlers, I shall go on and prosper, despite of your remarks or the exertions of the few 
who are working for my destruction.

BATHURST BURR. Segenhoe May 8.

weedBusteRs week septemBeR 6-12
Weedbuster Week 2010 is September 6-12. The theme this year is 
Prevention and Early Detection.

To register your event please go to the National Weedbuster Website 
www.weedbusters.info and you will receive an Event Organiser’s kit 
containing information to help you plan your event.

If you would like further information about Weedbusters, please 
contact the Queensland Weedbuster Coordinator Petra Skoien on 
07 32247704 or email Petra on petra.skoien@deedi.qld.gov.au

Weedbusters...Working with the community to 
increase public involvement in weed management
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A kiLLeR on ouR stReets, in ouR yARds And 
pAddocks          Bob Luttrell, Bob the Beeman. (B Ag sc)

The African Tulip Tree (Spathodea campanulata) is listed 
as a Class 3 pest by the Department of Employment, 
Economic Development & Innovation (DEEDI), and can 
no longer be sold or distributed in Qld. However its past 
history of distribution as a street and landscaping tree has 
ensured plentiful escapes into natural habitats displaying 
the behavior that justifies its inclusion in the Global 
Invasive Species Database “Top 100 World’s Worst 
Invaders”.

Drive around most suburbs of Brisbane or other 
Queensland towns and the chances are you will see 
examples on the footpath or in yards. Out in the 
countryside, its bright orange flowers stand out at this 
time of year.

Unfortunately if one takes the time to look closer, this 
beauty conceals a lethal threat to our stingless bees.  
Look at the sprays of flowers and you will see stingless 
bees attracted to the flowers for foraging. Look closer and 
you will see the bees gathering pollen, and seemingly 
imbibing other plant secretions as well as nectar. 
Unfortunately if you continue the examination into the 
flowers, you will find the result of that foraging for pollen 
and nectar, a collection of dead and dying stingless bees 
and other insects.

While I cannot say just what the chemical mechanism of 
the toxicity is, it seems to be quick, I have watched a bee 
in its death throes.

Information published in Brazil found that the gathered 
pollen did not get back to the hives, so the attracted 
bees are killed before they can return. Unfortunately the 
mechanism of attraction is strong and the numbers of 
stingless bees can be quite large in areas where stingless 
bees are present.
 
It seems that the natural pollinators of the African tulip are 
bats or birds and the tree has developed a mechanism 
to protect its precious pollen from being stolen from the 
early arriving stingless bees, it kills them. The tree is not 
fertile for some time after the pollen is released, the bats 
and birds are attracted at the right time. Unfortunately the 
bees of its African homeland, of Brazil where it is also a 
weed and studies have been done, and of Australia have 
not learnt to resist the temptation to raid the pollen so 
presented.

african tulip tree, (Spathodea campanulata).
Photo courtesy DEEDI

Stingless bees attracted to the flowers of african tulip tree. 
Photo courtesy Bob luttrell

Native bees gathering pollen, and seemingly imbibing other 
plant secretions as well as nectar.
Photo courtesy Bob luttrell
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This provides yet another very powerful reason to 
persist in the effort to remove it from our landscape at 
every possible opportunity, perhaps even to step up that 
removal. With the decline of Apis mellifera, the honeybee, 
caused by the spread of the small hive beetle (Aethina 
tumida), our native stingless bees will assume a greater 
role in pollination in natural habitats, perhaps resuming 
the function that used to be their domain. 

There is a great interest in stingless bees among 
the general public, perhaps this can help provide the 
motivation to remove trees that would otherwise not be 
removed. 

Reference:   
Insect mortality in Spathodea campanulata BEAUV. 
(BIGNONIACEAE) flowers. Trigo. J. R. and Santos, W. F. 
dos, Rev. Brasil. Biol., 60(3):537_538

Further information available from http://www.
institutohorus.org.br/download/fichas/Spathodea_
campanulata.htm which refers to:

‘Flowers with toxic alkaloids that cause hallucinations. 
For wildlife, causes poisoning of hummingbirds and 
bees. Shows intense natural regeneration with tendency 
to form dense clusters, preventing the growth of other 
species and reducing biodiversity. Prevents the natural 
succession of forests that invades as form dense clusters 
and occupies an area of native species. Seed dispersal 
by wind makes it very difficult to control the dispersion.’

Note: if you wish to download this information you will 
need the Google Translator toolbar installed as the article 
is in Spanish!

For more information about native bees go to: 
www.bobthebeeman.com.au
http://www.aussiebee.com.au
http://www.australiannativebees.com

A kiLLeR on ouR stReets, in ouR yARds And pAddocks              (cont)

Dead native bees.  
Photo courtesy Bob luttrell

Dying and dead native bees.  
Photo courtesy Bob luttrell

african Tulip Tree (Spathodea campanulata) in a suburban garden.
Photo courtesy DEEDI
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GLypHosAte ResistAnce in cRops And weeds: 
HistoRy, deveLopment, And mAnAGement   
          vijay k. nandula (editor)

This new book presents the latest technology and strategies for managing glyphosate-resistant weeds. Glyphosate-
resistant (GR) crop technology has revolutionized crop production in many parts of the world, offering such benefits 
as reduced fuel costs and improved soil conservation. However, GR weeds are becoming one of the most pressing 
problems in crop protection, threatening the sustainability of glyphosate and GR crop technology. This book details 
the development of glyphosate resistance, offering interdisciplinary approaches for managing GR weeds and reducing 
their spread. 

Glyphosate Resistance in Crops and Weeds features contributions from leading experts in the many disciplines 
needed to fully understand GR crops and weeds. The authors have reviewed and analyzed all the latest research
findings as well as the latest technologies developed to manage GR crops and weeds. Coverage includes:

Developmental processes of first and subsequent generations of GR crops• 
Separate chapter on the economic impact of GR weeds• 
Strategies for effectively managing glyphosate resistance• 
Regional management issues surrounding GR weeds around the • 
world
Genetics and genomics of glyphosate resistance• 
Methods of testing for glyphosate resistance• 

References guide readers to the primary literature for further investigation 
of individual topics. A compilation of commonly used terms in herbicide 
resistance and their definitions is also provided.

With the productivity and health of croplands threatened around the 
world by GR weeds, this review of glyphosate resistance is essential for 
agricultural chemists, weed scientists, plant scientists, crop consultants, and 
agronomists.

VIJAY K. NANDULA, PhD, is an assistant research professor at Mississippi 
State University. His current research focuses on monitoring, documenting, 
and characterizing the herbicide-resistant weed populations in Mississippi,
centering on their level of resistance, mechanisms, multiple resistance, and 
biology.

new puBLicAtions
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on GRound Action

Gloriosa superba (GLoRy LiLy) contRoL tRiAL 
pRoJect compLetion          
       steve milner – field Leader/technical officer, natural Areas team, sunshine coast Regional council    

The Gloriosa superba control trial on the Sunshine 
Coast was completed in October 2009 with a final visual 
inspection for regrowth undertaken to calculate the 
reduction in stem densities across all treatment plots.

Treatment 5 comprising four herbicide applications 
(Dec 07 + Feb 08 + Dec 08 + Feb 09) has resulted in 
the highest percentage of G. superba stem reduction 
over the course of the trial (Figure 1) . Stem density 
has been reduced  by 90% -94% with a mean stem 
reduction of 92.6%. The higher reduction in stem density 
in comparison to other treatments is likely to be attributed 
to the exhaustion of the available soil seed bank and the 
continual prevention of vegetative reproduction.Gloriosa superba  Stem Density 
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The foliar applications of Treatment 5 were 200 mL 2,4-
D amine + 5 g Metsulfuron-methyl + 100 mL BS 1000® 
100 L water corresponded to the growth stages of G. 
superba in October – November, with a follow up spray in 
February – March in the first and second year of the trial. 
This has proven to be the most effective treatment. The 
application frequency of Treatment 5 was highly effective. 
There was evidence of successive recruitment, thus 
supporting the claim that the treatments had no residual 
effects in the soil.

Over the course of the trial the scheduled treatments 
showed minimal effects on non-target species. This is 
particularly noteworthy when you consider the floristic 
diversity of the sites. The species that exhibited any 
off target effects appear to have been as a result of 
overspray and the absorption of the herbicide through 

the plant foliage rather than through root uptake. Even 
with the adoption of a deliberately slow and methodical 
application technique, some off target damage is to be 
expected because of the high levels of infestation of 
Gloriosa superba and the intertwined nature of Gloriosa 
superba and native plant species. 

In support of this, 6 of the 18 treatment plots surveyed 
recorded no native off target damage. Wikstroemia indica 
appeared to be the most sensitive species. Other species 
that were found to be susceptible to varying degrees were 
Ipomea pes-caprae, Alectryon coriaceus, Austromyrtus 
dulcis, Carpobrotus glaucescens, Glochidion ferdinandii, 
Macaranga tanarius, Cassytha pubescens and Acacia 
leiocaylyx. In most cases, off target damage was confined 
to singular plants only. 

Over the duration of the trial it was observed that 
Treatment 5 did stop G. superba from sexual and asexual 
reproduction and therfore did reduce spread of plants. 
In order to achieve the greatest reduction of Gloriosa 
superba it is expected that the treatment regime may 
need to be followed, for up to 5 years depending on the 
viability of the seed. Any required follow up treatment by 
this time would be extremely minimal and would need to 
be monitored. 

While other treatments in the trial have performed well 
recording somewhat smaller reductions in stem density, 
it should be noted that the adoption of these treatment 
methodologies would be highly likely to result in extended 
weed management programs in comparison to Treatment 
5. The findings of the trial support the premise that the 
increased frequency of Treatment 5 is crucial in reducing 
the Gloriosa superba soil seed bank and the tuber and 
rhizome network.

                  
 Initial density Oct 07               Final density Dec 09
                    
Figure 1: Treatment 5 showing a reduction in G. superba stem 
density at Sites a, B & C over time.  
(Herbicide applications at each site site was in Dec 07, Feb 08,  Dec 
08 & Feb 09)

Glory lily (Glorisosa superba) in flower.
Photo courtesy Sheldon Navie
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During the trial it was discovered that the herbicide 
compound was extremely effective in controlling 
Asparagus aethiopicus and has now been combined 
with Gloriosa superba as a target species within the 
successive broad-scale monitoring program which 
will enhance future weed management programs and 
improve efficiencies. 

Overall, the trial was successfully undertaken, completed 
and achieved the set objectives established. Additionally, 
the trial has provided vital information that will contribute 
to the further development of a known ‘best practice 
methodology’ for the control of G. superba in sensitive 
dunal environments. 

This project was undertaken as a partnership between 
Sunshine Coast Regional Council and Technigro Pty Ltd 
and was artially funded by SEQ Catchments Ltd.

Broad-scale Monitoring Program
As an upshot to the positive results collected from the 
trial, Sunshine Coast Council Environmental Operations 
has identified the need to undertake further monitoring 
in order to establish if there are any cumulative effects 
to treating complete sections of foreshore dunal reserve 
area (approximately 100m in length by 50 - 100m in 
width). January 2010 saw the commencement of the 
broad-scale monitoring program based on Treatment 5 
herbicide application. 

Skilled and experienced contractors are engaged 
by Sunshine Coast Regional Council to apply these 
treatments and are inducted in the specific application 
protocol that has been developed to ensure that the 
herbicide products are applied safely and appropriately. 
The protocol places great emphasis on minimisation of 
off-target damage, impact to the surrounding environment 
and operator safety.

The purpose of this monitoring program is to; further 
evaluate the effects of 200 mL 2,4-D amine + 5 g 
Metsulfuron-methyl + 100 mL BS 1000® 100 L‾ ¹ water 
on the control of Gloriosa superba and Asparagus 
aethiopicus and to additionally ascertain if there are any 
cumulative impacts associated to the regular use on a 
large scale to native flora species within the locality of the 
Sunshine Coast Region.

The main objectives are: 
To observe and record the effects of 200 mL 2,4-D • 
amine + 5 g Metsulfuron-methyl + 100 mL BS 1000® 
100 L‾ ¹ water on Gloriosa superba (tubers and 
foliage);
To observe and record the effects of any off target • 
herbicide damage to native flora species; and
To observe and record changes in recruitment • 
patterns of both weed and native species.

For further information please contact Michael Gilles or 
Steve Milner at Sunshine Coast Council Environmental 
Operations on 07 54757272. 
To view the full report, visit council’s website www.
sunshinecoast.qld.gov.au and follow the links 
>Environment & Waste>Weeds & Pests>weed 
identification and control 
or 
download report from 
http://www.sunshinecoast.qld.gov.au/addfiles/documents/
environment/gloriosal_report.pdf

 aP5 Off-plot check area – 03/06/2010 Shows normal senescing G. 
superba stems.         Photo courtesy Sunshine Coast Regional Council.

aP5 – 03/06/2010 - Highlighting the positive result of the four 
treatment applications with a few small stunted senescing 
G.superba stems remaining 15 months after the final herbicide 
application.            Photo courtesy Sunshine Coast Regional Council.

Team involved in the G. superba trial. 
left to right; laura Simmons, Trevor armstrong, Steve Milner, 
Michael Gilles and Carley Scurr
Photo courtesy Sunshine Coast Regional Council.

Gloriosa superba (GLoRy LiLy) contRoL tRiAL pRoJect compLetion           (cont)
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Glyphosate resistant annual ryegrass has recently been confirmed along several kilometres of roadside in semi-rural 
South Australia. This roadside, like much of Australia’s 810,000 kilometres of roads, has a 20 year history of using 
glyphosate alone for weed control.  More cases of glyphosate resistance are likely if management practices don’t 
change. 

This is the first recorded case in Australia of a weed becoming resistant to glyphosate due to roadside management 
practices and is a highly significant discovery. The infestation was first observed in 2008 and seed was collected and 
tested for resistance at the University of Adelaide.

The herbicide glyphosate plays a critical weed control role in all parts of Australian agriculture as well as other sectors 
of the community including roadsides, railways, parks and gardens and environmentally sensitive areas.  

Over-reliance on glyphosate for control leads to weed populations being dominated by resistant individuals, with 
the herbicide no longer effective.  Weed seeds then spread to other areas by water, wind and machinery creating 
problems for roadside management and adjacent landholders.

Currently there are glyphosate resistant populations of annual ryegrass, awnless barnyard grass, and liverseed grass 
in Australia.  Overseas there are another 4 grasses and 8 broadleaf weed species that have developed resistance to 
glyphosate.

“Although the South Australian infestation was first noticed in 2008 it had clearly been there for some time for it to 
have spread so far” said Associate Professor Chris Preston, Chair of the Australian Glyphosate Sustainability Group.  
“Roadsides are routinely treated with glyphosate herbicide alone with few other effective weed control techniques 
being used, which should be ringing alarm bells with roadside managers”.

Associate Professor Preston says 
authorities, councils and communities must 
start looking at a range of roadside weed 
management techniques to prevent the 
development and spread of glyphosate 
resistant weeds along roadsides and 
movement into other sectors of the 
community.

Associate Professor Preston believes 
more planning needs to go into roadside 
vegetation management to prevent the 
development of glyphosate resistant weeds, 
while meeting road safety requirements.

“Preventing the seed set of those weeds 
surviving the herbicide application is critical 
to the management of herbicide resistance,” 
stated Professor Preston.  “This applies as 
much to roadside weed management as it 
does in farming.”

Anyone suspecting glyphosate resistant weeds should contact their state expert with details available from the 
Australian glyphosate Working Group web site - http://www.glyphosateresistance.org.au/suspect%20glyphosate.htm 

The Australian Glyphosate Sustainability Working Group, which is supported by the Grains Research & Development 
Corporation and sponsored by Syngenta, has a web site with all the information you wanted to know about glyphosate 
resistance including a register of glyphosate resistant weed populations as 
well as guides and links for management of glyphosate resistance in different 
industries. 

Go to: www.glyphosateresistance.org.au for more information.

RoAdsides tHe next fRontieR foR GLypHosAte 
ResistAnt weeds       Andrew storrie, Glyphosate sutainability working Group

Glyphosate resistant annual ryegrass on South australian roadside. Photo courtesy 
Glyphosate Sustainability Working Group.
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www.wsq.org.au

QueensLAnd pest AnimAL symposium
Gladstone entertainment centre, 3-5 August 2010 

Clockwise from top left: 
Welcome from Deputy Mayor Gladstone Regoinal Council, Cr Gail Sellers; 
Presentation from Euan Ritche JCu, Wild dog trapping workshop, Ed 
Carroll (MBRC);  Kroombit Tops National Park field trip; Marine pests, Bob 
Parker (DEEDI);  Red eared slider turtles, Scott O’Keeffe  (DEEDI).

Clockwise  from top left: 
VIP table (l to r) Bruce Wilson (DEEDI), Jane Morton (DEEDI), Murray Jones (lPC), Ron Glanville 
(DEEDI), Cr Col Chapman (GRC), Cr Clyde Cameron (GRC), Dr Tony Peacock (IaCRC), Cr Craig 
Butler (GRC) and his wife and Peter Kenny (BQMaC) (not present for photo); 
MC Tony Peacock presenting the trivia quiz; Winning table for trivia quiz; delegates enjoying 
the evening. 
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