Impact Assessment Record

Scientific name: Dipogon lignosus (L.) Verdc.
Common name: Dolichos pea
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	CONFIDENCE

	
	
	
	


Social

	1. Restrict human access?
	It is reported to grow over existing vegetation building up enough biomass so that the supporting plant collapses. It can from dense masses of dead stems and other biomass more than 1m thick, including in riparian areas (Blood 2001). As this growth would be worst where the plant has something existing to grow over it is unlikely to cause track closure.
	MH
	MH

	2. Reduce tourism?
	Reported to be the second most noticed species to Buddleja in a public survey of seven weeds in New Zealand, due to its substantial floral displays (McCluggage 2004).

Unknown if the species effect on access would also impede any recreational activities.
	M
	L

	3. Injurious to people?
	There is no reported evidence of the species causing injury.
	L
	M

	4. Damage to cultural sites?
	Reported to be the second most noticed species to Buddleja in a public survey of seven weeds in New Zealand, due to its substantial floral displays (McCluggage 2004).

The species ability to build up so much biomass that it causes the supporting plants to collapse as reported by Blood (2001) may imply that the species would also be possible of collapsing infrastructure.
	M
	L


Abiotic

	5. Impact flow?
	The species is reported to invade riparian vegetation but no impact on water flow is reported (Blood 2001).
	L
	MH

	6. Impact water quality?
	The species is reported to invade riparian vegetation but no impact on water quality is reported (Blood 2001).
	L
	MH

	7. Increase soil erosion?
	The thick mat of vegetation the species forms protects the soil surface from wind and water erosion (Gandhi 1957).

Muyt (2001) describes the species root system as woody occasionally branched taproot which can be several metres long. A well developed root system would reduce the probability of large scale erosion.
	L
	H

	8. Reduce biomass?
	The species is able to build up so much biomass that the supporting plants collapse due to the weight (Blood 2001). This would be a short term gain, however Muyt (2001) describes the species invading gaps and margins where it can the bring down trees and preventing regeneration will continue to invade with the increased light levels which would lead to a significant decrease in biomass.
	H
	MH

	9. Change fire regime?
	There is no specific data presented on this species effect on fire regime, fire kills mature plants and stimulates mass germination of seedling (Muyt 2001). The plant forms dense masses which contain dead material (Blood 2001). The alteration of biomass and the creation of fire ladders as the species can grow up trees and accumulate dead material could alter the fire intensity. It is unknown however the flammability of the living material and there for its effect on fire frequency.
	M
	M
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Community Habitat

	10. Impact on composition

(a) high value EVC
	EVC= Damp Sands Herb-rich Woodland (V); CMA= Glenelg Hopkins; Bioreg= Glenelg Plain; VH CLIMATE potential.

Highly invasive in heathland and woodlands Dolichos pea is reported to be able to ‘smother all ground flora”, bring down shrubs and trees and prevent regeneration (Muyt 2001). Being able to smother all species in the lower strata it is effectively forming a monoculture.
	H
	MH

	(b) medium value EVC
	EVC= Sand Heathland (R); CMA= Glenelg Hopkins; Bioreg= Glenelg Plain; VH CLIMATE potential. Highly invasive in heathland and woodlands Dolichos pea is reported to be able to ‘smother all ground flora”,

bring down shrubs and trees and prevent regeneration (Muyt 2001). Being able to smother all species in the lower strata it is effectively forming a monoculture.
	H
	MH

	(c) low value EVC
	EVC= Heathy Woodland (LC); CMA= Glenelg Hopkins; Bioreg= Glenelg Plain; VH CLIMATE potential. Highly invasive in heathland and woodlands Dolichos pea is reported to be able to ‘smother all ground flora”, bring down shrubs and trees and prevent regeneration (Muyt 2001). Being able to smother all species in the lower strata it is effectively forming a monoculture.
	H
	MH

	11. Impact on structure?
	Highly invasive in heathland and woodlands Dolichos pea is reported to be able to ‘smother all ground flora”, bring down shrubs and trees and prevent regeneration (Muyt 2001). The species is having a major effect all layers by smothering all “ground flora” species and felling shrubs and trees.
	H
	MH

	12. Effect on threatened flora?
	Listed as threatening competitor to Villarsia calthifolia a rare species in Western Australia (Gilfillan & Barrett 2004). There is no evidence of its effect on threatened species in Victoria however.
	MH
	L


Fauna

	13. Effect on threatened fauna?
	There is no data reported on the species effect on threatened species.
	MH
	L

	14. Effect on non- threatened fauna?
	Significant alteration of the vegetation and therefore habitat for species it likely to affect fauna species, however there is no reported data.
	M
	L

	15. Benefits fauna?
	The plant is eaten by possums and wallabies (Wotherspoon & Wotherspoon 2002). Birds disperse the seed (Muyt 2001). Unknown which species.

Produces prolific flowers (Blood 2001). Likely to be visited by insects.
	MH
	H

	16. Injurious to fauna?
	There is no evidence of the species injuring fauna species.
	L
	M


Pest Animal

	17. Food source to pests?
	The species is edible as it was suppressed by possums and wallabies (Wotherspoon & Wotherspoon 2002). Therefore it may be eaten by species such as rabbits or goats but there is no evidence of this reported.
	M
	L
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	18. Provides harbour?
	Grows over existing vegetation creating dense mats of biomass (Blood 2001). This may provide shelter for species such as rabbits or foxes but there is not evidence of this reported.
	M
	H


Agriculture

	19. Impact yield?
	Not reported as a weed of agriculture.
	L
	M

	20. Impact quality?
	Not reported as a weed of agriculture.
	L
	M

	21. Affect land value?
	Not reported as a weed of agriculture.
	L
	M

	22. Change land use?
	Not reported as a weed of agriculture.
	L
	M

	23. Increase harvest costs?
	Interfered with harvesting in an organic soybean crop when trailed as a cover crop as it twined around the soybean plant (Hively and Cox 2001). However it is not reported as a weed of agriculture.
	L
	M

	24. Disease host/vector?
	There is no evidence reported of this species being host to a pest or disease of an agricultural crop.
	L
	M


