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Abstract
State and Commonwealth governments have indicated that adaptive
management – implementing policies as experiments with active learning
feedback loops - is a desirable method of dealing with Natural Resource
Management (NRM) issues.

A shift of responsibility to the regions for

improvements in natural resource condition has also occurred. However
there has been little examination of the effectiveness of adaptive
management in regional NRM programs and the extent that policy learning
(accruing lessons in a positive and proactive way) is occurring.

An

extensive literature review identified a significant lack of specific application
of adaptive management practices, let alone evaluation of its effectiveness
in achieving improved NRM outcomes.
A 1992 regional Victorian pest plant program – Operation Blue Hills
(OBH) - marked a distinct departure from previous weed control programs.
Using interviews, document review and personal experience a case study
was constructed to examine if OBH was implementing adaptive
management and whether it had influenced Victorian weed policy.
Twelve years after the completion of OBH, this research concludes
that OBH did implement adaptive management and had a major influence
on subsequent Victorian pest plant programs and policy.
This research determined that regional weed programs are ideally
suited to implement adaptive management and can assist in proving its
practical NRM application. The research provides some lessons about
implementing adaptive management; the enablers and how to overcome
some constraints.

It suggests NRM agency training in monitoring and

adaptive management is required and short term funding and high staff
turnover in weed programs are constraints. It suggests leadership in a
position of authority with political support may be necessary for adaptive
management to thrive.

This suggests the research has a broad

applicability for the use of adaptive management in regional settings.

xi

Chapter 1: Introduction
1.1 Adaptive management issues
There has been a progressive realization that some Natural
Resource Management (NRM) issues are complex with a great deal of
uncertainty surrounding them (Lee 2001). These NRM issues also have
a large number of players, poor information, intergenerational
consequences, no external enforcement or infrastructure thus making
them difficult to solve (Sander 1997). These characteristics make them
“wicked problems” – a concept originating from the work on social
planning problems by Rittel and Webber (1973) who regarded them as
interrelated, having no definitive formulation or solution but those who
provide the solution are liable for the consequences. It is clear that
several current NRM problems possess these characteristics (i.e.
climate change, integrated land and water management, settlement
policy, biodiversity conservation) and “new ways of thinking” (Allen &
Gould 1986, p.14 cited in Stankey & Schindler 1997) are required to
deal with the wicked ones – including the use of adaptive management.
The past two decades have seen adaptive management theory
increasingly cited as underpinning NRM policy - both in Australia and
overseas (Baskerville 1995; Dovers & Mobbs 1997).

This theory

typically contains three elements:
i. outcomes from past management actions are used to reduce
uncertainty about the natural system,
ii.

monitoring prior to and during these actions enables
management learning, and

iii. feedback to managers allows learning to improve future
actions.
While there are reported attempts at using adaptive management
in NRM programs, (Baskerville 1995; Guindon et al. 2001; Light,
Gunderson & Holing 1995) Stankey and Schindler (1997, p.10)
commented that according to their experience in the US,

“Adaptive
1

Management, for all the rhetoric and headlines, however, is an
abstraction, with limited examples of real world application.”

This

situation is paralleled in Australia - in fact the use of adaptive
management is not common in Australian NRM (Allan & Curtis 2003a).
A Google advanced scholar search within Australia in November
2008, listed 476 entries which contained the words “adaptive
management” in the title for the years 2000 to 2001, although a similar
search yielded no entries for “evaluating adaptive management”.
However in 1999 there were 13 Australian projects reported to have
used adaptive management, all but one concerned with water related
activities - the exception was a training activity (Gilmour, Walkerden, &
Scandol 1999). Eight of the remaining 12 projects ran for one year or
less and at least five were basically evaluating the Adaptive
Environmental

Assessment

and

Management

(AEAM)

process

(Gilmour, Walkerden, & Scandol 1999). Another search for the same
terms for the years 2007-2008 yielded 412 entries for the former and
two entries for the latter (both examining North American experiences).
It would seem there is continued enthusiasm for the use of adaptive
management but less evaluation of it in practice. Discussions at the
July 2002 Charles Sturt University Workshop on Adaptive Management
(attended by 25 Australian and American participants with an interest in
implementing adaptive management in NRM programs) highlighted a
lack of information on the requirements for implementation and the scale
appropriate for adaptive management programs in Australia (Allan &
Curtis 2003a).
At the time of this research, the use of the term “adaptive
management” was included within several Australian NRM strategies to
assist in the implementation of NRM strategies (DEHAA 1997; MDBC
2001; NECMA 2002). The Victorian state government required adaptive
management policy making as a precondition for the establishment of a
Commissioner for Ecologically Sustainable Development in 2000
(DNRE 2000).

The progress report by the Regional Implementation

2

Working Group (DEH 2005, p.7) on the regional delivery of NRM stated
that, “Adaptive management has been applied at all levels”.
Despite the assertion that the principles of adaptive management
underlie NRM policy at many levels of government, there is little
evidence it is actually occurring here or overseas (Curtis & Lockwood
2000; Dovers 2003b; Stankey 2003). The Australian Evaluation Society
(2008) pointed out that within Australia, “Adaptive management has long
been promoted as the panacea to managing uncertainty, yet the track
record of delivering explicit, active adaptive management is poor”. In
the USA a 2005 study found that 34% of the 70 river enhancement
programs reputed to be adaptively managed, did not incorporate basic
adaptive management principles (O‟Donnell & Galat 2008).

An

additional 20% of projects that performed monitoring (a basic adaptive
management component) did not disseminate their evaluations outside
their organization – making any future evaluations of the projects difficult
(O‟Donnell & Galat 2008).
In 1999 a case for additional research into adaptive management
and its potential use for policy learning in Australia was made (Dovers
1999). This highlighted the link between adaptive management theory
applied to policy development but as Stankey

(2003, p.169)

commented concerning his experiences with USA forestry policy,
“However, despite wide and common ascription to the importance of
learning, there was a virtual dearth of evidence where that learning had
been used to either modify or substantiate current policies.” The need
for

additional

research

has

not

diminished

with

the

Applied

Environmental Decision Analysis (AEDA), a project funded by the
Australian Government's Commonwealth Environment Research Facility
(CERF) program, stating in 2008; “Many managers and policy makers
confuse adaptive management with ad hoc approaches to continuous
improvement that may be better characterised as „trial and error‟
management.” (Wintle & Duncan 2008).

3

1.2 Adaptive management and regional NRM issues
As the use of adaptive management was being promoted, a shift
in Australian to a regional approach for NRM was also occurring. The
primary rationale for regional NRM can be briefly summarized as;
Australia has a high level of regional diversity therefore a regional
approach can provide tailor-made NRM for local conditions while
retaining the economies of scale necessary for efficiency (Jennings &
Moore 1999). To enable the roll-out of a National Heritage Trust (NHT)
program in 2001, Australia was divided into 56 regions and regional
organizations

capable

of

managing

NRM

investments

were

subsequently established. In 2003, the National Action Plan for Salinity
and Water Quality (NAP) identified 21 priority regions for additional
funding to address salinity issues (Australian Government 2003). These
priority regions closely mirrored the boundaries of the previously defined
NHT regions, simplifying the administrative arrangements between the
two programs and signalling the intention to direct the bulk of NRM
funding via regional organisations.
For the Commonwealth government the perceived benefits of a
regional NRM focus included; greater accountability, better targeted
NRM investment (where policy meets the practical), and garnering
increased political recognition for that investment. The Commonwealth
Government has a large stake in the success of regional NRM and
required a management approach that maximized the outcomes.
Adaptive management had appeal to policy makers as a method to
achieve this via learning from management actions.
While the international literature contains much information about
the use of adaptive management at regional scales, C.S.Holling
(acknowledged as one of the founding fathers of adaptive management
theory) questioned in 1995, “… how generic are the local successes?”
This was an excellent question which helped frame this research - by
examining a regional NRM program for evidence of adaptive
management implementation.
4

There appears to be strong and important links between the
theory of adaptive management, its‟ influence on NRM policy making
and the preference for operating at the regional scale.

However,

literature on Australian NRM and adaptive management reveals that
links are usually made between policy making and regions or NRM and
adaptive management, but not between the elements of policy making,
NRM regionalisation and adaptive management.

As Dovers (1999)

pointed out, theory typically lags behind practice in this area, and
discussion at the 2002 Albury Workshop appeared to confirm this
assessment. Drawing on his experience in the United States, Stankey
(2003, p.159) said that “…despite the compelling and intuitive logic of an
adaptive approach, examples of demonstrated successes are rare”.
In November 2007 representatives of regional NRM bodies,
science and research providers, indigenous and local knowledge
providers came together for a series of workshops to develop content
for a new Regional Knowledge Resource Kit (RKRK – funded by Land
and Water Australia) – specifically a section on “How to work with
knowledge providers”. Among the issues discussed by the regional
NRM representatives was the general view that research was needed
into the application of adaptive management strategies, since there was
frustration concerning a perceived “gap of engagement in adaptive
management” („How to work with knowledge providers workshops‟
2007, P.5).
The science and research providers attending the RKRK
workshops („How to work with knowledge providers workshops‟ 2007,
P.4) had a general view that their research should contribute to “…
adaptive understanding, leading to adaptive management, leading to
planning, monitoring and evaluation, leading to the development of
indicators.” Among their extensive list of frustrations were a number of
unaddressed gaps including monitoring and evaluation and feedback
loops that were missing from NRM programs - a widespread view
among all participants at the RKRK workshops.

One of the ideas

suggested to deal with these gaps was examination of more case
5

studies and among the useful resources identified were old extension
programs (what happened to what was unpacked) - conjecturing that
they could be mined now for examples of implementing adaptive
management („How to work with knowledge providers workshops‟
2007).

1.3 Operation Blue Hills and weed issues
The suggestion that an old extension program could be used as a
case study for research examining adaptive management had appeal to
me.

I selected “Operation Blue Hills” (OBH), a weed management

program that operated in two sub regions – now Catchment
Management Authority (CMA) regions in NE Victoria - for five years from
1993 (figure 1) as a case study to examine the possibility of
implementation of adaptive management and its impact on state weed
policy. OBH was a pest plant awareness and control program, targeting
the declared noxious weed - Paterson‟s Curse. The OBH program was
devised and managed as a deliberate departure from the traditional pest
plant and animal (PPA) programs in Victoria by extensively involving
various stakeholders in a joint management role - an adaptive
management model.
Figure 1: The OBH operational area 1993-1997

Source: SPAN CSU
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The issue of PPA control can easily fit into the definition as a
“wicked problem” since it has no definitive solution and no single actor
can solve the issue. The focus on a pest plant (weed) control program
was justified since agricultural and environmental weeds are a nationally
significant NRM issue with an estimated cost in excess of $4 billion per
year to agriculture in 2004 - with the Victoria share being in the vicinity
of $360 million (Co-operative Research Centre for Australian Weed
Management, 2004).

These costs did not include threats to water

quality, loss of biodiversity, cultural values, tourism and recreation or to
human health and safety.

It would appear that PPA programs lend

themselves to the use of adaptive management in that they;
i) use a variety of control methods,
ii) involve situation monitoring, and
iii) produce observable feedback on success - or lack of it leading to program learning.
OBH underwent two reviews, a formal one in 1995 while the
program was operational and one in 2004 as several Victorian weed
management programs were being assessed by the Department of
Sustainability & Environment (DSE).

Therefore OBH appealed as a

useful case study for exploring adaptive management as “policy
learning” (Davis 1993; Dovers 1999). Since the Victorian Catchment
CMAs were established while the program was still running, OBH also
provided an opportunity to explore the extent the new regional NRM
organisations had learned from the OBH experience.

1.4 Key questions and thesis outline
Specifically, this research addressed the following key questions:
1. Was adaptive management implemented as part of OBH?
2. To what extent has this regional experience influenced
pest plant policy making in Victoria?
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3. What lessons can be taken from this case study about the
appropriate use of adaptive management and ways to
enhance its‟ implementation?
To assist in answering these questions, Chapter 2 contains a
literature review focused on three key elements; NRM policy making,
NRM regionalisation and adaptive management. There are a number of
definitions and terminology that needs to be clarified and understood
prior to the examination of research data. There is also a logical and
historical basis to the order of the literature review – particularly in
relation to weed issues - as weed policy and the change to regional
focus for NRM decisions preceded the use of adaptive management.
Adaptive management can assist policy learning and a regional scale
may facilitate an adaptive management approach so the three elements
interact to assist in answering the research questions.
To provide a context and fuller understanding, additional
background information about OBH and Paterson‟s Curse is provided in
Chapter 3.

A detailed explanation of the case study research

methodology, including data collection and analysis is contained in
Chapter 4. Data collection commenced in 2001 with interviews of key
OBH policy actors and examination of program-related documents. Two
of the main OBH policy actors were interviewed initially to discover if
there were different perspectives about OBH‟s formation, management,
implementation and performance, and to identify other participants who
planned, directed and implemented the OBH program.

Another 11

semi-structured interviews were conducted with participants and those
who could assist in determining whether learning had taken place.
In Chapter 4 topics and key themes are identified and distilled
from the documentary, interview and personal experience data.
Additional discussion on the themes and their relationship to the first two
key questions is presented in Chapter 5. The third key question, “What
lessons can be taken from this case study about the appropriate use of

8

adaptive management and ways to enhance its‟ implementation?” is
dealt with in the conclusions in Chapter 6.

1.5 Research delays
There were several factors that contributed to the length of time
taken for my research. My wife had cancer in 2002 and the series of
treatments that followed necessitated me taking six months study leave
- delaying research. However, the bulk of the data collection and all of
the interviews were completed by early 2003 and preliminary analysis
commenced. During 2003-2004 I worked in the Northern Territory (NT)
developing a catchment plan for the Victoria River District – once again
taking extended study leave. During this time I managed to complete
the transcription of the remaining interviews and updated my literature
review. Often my work commitments did interrupt my research and this
explains the considerable time elapsed between commencing the
research and final thesis submission.
The unavoidable delays encountered in completing this research
meant it ran the risk of obsolescence and perhaps some recent
literature may have been overlooked. Therefore in 2006-8 a concerted
effort was made to update references and do additional research.
However there have also been some beneficial consequences of the
delays.

The Commonwealth clarified its desire to deal directly with

regions with the introduction of additional NHT2 arrangements (of which
I had intimate knowledge in the NT during 2004), which reinforced their
decision to regionalise NRM delivery of national programs.

More

research has been published on adaptive management that has
examined its relevance and the importance of case studies which allows
for reflection on the barriers to regional scale adaptive management
(Allan 2004; O‟Donnell & Galat 2008; Stankey 2003). In addition, a
Department of Primary Industries (DPI) document was sourced which
indicated the important role that the OBH experience played in
formulating Victorian strategic weed policies post OBH program (DPI
2004).
9

Chapter 2: Literature Review
Much of the NRM literature asserts that new paradigms are
needed to address contemporary NRM problems (Burch 1999; Dore et
al. 2003; Eckersley 2003). Among the new paradigms proposed for
these NRM issues is policy integration. As Dovers (2003a) explained
the integration of environmental, social and economic policy has been
identified as one way to deal with contemporary NRM problems.
Regional governance and adaptive management are other ideas
increasingly seen as fundamental elements of effective NRM. Since
much of the regional NRM emphasis and adaptive management
literature is relatively recent it is useful to begin with some definitions
and explanations of the main concepts (policy making, regionalisation
and adaptive management) underpinning this research.

2.1 Policy and policy making
2.1.1 Policy defined
The Concise Oxford Dictionary (1976, p.854) defines policy as
“Prudent conduct, sagacity: course or general plan of action (to be)
adopted by government, party, person, etc.” However, there are many
references in the NRM literature to policy but interpretations vary and
often policy is often simply described as a process, assuming there is a
universally

understood

definition

of

what

is

being

considered

(Baskerville 1995; Davis et al. 1988; Dovers 1995).
Dovers (1995, 2002) provided a useful insight when he
characterized policy as an “avowal of intent”. These “avowals” are
usually contained in a press release - often glossily presented. Others
suggest that policies are a reflection of the preferred values of the
“policy actors” (political elites, pressure groups, and bureaucracies) and
are therefore value laden (Davis et al. 1993; Crowley 1999).
It would seem that policies are statements of values held by one
or all of the political elites, pressure groups, and bureaucracies. These
10

groups are known overseas as the “Iron Triangles” for their formidable
defence of their policy making prerogatives (Howlett & Ramash 1995;
Mutter, Virden & Cayer 1997).
However, these definitions often fail to increase understanding of
policy beyond an avowed value statement with the intention to do
something. In contrast, Considine (1994, p.282) considers “…a public
policy is an action which employs governmental authority to commit
resources in support of a preferred value…”, emphasizing the
commitment of resources to support the intent. Nevertheless a policy
intention may fail to produce desired outcomes despite the commitment
of substantial resources.
There is also evidence that policy is often made during actual
implementation (Davis 1993; Light, Gunderson & Holling 1995;
Margerum 1999; van Eeten & Roe 2002; Weale 1992). Weale (1992,
p.56) asserts that as a policy is administered, “…discretion may
increase or [the policy] assume a new form as we move down the
hierarchy of a bureaucracy”. This form of iteration between development
and implementation is consistent with the concept of a policy making
cycle proposed by Jennings & Moore (1999).
2.1.2 Policy making and implementation
In proposing the necessity of incorporating line operators in policy
making, van Eeten & Roe (2002, p.133) stated, “The lesson of the
implementation literature is that operations are never ‟just operations‟
but are de facto policy making, at times even more important than
formal policy making.” Reasons for this vary but commonly include the
gap between intention and execution by the agents charged with the
implementation of a policy. Every agency has its own culture and „blind
spots‟, places where it does not want to go and cannot recognize, due to
the dominant thinking, values, methods and behaviour within the
organization (van Eeten & Roe 2002). This may mean that the agent is
unable or unwilling to implement the policy intentions because they are
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pursuing their own agenda or doing nothing despite the policy intention
(Colebatch 1993).
The Industry Commission inquiry into “Ecologically Sustainable
Land Management” in 1997 made strong criticisms of the NRM situation
and policy design existing then, citing ad hoc regulations with little input
from those who work with them as the first area needing attention. It
went on to say that a major reason for policy failure was poor
implementation of policy (Industry Commission, 1997). Implementation
is a theme I will return to in the discussion of these research findings
and if “action” in Considine‟s definition is interpreted as “implementation”
– keeping in mind the role implementation plays in policy making – his
definition of policy is adequate for this research.

This interpretation

broadens the location of policy formulation beyond the “Iron Triangles”
where traditional NRM policy making has occurred. Understanding how
NRM policy making is accomplished has a great bearing on gaining an
understanding of where it is best done.

2.2 NRM policy
2.2.1 Fragmented
The recent NRM policy making situation has been described as;
i. fragmented,
ii. ad hoc, and
iii. sequential (Davis et al. 1988).
A number of factors contribute to the fragmented NRM policy making
situation and a major contributor is the number of jurisdictions
responsible for NRM.

Australian constitutional arrangements have

produced several levels of responsibility for NRM policy making and the
responsibility continues to multiply at the state level (Davis et al. 1993).
Although there are lead agencies, there are also significant power
differences between government agencies - with the environmental and
conservation departments traditionally being low in status (Walker
2001). Therefore it would be no surprise if their NRM policies were
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trumped or severely modified by the priorities of more powerful agencies
(i.e. Treasury).
It is safe to say that the 2005-07 experience with the approval
process for the proposed Gunn‟s Pulp Mill in Tasmania illustrates the
ongoing fragmented nature of NRM policy.

“The Age” newspaper

(Wright, 2007) documented the powerful political and industry
considerations which resulted in the approval process taking a tortuous
path entailing a shift from a state agency approval to:
a Tasmanian Governmental review of environmental guidelines
for pulp mills,
joint

assessment

by

the

Commonwealth

and

Tasmania

governments,
referral to the Tasmanian Regional Planning and Development
Commission,
an Act of the Tasmanian Parliament, and
intervention by the Commonwealth Minister for the Environment.
2.2.2 Ad Hoc
Of course NRM policy does not remain static with the importance
of some NRM issues and policies waxing and waning over time for
various reasons. The Gunn‟s saga demonstrates the ad hoc descriptor
of NRM policy as different policies were proposed and discarded in two
instances - within the space of a month - during the approval process
(Wright, 2007).

Dovers (1995) described Australian NRM policy as

suffering from “…policy adhockery and amnesia”, where a failure to
learn from past experience and a desire to develop new solutions (in
excessive haste to do something) condemns policy making to the
treadmill of reinvention.
policy

was

reinforced

The view about the ad hoc nature of NRM
by

the

previously

mentioned

Industry

Commission‟s 1997 inquiry about ad hoc regulations as one of the first
areas needing attention (Industry Commission, 1997).
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Since there are often multiple solutions proposed from various
sources, there is a plethora of policies in waiting.

If not used

immediately the policies developed are sidelined with others known as
”garbage can solutions” and are often employed as policies during the
heat of the moment (Davis et al. 1988). Basically these are policies that
have been discarded for one reason or another and produced when it is
imperative a solution is provided quickly thus lending credence to the ad
hoc descriptor. At times these solutions only have a tenuous link to the
problem but are politically acceptable.
The public‟s reputed short attention span is often mentioned as a
major contributor to the fragmented and ad hoc nature of the NRM
policy making. Downs (1972) coined the term “issue-attention cycle”
which characterized the public‟s response to environmental problems,
however other issues often go through the same cycle (Davis 1993;
Dovers 1995; Downs 1972). Summarized briefly, the “issue-attention
cycle” involves the way that certain problems are seen by the public as
a crisis and the way major media interact with the public. The cycle
goes through five stages:
pre-problem, the realm of experts and those directly involved,
heightened awareness, resulting in pressure for action,
the public realization of costs, in time and money, to take action,
followed by frustration/boredom where the public quickly loses
interest and often moves on to another „crisis‟, and
post-problem, occasional bouts of interest.
This cycle has several policy consequences. Governments are
often being forced to respond in crisis mode where policy is wanted
immediately and little time is available to engage in considered policy
making.

Even for a casual observer of media reports concerning

environmental issues (and many other issues) over a number of years
the cycle demonstrates how the media operates – the major headline,
the cursory examination of the issues, perhaps a follow up story, and
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the next new headline item. In fact the role of the modern media may
be the most important element in contemporary policy making where
issues are only addressed for their headline potential (Baskerville 1995).
This may mean today‟s bold headline (i.e. water shortages and climate
change) becomes the new policy issue but yesterday‟s headline drops
off the public radar. Only those long running stories develop enough
pressure for action prior to another issue clamouring for the public‟s
attention.
This type of headline driven policy making may also lead to
“public policy pragmatism” where the more difficult and contentious
issues are avoided which can result in a failure to develop more
comprehensive and incisive policies (Crowley 1999).

The failure of

successive

issues

governments

to

address

greenhouse

surely

demonstrates “public policy pragmatism” to avoid and delay unpopular
decisions since by taking any action some major section of society will
have to make either lifestyle or economic sacrifices.
Perhaps there may be some truth contained in the popular BBC
TV production of “Yes Minister” where Sir Humphrey Appleby (the
Departmental First Secretary) described a successful policy to his
subordinate as one that was "Simple, quick, popular and cheap" (Yes
Minister: Vol.2 1990).

The day-to-day pressures and tradeoffs

embodied in the “issue-attention cycle” coupled with “public policy
pragmatism” may lead to the expectation that the only possible NRM
policy to be adopted must follow Sir Humphrey‟s prescription. Therefore
realistic policy literature dealing with NRM problems is buried in
government reports and internal documents and usually is only
interpreted via the media or others (Baskerville 1995).
2.2.3 Sequential
The term incremental refers to a policy based on sequential
development - introducing small changes to previous efforts without too
much innovation, hopefully in reversible stages in case of difficulties –
the last of the three general descriptors of Australian NRM policy. It is
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generally considered that most Australian public policy is incremental
due to the paradigm of most policy-makers (Dovers 1999; Howlett &
Ramesh 1995). This paradigm of most NRM policy-makers may be the
result of their background, training, and philosophy since a great deal of
policy advice comes from the various levels of bureaucracy (Davis et al.
1988) – and generally they are institutions not known for innovative
thinking. As Baskerville (1995, p. 100) states while commenting about
the role of the bureaucracy in Canada in relation to forestry policy;
The role of bureaucrats is also obvious. The bureaucracy was
invented to provide stability as elections changed governments
and to provide consistent “technical” input to government policy
as it evolves. In general, rewards in a bureaucracy are greater
for finding better ways to do what we already do than they are for
finding different (better) things to do.
In recent political history the bureaucracy is not the only source of
policy advice.

Political parties have their own policy units and

Parliamentarians have increasingly appointed advisors to assist them in
the formulation of policy (Davis et al. 1988).

Tiernan (2007, p 98)

explained a primary reason for this development was because, “Wary of
their departments, ministers preferred to source policy advice from
within their offices; hence their need to bolster their policy advisory
capacity.” These advisors have been described as a third force (after
the public service and ministers) involved in policy making and by 2006
there were 445 working for the Howard government – 47 directly
advising the Prime Minister (Tiernan 2007, p8). In Victoria during 2007,
the 20 Cabinet ministers employed an average of 15 advisors each and
the Premier‟s Department had 70 advisors alone (ABC News 2007).
This development has inherent risks for good governance since
the appointment of staff outside the Public Service renders them
unaccountable to anyone but their Minister and in practical terms their
relationship with the bureaucracy can be fraught due to undefined roles
and responsibilities (Barclay 2007, Tiernan 2007). It is possible that the
increased use and influence of advisors may ultimately undermine the
sequential nature of policy made by the bureaucracy.
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2.2.4 National salinity and weed policies compared
The Commonwealth and State NRM policies have been and are
subjected to many of the preceding policy making influences and
limitations and this can lead to difficulties in setting NRM policy
priorities.

For example, the Commonwealth Government‟s policy

response to the Australian-wide NRM threats of salinity and weeds
provides an interesting comparison. In the case of weeds as of 2004,
“…of the 6,600 plant species in Australia, 4,003 are known agricultural
or environmental weeds …” and they collectively were estimated to
occupy 20 million ha (Cribb 2004).

By comparison, salinity affects

approximately 5.7 million hectares. and predictive modelling suggests
that the salinity affected areas may possibly expand to 17 million
hectares - a figure lower than the 20 million hectares presently
estimated to be weed infested - by 2050 (National Land & Water
Resources Audit 2002). However the area occupied by pest plants will
increase since there are approximately 300 “sleeper” weeds currently
identified with the potential to spread exponentially once their tipping
points have been reached (Martin 2003).
In addition to the area of Australia affected by these two issues,
consider the financial impact of four major NRM issues; salinity, sodicity,
acidity and weeds. The lowest estimate of the net impact of weeds
($3,442m) is an order of magnitude higher than the gross estimates at
farm gate given for salinity ($187m), acidity ($1,585m), or sodicity
($1,035m).

When all the other possible impacts are added in, the

highest cost of salinity ($3,500m) is equal to the lowest for weeds. But
the salinity estimate includes the multiplier and secondary effects of lost
business that are explicitly excluded from the weeds estimate (Sinden et
al. 2004). Recently the multiplier and secondary effects of the total cost
by weeds - including to the environment - was estimated to be $8 billion
per annum in 2007 (Martin 2007).

However the Commonwealth

Government‟s policy response to these two issues has been quite
different.
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In 1995 the Commonwealth established the Cooperative
Research Centre (CRC) for Weed Management having the general aim
of “…achieving a significant reduction in the economic cost of weeds”
with an initial total budget of $39 million over seven years - spread over
its entire portfolio of activities – mostly Research and Development
(R&D) (Centre for International Economics 2001).

During 2000 a

national taskforce determined a list of “Weeds of National Significance
(WONS)”, where species were assessed according to four major
criteria: invasiveness, impacts, potential to spread and their threat to
socio-economic and environmental values (Thorp & Lynch 2000). After
the list of 20 WONS weeds was drawn up some limited Commonwealth
funding has been available for their control via the NHT process.
Recently the Commonwealth has estimated a total investment
(from state, territories, NRM regions and other interested parties) of $50
million for its “Defeating the Weed Menace Program” for 2004-2008
(Dept of Environment and Water Resources 2007).

The former

Commonwealth government ceased funding the CRC for Weed
Management in June of 2008 – judging it lacked the capacity to
commercialise its research (CRC for Weed Management 2007).

To

replace the CRC the newly elected Labour Government has committed
$15 million over four years, from 2008-2012, to establish an Australian
Weeds Research Centre (DAFF 2008).
In comparison, the issue of dryland salinity has been well funded,
being recognized by the establishment of the Commonwealth‟s National
Action Plan for Salinity and Water Quality (NAP) with commitment of
funding of $1.4 billion from years 2000 to 2007 (National Action Plan for
Salinity and Water Quality, 2007). Comparing NAP funding to “weeds”
during a similar period of time, the NAP program was allocated 28 times
greater funding than the “weeds program” despite a lesser financial
impact and a smaller area affected.
One of the major reasons for this difference in funding seems to
be the historical view that the “beneficiary should pay” for weed control.
That is, private landholders could gain production benefits if they control
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weeds on their properties. In 1996 a major review of “Weeds in Victoria”
was commenced and it ultimately determined that the potential for a
market failure (uncoordinated individual actions) and public good
(benefits to the wider community) justified government intervention (e.g.
conditional grants) for weed control on private land (Parliament of
Victoria, Environment and Natural Resources Committee 1998). The
Commonwealth Government pursued a similar policy change during this
period. In 1997 “The National Weed Strategy” (Anon 1999) accepted
the principle of “beneficiary pays” is not appropriate for some weed
control situations where the wider community was the primary
beneficiary. Some of the main reasons given to modify the “beneficiary
pays” principle for the Commonwealth were:
the difficulty in identifying the true beneficiary where weeds had
the potential to spread to adjoining protected ecosystems areas,
weed control requirements on leasehold and freehold properties
– particularly in the arid and semiarid zones where control costs
far exceed the land‟s earning capacity but failure to control may
result in weed spread into adjacent protected ecosystems,
enforcement can be a slow and costly process, resulting in weed
spread during the interim.

Moreover, states have not always

harmonized their legislation making border areas problematic
(the weed targeted in OBH - Paterson‟s Curse - is a good
example of this being a cross border issue between New South
Wales [NSW] and Victoria),
weed control on indigenous landholdings has been compromised
by the return of land that was in a weed infested condition. In
other situations, returned land includes nationally significant
ecosystems but the traditional owners do not have the finance,
expertise or workforce for successful weed control.
This strategy proposed the use of incentives for individual
landholders to control designated weeds - eventually the Weeds of
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National Significance (WONS) and thereby legitimized Commonwealth
investment on private land for priority weed control.
2.2.5 The Victorian weed policy
Despite the appellation “National,” the WONS do not pose a
threat in every region and emerging weeds are often isolated to a
particular region, at least initially. The development of Victoria‟s weed
control policy followed a similarly tortuous path as the WONS. In 1856
Victoria followed NSW and SA by determining that “owners, lessees or
occupiers of land” were required to destroy “thistles” on their land and
the Surveyor-General was responsible for employing labour to destroy
weeds on unoccupied Crown Land (Parsons 1981). By 1891 any plant
could be named a “thistle” for convenience sake and local government
was empowered to issue destruction notices.

It quickly became

apparent that state-wide weed proclamations were unworkable so
additional regional lists were drawn up and the legislation was
completely overhauled by “The Vermin and Noxious Weed Act 1922”
(Parsons 1981). This was the first time the term “noxious weeds” was
officially used instead of “thistle” and Victoria was divided into 92
districts with an inspector for each district.
This system reportedly worked well until the Second World War
when manpower and equipment shortages resulted in some weeds
spreading widely. With intervening legislative revisions by 1970 there
were 140 inspectors and 90 noxious weeds proclaimed (Parsons 1981).
The specialized weed inspectors‟ role ended in 1983 when the Board of
Lands was incorporated into the Department of Conservation, Forests
and Lands (CF&L) with Land Protection Officers (LPOs) - a multi-skilled
position – later assuming some of their duties. The duties of these
positions have continued to evolve as that Department has had several
reorganizations cumulating in the present DSE and the Department of
Primary Industries (DPI).
Victoria‟s adoption of the Catchment and Land Protection Act
(CaLP Act) in 1994 clarified the responsibilities for weed management
20

and the categories of noxious weeds. This Act was amended in 2003
(Catchment and Land Protection Act 1994 – Amendments August 2003)
giving the state of Victoria the following system:
Land managers of both public and private land are responsible
for managing weeds on their land. The landholders must take all
reasonable steps to;
i. avoid causing or contributing to land degradation which
causes or may cause damage to land of another land
owner,
ii. eradicate regionally prohibited weeds, and
iii. prevent the growth and spread of regionally controlled
weeds.
Noxious weeds in Victoria are plants defined as causing
environmental or economic harm, or have the potential to cause such
harm. There are four categories of noxious weeds defined under the
Act:
State Prohibited - do not occur in Victoria but pose a significant
threat or are present in Victoria, pose a serious threat and can
reasonably be expected to be eradicated.

DSE and DPI are

responsible for their control, to be eradicated if possible or
excluded from the State.
Regionally Prohibited - are not widely distributed in a Region but
are capable of spreading further. It is reasonable to expect that
they can be controlled or eradicated in the Region. Land owners
and managers are responsible for control of these weeds on their
land, DSE on Crown land, and either Vic Roads, local councils, or
DSE on roadsides – depending on the class of road.
Regionally Controlled - usually widespread and are considered
important in a particular region.

Land owners have the

responsibility to take all reasonable steps to control and prevent
their spread on their land and on adjoining roadsides.
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Restricted – those plants in other Australian States & Territories
which are a threat to primary production, Crown land, the
environment or community health - having the potential to spread
into and within Victoria if they were to be sold or traded in
Victoria.
In terms of control for Regionally Controlled or Prohibited weeds
on a specific property, a “Notice” can be issued to a land owner (binding
on each subsequent land owner) where DPI is satisfied that measures
need to be taken to eradicate or prevent the weeds‟ growth.
Because DPI is responsible for control of State Prohibited
Weeds, it can issue a “Direction,” to prevent the weeds‟ spread or
growth. This may require the landowners to restrict movement of grain,
fodder, vehicles or animals where the weed is present. Additionally, it is
an offence to move hay, grain, fodder or livestock from land onto a road
without taking reasonable precautions to ensure the load is free of
noxious weed seeds or plant material at any time. Also it is an offence
to buy or sell; possess for the purposes of sale; or wilfully bring into
Victoria a noxious weed, or plant material from a noxious weed, without
a permit from DSE.

Finally the Minister may make an Emergency

Declaration (lasting three months) for a specific weed, where a plant or
weed may have an adverse economic, environmental or social impact
and urgent action is needed to control or eradicate that plant or weed
(Parsons 1981).
Victoria‟s noxious weed list (no systematic review has occurred
since 1974) and the weeds listed in CMA weed strategies are not
harmonious so at the time of writing in 2009 Victoria is in the process of
a three phase review (Weiss et al. 2004).

The review of Victoria‟s

existing list of 101 noxious weeds, the non-declared weeds nominated
in the regional weed strategies, has been completed and now the
WONS and other nominated potential weeds are being assessed
(VROS 2007).

The WONS assessment process is being applied in

conjunction with the recognition that some weeds despite their ranking
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will not be able to be eradicated due to their existing level of infestation.
Therefore it is anticipated that some of the current noxious weeds will be
downgraded to the “Restricted” category while others rise or enter within
the higher levels of control.

The review is attempting to limit the

expected negative public comment about the ‟downgrades‟ by relying on
scientific assessment, all parties understanding the process, and
extension activities (Weiss et al. 2004).
2.2.6 Policy hierarchy
Dover‟s (1999) policy hierarchy appears to be a useful construct
to assist in explaining where weed policy best fits in the Australian NRM
context. NRM policy making is broken down into the appropriate setting
and some recent Australian examples are given (e.g. slotting OBH into
the Micro-policy area).
Meta-policy (International policies), the Kyoto Protocol,
Macro-policy (National), Decade of Landcare, MDBC
arrangements, WONS,
Meso-policy (multi-regions), One Million Trees, the RFA
(Regional Forestry Agreements) process, CaLP Act 1994, and
Micro-policy (Regions), River Murray Corridor of Green, Regent
Honey Eater, OBH.
This hierarchy suggests OBH - being a regional case study - was
a Micro-policy, although the weed involved – Paterson‟s Curse (Eichium
plantagineum) is widespread throughout SE Australia. A more detailed
explanation of the issues surrounding Paterson‟s Curse is contained in
Chapter 3.

2.3 The regionalisation of NRM
Internationally, there is considerable support for regional
approaches to NRM. Sandler (1997) suggested that common cultures
and environments promote co-operation and if NRM problems are first
solved regionally, then these solutions can disperse world-wide with
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time. In fact the 1997 United Nations Secretary General‟s report on
implementation of the Rio Declaration (concerning Local Agenda 21
initiatives on the environment) went even further by concluding that:
Some of the most promising developments have taken place at
the local level of cities and municipalities, where Local Agenda 21
initiatives have predominated… Local level strategy and plans
have proved far more successful than those at the national level
in terms of making a direct impact. (Adams & Hine 1999, p. 192).
However, since some issues cannot be adequately dealt with locally (i.e.
ground water flows), some form of larger regional action is necessary.
2.3.1 History of regionalisation
Australia‟s

experience

with

regional

Natural

Research

Management (NRM) goes back to European prehistory with the various
indigenous groups manipulating their local environment for their use.
After European settlement the British authorities during the 1830-40‟s
favoured a ”local government” (much larger than the current local
government areas) approach to NRM as a more efficient way to defray
its costs (Brown 2005). More recently, NRM policy has been shaped by
the adoption of a federal system of government in 1901 that left NRM
responsibility to the individual states, although constitutionally the
Commonwealth could override the states‟ legislation (Bates 2003). The
third tier of government – local government – also has a significant role
in NRM relating to its various responsibilities for land use planning but
has been reluctant to fully involve itself in NRM issues - mostly due to
chronic under-funding (Wild River 2003).
Nationally, as part of the Hawke Labour governments‟ “New
Federalism” proposals, the Commonwealth and all states signed the
Intergovernmental Agreement on the Environment in 1992.

This

agreement detailed the roles and responsibilities of each party in
environmental policy making (Galligan 1993). Recent history has seen
the Commonwealth government increasingly using its constitutional
powers to become more involved in NRM (i.e. the Franklin Dam issue in
Tasmania). However, not all national NRM issues can gain political
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traction and some have variable impacts in local areas so it is
recognized that many national policies have limitations in real world
settings. The protracted debate concerning the proposed referral of
some water management powers by the states in the Murray-Darling
Basin to the federal government in 2007 illustrates the difficulties in
achieving policy change for a national NRM issue. This was despite a
sequence of droughts and widespread water shortages in the various
states involved.
In the past, several states have moved from general NRM
policies to those based on river catchments, particularly following the
Second World War (Burton 1986; Hollick & Mitchell 1993). In Victoria
the development of the rationale for Integrated Catchment Management
(ICM) in the 1980‟s and the success of the Landcare movement
eventually resulted in legislation - the CaLP Act 1994 - establishing
regional Catchment and Land Protection Boards (Ewing 2003). These
boards were to produce Regional Catchment Strategies (RCS) and to
provide NRM advice to the various levels of government (Doolan &
Roberts 1997). The CALP Boards evolved into the current CMAs in
1997 by amalgamating a number of existing advisory and service
delivery groups including the CALP Boards, River Management
Authorities and salinity management groups. The CMAs have the role
of ongoing review and coordination of implementation of the RCS, the
commitment and involvement of the community in NRM and the
provision of advice to Commonwealth and State governments on
resourcing regional priorities (Doolan & Roberts 1997).
Although Victoria had instituted substantial changes to its NRM
structures,

the

Industry

Commission

inquiry

into

“Ecologically

Sustainable Land Management” in 1997 made strong criticisms of NRM
in Australia.

Among the Commission‟s recommendations was that

institutional change was needed to strengthen local and regional bodies
to advance local solutions to local problems in an effort to improve
policy design weakness. This recommendation was in relation to the
various state agencies‟ propensity to apply one size fits all solution to
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NRM problems. It has been suggested that agencies have been an
important barrier to ICM policy change as;
Many government agencies prefer to develop and apply a
standardized approach to problem solving, because that is the
easiest to justify. Every region is treated the same, and therefore
no region can be said to be getting an advantage or special
consideration. However, the reality is that places are different.
We argue that agencies must be more willing to think in terms of
custom designing solutions for the specific conditions of the
place. (Hooper, McDonald & Mitchell 1999, p. 755).
Throughout
Commonwealth

the

1980‟s

governments

and

90‟s

increasingly

the

Victorian

adopted

and

economical

rationalism and it became a priority to do more with less. So the move
to regionalisation was in part due to a response to the shrinking budgetdriven decentralization and devolution pressures (Johnson, Miller &
Miranda 2001).

During this period, NRM service delivery in rural

Victoria was increasingly scaled back (Curtis 2000). Nationally there
was a reduction in the number of state employees working for the lead
agencies while at the same time agencies were moving more of their
efforts into the regions (Jennings & Moore 1999).

As the

Commonwealth Government progressively rolled-out the NHT process
local groups embraced it as a way of replacing the services cut by the
states, reinforcing the move to regionalism.
2.3.2 The role of NHT and NAP
During

the

1990‟s

and

continuing

to

the

present

day,

Commonwealth NRM policy making has undergone vast changes.
These changes have been made possible by the advent of the initial
NHT funding due to the decision by the Commonwealth Government to
partially sell Telstra, the national telecommunications carrier.

The

changes have had far-reaching consequences whose final impact will
not be known for many years. As Crowley (Walker & Crowley 1999,
p.49) explained,
Yet environmental policy administration is being so reorganized,
with such redefined funding and regional emphasis under the
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Coalition, that, ironically, it may well stand as a period of
extraordinary policy redesign and innovation.
Many Commonwealth discussion papers have flagged a desire to
allocate funding directly into regional NRM efforts (Industry Commission
Draft Report 1997; National Natural Resource Management Task Force
1999; MDBC 2001).

Since 1997 the National Heritage Trust (NHT)

Mark 1 initiated some direct investments into regional groups. This was
underpinned by a concern that Commonwealth Government policies
and management plans were not being implemented by the states
(Jennings & Moore 1999).
As I mentioned in section 2.2.4, the NAP was established in
2001, resulting in earmarking 21 regions for priority funding. Following
the experience of NAP and NHT Mark 1, the extension of NHT funding
later in 2001 divided Australia into 56 administrative regions (including
the 21 NAP regions) and used the new regional bodies as the
investment delivery mechanism (ANRA [Australian Natural Resources
Atlas] 2004). By 2004 the Commonwealth Government decided that
regional investments would become the principal delivery mechanism
for the NHT and will follow the NAP model where it was appropriate
(NHT Home Page 2004). Under this model, investment is made on the
basis of a regional natural resource management plan (Regional
Catchment Strategy - RCS), incorporating the major natural resource
management issues in the area and an accredited Regional Investment
Plan (RIP). Although both of these programs have been amalgamated
under the “Caring for our Country” program as of 1 July 2008, the
regional investment structure remains (Australian Government 2008).
2.3.3 Additional benefits
From a government perspective, NRM regionalisation can be
viewed as an outcome of a desire to persuade communities to
voluntarily assume some of the responsibility and risk for NRM (Dore et
al. 2003; Head 2005).

It was felt that regional structures provide a

much-needed link between government strategic NRM planning and
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private landholder actions. This link would hopefully lead to a greater
consensus by the key stakeholders to support and implement
government policy (Dore et al. 2003). Of course another factor may be
underpinning the move for regional NRM with the suggestion that:
There was perhaps an implicit desire by federal and state leaders
to displace some of the political responsibility for difficult prioritysetting and trade-offs on to the regional level. For state and
federal governments, these new regional institutional
arrangements have the potential advantage of shifting
responsibility for resolving intractable public policy problems from
government to a broader range of stakeholders. (Head 2005,
p.149)
The current move to regionalisation was also instigated to
improve management efficiency and delivery (Dore et al. 2003).
Practically, as well as politically, this made sense since Australia is too
big an area with a variable landscape and climate to formulate detailed
NRM policy at the national level other than on issues that impact
nationally. Even at the state level geographic variations are dramatic
making them basically a microcosm of Australia (consider the Victorian
environmental/geographic variation between Mildura, Mt. Hotham and
Mallacoota).
Clearly there were other benefits of adopting a regional
approach to NRM in Australia during this period. The chief ones were
that because Australia is regionally diverse; a regional approach could
lead to tailor-made NRM policies while encouraging economies of scale
not possible with local approaches (Jennings & Moore 1999; Paton et al.
2004). Another benefit (at least for the Commonwealth Government)
was the ability to deal with the regions in a more cost effective manner
and avoid the reputed „cost-shifting‟ where the states use increased
Commonwealth NRM expenditure to offset cuts in their expenditure
(Johnson, Miller & Miranda 2001; Head 2005). The move to regional
NRM has also enhanced NRM planning through the RCS and RIP
processes. Regional NRM has also promoted more collaboration and
integration than occurred in the past between governments and the
various agencies (Paton et al. 2004). A good example of this is that the
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Commonwealth Departments of Agriculture and Environment formed
Joint NRM Teams to deliver the NHT and NAP.
A 2008 National Land & Water Resources Audit to establish
baseline information on regional NRM organisations found that they are
performing relatively well on four key indicators. The highest rankings
were in the “Engagement in NRM” and Partnership in NRM”, with
“Capacity of regional NRM bodies” slightly behind those two and
“Recognition of the social foundations of NRM” having lower scoring
(Fenton & Ricket 2008).

“The social foundations” were judging the

extent the first three indicators had been incorporated in policies,
frameworks/guidelines, and activities of the regional bodies (Fenton &
Ricket 2008).

The Audit‟s authors included the caveat that the validity

of self-assessment may need to be tested objectively in the future
(Fenton & Ricket 2008).
2.3.4 Criticism
Certainly some of the literature suggests that the move to
regionalisation may be less harmonious and less effective than might be
first imagined.

Despite the proclaimed desirability of regional NRM

policymaking (Brunckhorst 2000; Industry Commission Draft Report
1997; MDBC 2001) there appears to have been only modest discussion
of the reality of regional experience in NRM (Dovers & Mobbs 1997;
Jennings & Moore 1999). Even after a number of years experience,
Dore et. al. (2003, p. 166) stated in their discussion of regional attempts
at ICM, “This is a major challenge not met in practice.”
Several issues have been identified as limiting the effectiveness
of the regional NRM model. The regional organisations providing a link
between government strategic NRM planning and private landholder
actions (Dore et al. 2003) has been disputed and in Western Australia
complaints were made that policy made up the line was not being
modified to suit local conditions.

As Jennings & Moore (1999, p.8)

stated, “Community members have to be able to make changes in a
program‟s structure or otherwise they see no value in what they do.”
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This situation carries over into the more recent RCS accreditation
process and the associated RIP where changes to regional priorities
insisted on by the state and federal governments result in a loss of
community ownership and commitment (Paton et al. 2004).
The inadequacy and timing of funding has been a perennial
problem from the early attempts at regionalisation (Jennings & Moore
1999). Long delays in notifying applicants of their success with grant
applications and in the delivery of funding to approved projects
undermined confidence in programs in the early years of NHT (Curtis &
Lookwood 2000).

Delays in governments actually funding approved

projects has been a constant complaint among groups I have worked
with and these complaints have continued into the most recent
programs.
Empowering citizens to effectively engage in NRM policymaking
remains an elusive goal for the regional bodies (Jennings & Moore
1999). It is alleged that the new regional groups do not fully represent
their population and are therefore undemocratic (Dovers 2003b;
Jennings & Moore 1999; Lane 2006; Moore 2005; Paton et al. 2004).
This issue raises the question of who the regional groups are
accountable to since most regional bodies members are appointed by a
government minister (Dovers 2003b; Jennings & Moore 1999; Moore
2005). As a related criticism, Head (2005) suggested that the NHT2
program ran the risk of creating largely untested fourth level of
governance via these new regional organisations.
Lane (2006) warned that the assumption that an elected
local/regional body would ensure greater NRM justice is unwarranted
since there can be significant disparities in power and influence between
citizens within a region – particularly where the indigenous population
are involved - and this can confine influence to the elites, the articulate
and the organized. Of course this situation can just as easily occur with
ministerial appointments. In any case, the reputed lack of appropriate
representation in NRM groups may not matter since it has been
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asserted that participation without power is mere tokenism (Jennings &
Moore 1999).
When reviewing the Victorian experience of founding the new
CMAs, Doolan and Roberts (1997) suggested that the biggest risk was
that the regional groups would become just another layer of
bureaucracy. Any policy/institutional change– particularly a new one –
produces winners and losers who suffer in-kind or monetary „costs‟ and
the protection of “turf” by organisations is a well known activity (Lane
2006). Another criticism linked to institutional change was the excessive
focus on outputs in the NHT/NAP reporting frameworks, symptomatic of
a “command and control” institutional culture (Paton et al. 2004; Sayer
2001).
After examining six international case studies, Gunderson,
Holling and Light (1995) suggested four reasons why public panels
governing various regional organisations fail to function with the same
efficacy as counterparts in the private sector:
there are no clear ways to measure performance,
members are chosen to represent a balance of interests that
result in gridlock,
members may put personal interests over public/agency good,
and
there is a shortage of public-minded leadership.
After examining the lessons from a number of regional experiments in
NRM, Dore said that the jury was still out on the effectiveness of
regional organisations and their initiatives (Dore et. al. 2003). However
the 2008 National Land & Water Resources Audit has apparently
determined that some of these criticisms of the new regional bodies
have been overcome.
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2.4 Adaptive Management
2.4.1 Defined
Adaptive management has particular appeal for NRM policy
making because it combines historical, comparative and experimental
approaches at scales appropriate to the issues (Holling 1995).

The

regional scale has already been mentioned as appropriate for the use of
adaptive management, however the literature often refers to the use of
an adaptive management process without actually using the name
“adaptive management” (Weale 1992; CSIRO 1996; MDBC 2001).
There are also examples where a slight change of emphasis is denoted
by the addition of a word – for example “Adaptive Collaborative
Management”

(Christiansen

&

Dinerstein

2001)

and

“Adaptive

Comanagement” (Pierce Colfer et.al. 2001).
Generally adaptive management can involve three different
processes – evolutionary, passive and active – and this can influence
our understanding of what the term adaptive management means (Allan
& Curtis 2003a). Evolutionary adaptive management is defined as the
eventual learning from experience, or trial and error while passive
adaptive management uses lessons from history to develop a single
best policy to apply in practice (Walters & Holling 1990).

Active

adaptive management consciously uses policy and implementation as
experiments, enabling people to learn about systems as they manage
them (Lee 2001). In addition some academics argue that modelling or
formal scientific experiments would be conducted to reduce uncertainty
and to gain increased knowledge about complex systems (Johnson &
Williams 1999, Lee 2001).

It would appear that when most

governmental documents refer to adaptive management they are
referring to passive adaptive management.
However, even getting an agreed definition of adaptive
management among practitioners and individuals with an interest in the
process is not a cut and dried affair. In 2002 I attended an adaptive
management workshop in Albury and among the 25 participants – all
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having considerable experience with adaptive management - there were
many views as to the scope and requirements of an active adaptive
management process.

After much conversation and negotiation a

shared working definition was reached. Active adaptive management is
a designed, purposeful and reflexive system that:
i. grows, assesses and incorporates emerging knowledge and
context, and
ii. builds the capacity of stakeholders to manage change.
(Allan & Curtis 2003a)
This definition had a lot of appeal for practitioners but for the
purposes of this research I have used the definition originally written by
C.S. Holling in 1978. This was mainly because it was worded in such a
way that included elements I wanted to explore for this research, it
confirmed an active approach advocated by Lee (2001) and practically
because OBH‟s interviewees were less likely to be familiar with the
graduations implied in the passive to active adaptive management
continuum.

According

to

Holling‟s

definition

(1978),

adaptive

management essentially involves using:
management interventions as experiments so the outcomes can be
used to reduce uncertainty about a system,
sufficient monitoring prior to and during the intervention to enable
managers to learn from past experiences, and
feedback to managers to help them refine interventions.
So in simplifying the language: interventions are viewed as an
experiment (and experiments deal with uncertainty), monitoring is
designed to enhance learning, and feedback is used to refine the
interventions. Holling (1995) made the clarifying point that we could not
know enough about natural systems to be certain of the outcomes of
any intervention so all interventions were experiments. The point also
has been made that ecosystems are in themselves dynamic and
adaptive management must reflect this trait or fail in the long run
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(Anderson 2001).

Of course not all NRM programs are suited to

adaptive management because many issues are deemed so urgent
there needs to be a decisive response, or the use of a tried-and-true
approach – one with a history of success.
2.4.2 Successes?
The development of Integrated Catchment Management (ICM) in
the 1980‟s led to the promotion of adaptive management theory as a
means to achieve ICM goals (Ewing, Grayson & Argent 1998; Shrubsole
1996).

As mentioned in the Introduction, the inclusion of the term

adaptive management in some NRM public documents occurred but
there

appears to

be

little

progress

in

implementing adaptive

management in Australia.
In 2004 I circulated through the “OzAm” network (an email based
group of Adaptive Management practitioners established in 2003) a
request for members to identify successful examples of adaptive
management in Australia. This request resulted in only one project
being identified (Mapstone, B. 2004, pers. comm., 30 Jan.).

Even

amongst those adaptive management practitioners with a longer
exposure to adaptive management theory, CAMnet (2005, p.2) – a US
adaptive management group – observed that, “Although the concept of
adaptive management has been around for over two decades,
successes in implementing adaptive management have been harder to
come by…” .
2.4.3 Constraints
Lack of learning or documentation?
Why is there an apparent lack of evidence of the successful
implementation of adaptive management despite enthusiasm for its
processes in official documents? When writing about his experience
with a forestry program in Canada, Baskerville (1995, p 99) lamented:
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This case study illustrates that learning is uneven in the policy
structure and that the repositories of learning are not the formal
structures. Learning seems to accumulate in what have been
termed subcultures of the various agencies and organizations.
General access to this learning is limited to those willing to invest
the necessary time to access the relevant subcultures. There is
virtually no written record of this “policy learning” with respect to
the forestry problem in New Brunswick.
Stankey (2003) reported that there was a lack of evidence that
learning had been used to either modify or substantiate current policies
during his study of forest management in the Pacific Northwest of the
US. There could be several explanations for this lack of evidence but
perhaps as Baskerville says, it just has not been recorded.
In the case of OBH the majority of the operational records have
been archived but their exact location is difficult to ascertain (DPI
Benalla 2008, pers. comm., 14 Dec.).

Therefore it is impossible to

determine if these records actually contain any reference to learning.
The lack of official documentation appears to be typical of many NRM
programs as Curtis found while evaluating the Landcare Program
(Curtis, Birckhead & De Lacy 1995).

It is difficult to judge program

learning – adaptive or otherwise – without some documentation. Allan
and Curtis (2005) also found that there are few opportunities or
mechanisms for incorporating learning into the central decision making
processes.
Role of institutions and learning
The 2002 Albury Adaptive Management workshop chronicled a
near unanimous view by presenters with adaptive management
experience that jurisdictional issues between agencies were an
impediment to its implementation (Allan & Curtis 2003a).

These

jurisdictional issues can contribute to a protection of “turf” by
organisations (Head 2005) where agencies jealously guard their
perceived interests.
Another major constraint that is often referred to in the literature
is the nature of institutions. As Sayer (2001, p. 74) succinctly explained,
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“Experience in the developed world would suggest that part of the
problem

lies in

the

conservatism

and inertia

within

resource

management institutions.”
Baskerville (1995) also noted that there was a need for
bureaucracies (and others) to admit they don‟t know the answers, and
embrace error.

It has been stated that “individuals learn – not

institutions” (Clarke 2001, p.166 cited in Stankey 2003), however
Parson and Clark (1995) made the case that organisational learning is
different to individual learning. They outlined the main characteristics of
organisational learning as based on routines, process and determined
by its history.

The “learning” was generally not outcome based,

responsive to feedback or success, but affluent organizations may
search out new opportunities.

The last point could be of particular

relevance to Australian NRM organisations since they are chronically
under-funded and often dependent on short-term NHT funding for
program initiatives – perhaps limiting their ability to learn.
One of the biggest challenges identified was how to keep the
learning process alive and open to revision which is necessary for
adaptive management.

Allan & Curtis (2003b, p.80) in a paper on

Regional Scale Adaptive Management made the point that, “Societal
and institutional issues combine to inhibit a culture of reflection, an
ingredient vital for successful active adaptive management.”
Several additional examples of the difficulties of NRM agencies
and bureaucracy in general have in dealing with the “uncertainty” and
learning involved in adaptive management have been mentioned in the
literature and these are:
the commitment by the stakeholders to adaptive management
was weak (Allan & Curtis 2003a),
it can be the source of conflict and it is best for the organisation
to avoid conflict (Christiansen & Dinerstein 2001),
the dominance of expert authorities based on narrow scientific
knowledge paradigms are ill-suited for complex systems;
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institutions value “expert” opinion whose increasing specialisation
may not address the intertwined issues of a complex natural
system (Anderson 2001),
program continuity and longevity does not match the natural
system it is dealing with; programs are usually too short to
address the long term issues of a natural system

(Handmer,

Norton & Dovers 2001),
the

discontinuity

between

the

planning

process

and

implementation personnel; often the planners do not involve the
implementation staff in the planning, risking lack of commitment
to successful implementation (Stankey 2003),
adaptive management is risky and „risk averse‟ behaviour is the
institutional norm; the institutions reward “tried and true”
procedures (Stankey 2003),
there is a serious lack of leadership; there is a lack of
commitment to the adaptive management process by those in
authority (Stankey 2003),
lack of resources; not enough staff to participate except on “core”
business; staff are stretched thin and cannot take on “extra”
duties (Margerum 1999),
lack of imagination and “future” thinking; institutions generally do
not engage in these because they are not rewarded/encouraged
to do so (Wollenberg, Edmunds & Buck 2000),
lack of training in adaptive management; the staff are not fully
able to engage in an adaptive management process (Allan 2004),
and
political interference in the process (Allan & Curtis 2003a).
As Dovers (2003b, p. 534) stated while reflecting on three
decades of experience in the evolution of policy formation and
institutions, “… there are not enough cases yet where the improvement
matches the potential.” Since institutions would be mainly responsible
for the introduction and implementation of an adaptive management
37

approach it would not be surprising there have been problems in
achieving progress.
Lack of M&E
The lack of learning documentation is a different but related issue
to the lack of effective monitoring and evaluation (M&E) – another
serious constraint mentioned at The 2002 Albury Adaptive Management
workshop (Allan & Curtis 2003a). The lack of effective M&E to allow
program “learning” to take place was a criticism of the pre-NHT2 NRM
programs (Regional Implementation Working Group 2005).
essential

for

two

necessary

adaptive

management

M&E is
functions:

documenting project success, and testing its core hypothesis (Salafsky
& Margoluis 2001). Salafsky and Margoluis went on to state on page
314 that project teams, “… in practice either do not implement
monitoring systems or implement systems that collect but do not use
data.” The reasons for the omission of monitoring were given as:
lack of time and money,
perceived lack of qualified staff,
little connection between project interventions and monitoring,
difficulty in determining what specific data need to be collected,
and
difficulty in analysing and using data.
Allan and Curtis (2003b) found similar difficulties with the limited
monitoring undertaken in the North East Salinity Strategy (NESS)
implementation.

The evaluation of that program has particular

resonance since it was located in the same region as OBH and its
management structure had extensive citizen/agency interactions – as
did the OBH program. The importance of the M&E for citizen/agency
interactions is underscored by a quotation from Shindler, Cheek and
Stankey (1999, p.3) given their experience with the use of Adaptive
Management in the USDA Forestry Service.
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An adaptive management process is ideally suited for citizenagency interactions because communications between managers
and the public do not occur in isolation from one another. They
are influenced by the history (occasionally called baggage) tied to
previous interactions, and they overlap concurrent interactions.
In a continuing process of communication, people can learn and
adapt based on feedback from these exchanges. Instituting a
formal monitoring and evaluation program facilitates this adaptive
process.
The Commonwealth administrators of NHT2 obviously were
concerned at the lack of M&E and have required a more formal
monitoring component with quarterly reports.

However the reporting

required is basically on activity outputs and financial accountabilities, in
fact no quarterly report – no continued funding - with only the final report
dealing with project evaluation. The criticism of “output” reporting was
encountered in the section on regionalism and indicates a serious
problem if genuine adaptive management is to be achieved. Allan and
Curtis (2005) also made similar observations concerning program
reports for the “Heartlands (Billabong)” program in southern NSW,
despite the specific assertion that this program was based on adaptive
management principles.
Gunderson, Holling and Light (1995) observed another M&E
problem concerning traditional funding pathways which tended to result
in support for existing dogma in lieu of contrasting explanations. For
example, if the institution was focused on program implementation the
original program expectations often became fixed thus causing strategic
analysis to wither. Monitoring therefore often served to reinforce the
original expectations and if it did not, the institution spent its efforts in
avoiding alternative explanations. As an example of this imperative for
adherence to a program‟s original outcomes, the NHT2 process has a
procedure to vary a project‟s operation (perhaps providing the ability to
implement adaptive management) but if the proponents chose to do so
there is a risk continued funding can be lost.
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2.5 Summary
In summarizing the key findings from the literature reviewed,
there are several themes and associated sub-themes that show an
interrelationship of NRM policy, regionalism and adaptive management.
Clearly, the emphasis on regional NRM is here to stay in Australia for
the foreseeable future given the large investment in it. Critical analysis
of the developing NRM regional institution‟s performance and the
underlying rationale for NRM regionalism is beyond the scope of this
research.

However there is scope to investigate the role regional

experience plays by informing wider NRM policy making particularly
since the professed paradigm is the use of adaptive management –
experimentation, learning, then refining the actions.
Handmer, Norton & Dovers (2001) suggest that meso-policy and
macro-policy problems in ecological sustainability are different in both
kind and degree from those in other policy fields and that adaptive
management is only suitable for micro-policy. This is because of its
manageable scale and the possibility of articulating clear goals – which
are necessary for feedback.

The micro-policy area often includes

attempts to deal with a serious weed threat at a regional level. Johnson,
Miller & Miranda (2001) stated that adaptive management is essential
for effective bioregional management. These comments would seem to
indicate that adaptive management in use in a regional weed program
and policy setting would be an appropriate method of dealing with NRM
issues at that level.
Many issues associated with institutions are intertwined in this
research, particularly given their roles in policy, the regions and NRM
implementation in Australia.

The literature suggests that institutions

have difficulty implementing adaptive management for a variety of
reasons. Table 1 summarizes many of the institutional impediments to
successful implementation of adaptive management, their relationship
with society at large and the subsequent impact on the NRM program.
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Table 1: Institutional impediments to adaptive management
implementation and their relationship to society and impact on
programs
Institutional
Society
Program
Weak stakeholder
commitment
Turf war issues
Possible conflict
Dominance of narrow
scientific experts
instead of “big picture”
complexity
Program continuity &
longevity does not
match the issue
Implementers not
involved in planning
Adaptive management
seen as “risky” & risk
adverse is the norm
The role of leadership
Lack of resources
The “Culture” is
conservative and has
inertia
Lack of adaptive
management training
Political interference
Lack of effective M&E
Citizen-agency
interactions by
management
“Output” reporting
obsession
Traditional funding
pathways limit
strategic analysis

Ill informed/ not
interested
Ill informed/ not
interested
Conflict unpleasant
and undesirable
Ill informed/ confused/
not interested

lack of ownership

”Issue-attention cycle”

Personnel changes
and short term nature
of NRM programs
Implementers not fully
engaged
Adaptive management
seen as “risky” & risk
adverse is the norm
program drifts

Ill informed/ not
interested
Failure can be
unforgiving
The lack of leadership
or its credibility
Ability/willingness to
pay
“Society” is
conservative and has
inertia
Lack of adaptive
management
awareness
Political direction
diluted
Ill informed/ not
interested
Lack of a participatory
culture
Limited interest in
reports
Limited ability to
influence funding
pathways

Loyalty to funding
source above all else
Conflict causes
gridlock
Charged with the
program carriage

Cannot do the job
properly
Reliance on traditional
operational mode
No training, no
attempt at adaptive
management
Responds to political
imperatives
no learning from M&E
“Baggage” brought by
participants
“Output” reporting only
Reliance on traditional
funding pathways
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Chapter 3: Background of Operation Blue Hill
3.1 Importance of weed issues and Paterson’s Curse
The seriousness of Australia‟s weed situation was referred to in
Chapter 2 and Figure 2 illustrates how the national farming population
ranked various land degradation problems during the period OBH
operated (Yearbook Australia 2003).
Figure 2: The importance of land degradation issues reported by
farmers nationally-1997
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In NE Victoria at the start of OBH in 1993, 60% of Landcare
groups surveyed rated weeds as a significant or very significant issue
and had carried out work to control them (Curtis 1995, p. 20). The 1998
“Report of Weeds in Victoria” by a committee of the Victorian Parliament
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estimated that OBH‟s target weed – Paterson‟s Curse (Eichium
plantagineum) - cost the farming community in Victoria $1.7 million
annually (Parliament of Victoria 1998, p. 28).

However Paterson‟s

Curse is not one of the 20 WONS listed weeds, failing to meet the
criteria established in 2000 (see Section 2.2.4). This is despite having a
national ranking of the third highest current distribution, ninth highest in
potential distribution and third in the weed group with the highest control
costs (>$5,000,000) in “The Determination of Weeds of Significance”
(Thorp & Lynch, 2000).

3.2 Paterson’s Curse characteristics
Paterson‟s Curse is a difficult weed to control because of its
growth habit (see photo 1) and characteristics. In its “Rosette” stage
(early growth – usually mid winter) it has large spreading leaves and a
low flat profile to the ground with a deep tap root. This makes it highly
competitive to other pasture plants, hard to graze during this period and
hardy. Livestock find it rank and unpalatable in the flowering stage and
once it dies it has no feed value.

When Paterson‟s Curse dies off

(usually later in summer) it leaves infested land bare and susceptible to
erosion until the autumn rains arrive when it begins to germinate again.
Although normally an annual species, it can become bi-annual if
disturbed during its growing season by mowing or grazing and
cultivation encourages germination.

It can exhibit all growth stages

throughout the year and produces a large amount of dormant seed
which can germinate after many years and reproduce throughout the
year if conditions are favourable.

It is mainly spread by livestock –

internally and externally, by the movement of machinery and vehicles,
and by water movement. It has been linked to liver damage in livestock
which have grazed on heavily infested paddocks (Parsons, 1981).
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Photo 1: Paterson’s Curse in “Rosette (early growth)” stage

Photo: R. Sample, May 2007

Paterson‟s Curse has had a fearful reputation amongst land
managers in NE Victoria for decades. Once established in hilly country
it was very difficult to eradicate, control or contain due to its growth
habits, persistence, and invasive nature. Control options and methods
were limited and uneconomical for most grazing properties and public
land but most landholders recognized its contribution to potential
erosion and its negative impact on carrying capacity. Many long-term
control and eradication campaigns were conducted by individuals but
there were few systematic efforts to control the weed.
I have personal experience with Paterson‟s Curse control. It took
me 10 years of annual control efforts in a single paddock to achieve a
patto free status (only patto to reappear after the 2005 drought). Some
of my neighbours still battle with patto in their hill country where control
is the most difficult.

Its prevalence on a property was and is often

regarded by many landholders as a sign of poor land management.
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3.3 Paterson’s Curse legislation and enforcement
3.3.1 Legislation
In terms of Victorian legislation existing in 1993, Paterson‟s
Curse was a “proclaimed noxious” weed – the highest control level under the “Vermin and Noxious Weed Act 1958”. Landholders (and
other land managers) were required to control Paterson‟s Curse but it
was one of the few weeds where financial assistance was available for
control measures (Parsons 1981). Within Victoria generally, Paterson‟s
Curse was particularly densely spread in NE Victoria (see Figure 3)
where control measures are complicated by proximity to New South
Wales and the fact NSW does not consider it a major weed threat and
does not enforce control measures (Parsons 1981).
Figure 3: Distribution of Paterson’s Curse – 1981

Source: Parsons 1981

As illustrated in Figure 4, the Goulburn Broken and Ovens and
upper Murray River catchments still contain the highest densities of
Paterson‟s Curse in Victoria. During the period OBH was operational,
Victorian pest plant control legislation certainly supported targeting
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Paterson‟s Curse as a priority weed for an innovative weed control
program.
Figure 4: Distribution of Paterson’s Curse – 2002

Source: DSE Melbourne

In 1997 Paterson‟s Curse was reclassified as only a “Regionally
Controlled” weed in all Victorian regions except for the Mallee – where it
was only categorised as a “Restricted” weed (Faithful & McLaren 2004).
This revised classification is the lowest among the three levels of weed
control and redefined Paterson‟s Curse status to a widespread weed
that landholders must take “all reasonable steps” to control (Faithful &
McLaren 2004).

It is possible that this change in status from a

“proclaimed” to a “regionally controlled” weed contributed to the
Department

of

Conservation

and

Natural

Resources

(DCNR)

subsequent diminished interest in continuing the OBH program.
3.3.2 Enforcement
From 1922 there were 92 district weed inspectors employed who
physically inspected private property and if noxious weeds were found
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would advise landholders on the control measures required. If no action
by the landholder was forthcoming, the inspector could issue a notice to
“destroy and suppress” requiring individual private property owners to
control noxious weeds on their land within 14 days (Parsons, 1981). If
the individual refused or failed to act, two courses of action were open to
the authorities:
1. the landholder could be brought before a court and if convicted,
fined, and/or,
2. the work crew (employed by DCNR and its predecessors, who
controlled noxious weeds on Crown land and under certain
conditions, were utilized for weed control on private land) could
enter the property, do control work, and charge the cost to the
owner - if no payment is forth coming, a lien was taken out on the
title (Parsons 1981).
If the weed was so well established on a property that its control
would create financial hardship, there was provision for the owner to
establish a “zone” or control area – approximately 20m - around the
boundary of the property. There was a requirement that the width of this
control “zone” was to be increased annually (Parsons 1981). These
enforcement provisions remain in existence but in practice the situation
seldom progresses beyond the “destroy and suppress” notice.

The

weed inspectors remaining with CF&L were retagged as LPO with
broader responsibilities in 1984 and contractors were gradually
substituted for work crews starting in 1987 (Evans, B. 2009, pers.
comm., 5 September)
Serious pest plant enforcement activities (including Paterson‟s
Curse) by the staff of DSE predecessors had apparently declined in NE
Victoria following 1984, but labour and equipment shortages during
World War 2 have been suggested as the critical factors in the spread
of the plant (Parsons 1981). The change in landholder demographics
(more lifestyle landholders), concern over possible legal difficulties
related to chemical applications, the downsizing of departmental work
crews (particularly for weed control), and difficulties with achieving
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prosecutions for non-compliance, were some of the reasons for the
decline in enforcement efforts offered by the interviewees involved in
this research and the OBH review (Oates 1995).
Another reason for the reduced enforcement effort was that LPO
attitudes towards enforcement varied from supportive to unenthusiastic
across the regions and within a region.

For example, I had an

experience while working as a Landcare coordinator in the early 1990‟s
where the local LPO said that he personally found it difficult to
implement DCNR‟s enforcement regulations when weed control was not
being carried out on nearby Crown land. During a subsequent meeting
with other LPOs from the same region, several enthusiastically
compared the number of weed control notices they had recently issued.
Given the difficulties with enforcement already mentioned it is not
surprising that some LPO were less inclined to rigorously enforce weed
control regulations, even if they supported enforcement activities in
principle.

Apparently recognizing the difficulties inherent with this

situation, the Department of Natural Resources & Environment (DNRE)
– the successor to DCNR - appointed a “compliance officer” in June
2001 specifically to assist LPOs with enforcement efforts (Walton I.
2001, pers. comm. 1 July).

3.4 Paterson’s Curse and the OBH program
The Victorian rural community maintains a lively interest in the
weeds issue.

The Victoria Farmers Federation (VFF) reported that

correspondence on general weed issues outnumbers correspondence
on all other issues three to one (Lobban, I. 2001, pers. comm. 9
September). On the VFF‟s part, in 1993 the general feeling was that the
shotgun approach to weed management was not working. At this stage,
Paterson‟s Curse was not a serious problem in all regions of Victoria but
due to its growth habits and adaptability the VFF was concerned it could
become established across the state, justifying the emphasis on a
control campaign (Oates 1995).
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Photo 2: Typical NE Victoria hill country infested with Paterson’s
Curse in flower

Photo: DSE Melbourne

During 1992, DCNR‟s acting Director of Pest Plants visited NE
Victoria for a speaking engagement and toured the Kiewa Valley where
Paterson‟s Curse was highly visible on the surrounding hills (see photo
2). Landholders expressed their concern at the possible spread of the
weed and indicated increased efforts to control it were critical to their
long-term future and the environmental health of the Kiewa Valley.
Because of the Director‟s previous experience with community
education, a program was developed that focussed on community
engagement through the employment of independent facilitators working
with landholders. Another innovation was to have joint management
between the VFF and the agencies – DCNR and DAV, via a joint
steering committee. These actions alleviated some of the institutional
impediments to the use of adaptive management listed in Table one.
The Director also had strong links with Keith Turnbull Research Institute
(KTRI) which was importing patto biological control agents at the time
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(KTRI 2001).

The release of these agents via the OBH program

presented another opportunity for adaptive management.
Recognizing the potential for funding through Landcare, a
submission was made to the National Landcare Program (NLP – pre
NHT) to employ the two part-time (2 days per week) facilitators – one to
operate in the Goulburn Broken (GB) region and one in North East
Victoria region (NE). The VFF received and managed the NLP funds as
funding was only available to community groups. Initial NLP funding
was for three years ($50,000 annually) and was extended for another
year, completing operations in 1997 (Patrick, R. 2001, pers. comm. 4
April).

DCNR and DAV provided in-kind support (estimated to be

$50,000 annually), principally in the form of 25% time fractions of
variously assigned personnel to assist the program (Patrick, R. 2001,
pers. comm. 4 April). The VFF provided similar in-kind administrative
support over the life span of OBH but this was not quantified (Lobban, I.
2009, pers. comm. 5 September). The iconic title “Operation Blue Hills”
was proposed and adopted to aid in marketing the weed program
according to several interviewees.
The OBH operational budget was basically limited to the
facilitators‟ salaries and on-costs.

Their initial activities were public

relations (media exposure), educational (school visits) and promotional
type activities (shopping centres information displays). There was also
an intention to increase the engagement of local government and
Landcare groups on weed issues (Shelley, M. 2002 pers. comm. 12
September).

As OBH progressed the facilitators had more direct

contact with individual landholders and the frequent OBH steering
committee meetings required a large time commitment.
As mentioned in Chapter 1, a formal, independent review was
completed in 1995 to assess the performance of OBH and make
recommendations for program improvements and future actions.

In

summary, the 1995 review was based on information from:
telephone interviews with 54 landholders, 13 steering committee
members and 6 DCNR and DAV staff,
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two discussion groups with landholders (15 GB and NE
landholders),
a discussion group with 15 Landcare coordinators from the
Ovens Landcare Network,
a discussion group with 13 DCNR and DAV extension staff, and
interviews with three spraying contractors and three retail
chemical outlets.
The review concluded that OBH was a “very successful awareness
program” which had consequentially created a large demand for
additional resources (Oates 1995).
Oates (1995) also provided some examples of general lessons to
be learned from OBH to use in future program planning, including that:
one year may be sufficient to raise awareness,
the program should target strategic areas and needs for
awareness and educational aspects (i.e. priority areas without
adequate DCNR resources and/or areas where weed control
activities would have a realistic impact),
employing facilitators two days a week was not sufficient for the
program to succeed and staff needed more direction and support,
and.
including another seasonal weed may increase the program
benefits.

3.5 Summary
OBH contained elements that could enable adaptive management
and therefore could assist in answering the key questions. Its regional
scale made it a good candidate for an adaptive management program
(Handmer, Nortor & Dovers 2001).

Its management structure with

extensive citizen-agency interactions made OBH ideally suited for an
adaptive management process (Stankey 1999).

OBH had an

“institutional champion” in the form of the DNCR acting Director of Pest
Plants – alleviating an important institutional constraint of lack of
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leadership (Gilmour, Walkerden, & Scandol 1999; Stankey 2003). The
commission of a review during its lifetime provided a critical opportunity
for learning – an essential for adaptive management (Salafsky &
Margolius 2001).

OBH also possessed the ability to incorporate

learning from the scientific experiments (the release of biological control
agents) due to linkage to KTRI. In Chapter 4 the methodology of the
examination of OBH is detailed.
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Chapter 4: Methodology
4.1 Introduction
Before commencing this research I casually observed that
departmental-led NRM programs in the period prior to OBH, compared
to those operating during the period following it, had changed
significantly in a number of ways. OBH was an example of a regionalscale

program

attempting

to

address

a

nationally

significant

environmental issue, to a large extent, through extensive citizen
engagement. After I became familiar with adaptive management theory,
it seemed logical to investigate the connection between it and OBH. To
me OBH was an ideal program to construct a case study to examine the
use of adaptive management theory, to test and provide answers to the
following key questions.
Was adaptive management implemented as part of OBH?
To what extent has this regional experience influenced pest plant
policy making in Victoria?
What lessons can be taken from this case study about the
appropriate use of adaptive management and ways to enhance
its implementation?

4.2 Why a case study approach
A case study approach had attractions when examining the
interrelationship between regional NRM, policy making and adaptive
management theory.

Indeed the use of case studies is often the

preferred method in much of the research literature examining whether
adaptive management actually occurred (Allan & Curtis 2003b;
Gunderson, Holling & Light 1995; Fisher 2001). Gunderson, Holling and
Light in 1995 presented six cases, one Canadian, four North American,
and one Northern European, examining the implementation of adaptive
management at a regional scale. Fisher (2001) did the same for three
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regional areas – two in Asia and one in Northern Australia, while Allan
and Curtis examined another regional Australian case in 2003. Using
these cases the researchers‟ goals were to extend and test adaptive
management theory in dealing with NRM issues. All of the researchers
had personal experience and expertise in a specific NRM management
program that was the subject of the regional case. In all cases there
was an examination of the role institutions played in NRM.
Among the virtues of the case study usage are that it suits the
examination of change over time (Orum 1991) and “… offers
comparative analysis, identifies practical implications and offers
significant lessons for successful programs.” (Uphoff et al 1998, p.10).
Another attraction was,
Case studies are the preferred strategy when „how and why‟
questions are being posed, when the investigator has little control
over events, and when focus is on a contemporary phenomenon
with some real-life context (Yin 1994, p.1).
I have used the definition of a case study provided by Orum in
1991 as a template for this research.
A case study is an in-depth, multifaceted investigation, using
qualitative research methods, of a single social phenomenon.
The study is conducted in great detail and often relies on several
data sources. (Orum 1991, p.2).
The definition also lent itself to combining personal experience and
interviewing with evidence from the review documents to provide the
required multiple sources of evidence – another characteristic of case
studies (Crosthwaite, MacLeod & Malcolm 1997).

4.3 Why the OBH was a useful case study
With much of NRM policy making being made by bureaucracies,
the use of the OBH case study provided an opportunity to explore indepth their decision making processes. As Sjoberg et al. suggested in
1991, theoretical advances in the study of bureaucratic decision making
must make use of in-depth case studies that partially rely on intensive
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interviews. Along with the issue of decision making, the value of case
studies is in examining organizational deviance (the role of those who
seek change) and the information being conveyed by the bureaucracy.
Since OBH was largely conceived and managed by an outside
bureaucrat with independent facilitators and by various partners (see
section 3.4) it provides an ideal opportunity to examine these issues.
We know little about the “multiple languages” that are employed
in modern bureaucratic settings-where for instance, the “in group”
may understand what is being said, but the “out group” (who may
also be present) has no grasp of the multiple levels of social
reality that are being communicated. (Sjoberg et al. 1991, p. 53).
OBH was concerned with controlling a major weed and given the
previously mentioned seriousness of “weed‟ issues (section 2.2.4), the
selection it as the case study made it an „instrumental case‟ where a
particular case is examined to provide insight into an issue or refinement
of theory (Stake 1994).

Since Victoria (and the Australian states in

general) operates numerous pest plant programs there is clearly an
opportunity to learn from a case dealing with that issue. Indeed Parson
and Clark (1995) observed that recent case studies on policy change
had focused on learning as a key under-addressed issue and OBH
offers an opportunity for this.
PPA policy has changed slowly in Victoria (see section 2.2.5) and
one of the virtues of the case study approach is that it suits examination
of changes over time (Orum 1991).

Since OBH exceeded the typical

PPA three year operational period, the lengthened time frame had more
appeal.

OBH also offered a substantial operational departure from

previous PPA programs in Victoria and “Dynamic processes and change
are also characteristics which can be explored by the case study
method in ways that other techniques either cannot or do so poorly.”
(Crosthwaite, MacLeod & Malcolm 1997, p.4).

OBH reviews were

mentioned in section 3.4 and the 1995 review had provided 30 specific
recommendations for improving the program (Oates 1995) that could
possibly contain evidence of adaptive management. OBH was used as
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a case study again in a 2004 departmental review of Victorian weed
management programs.

The existence of these reviews meant that

using these documents it was possible to explore the OBH experience
on the implementation of adaptive management over the passage of
time.
My knowledge of NRM in the state, the regional NRM context and
the OBH program gave me some confidence that I could identify and
access key informants and successfully interpret the available data.
Practical considerations of proximity and interviewee availability were
important as well, since I live in NE Victoria where OBH operated.
Fortunately most of OBH‟s main participants were available within the
region at various times during the research.

4.4 How to do case studies
Following the approach suggested by Yin (1994) and Orum
(1991), I used multiple sources of evidence in constructing my OBH
case study (Figure 5).

The principal data gathering tools were key

informant interviews and a document review. Interviewing was also
useful to gather additional information about the OBH program that was
unavailable in written form due to the impossibility of locating it or its
non-existence.
Interviewing a range of people involved with OBH was critical
given that the key program personnel were working within a
bureaucracy. As Sjoberg cautioned, “Any appraisal of the decisionmaking process [by bureaucratic elites] requires that sociologists have
access to multiple perspectives on what has occurred.” (Sjoberg et al.
1991, p.56). Rossman & Rallis (2003) also emphasised the value of
interviews in constructing case studies, noting that the rich, thick
description provided assists researchers develop understandings that
are often applicable beyond the particular case study.
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Figure 5: Convergence of multiple sources of OBH evidence
2 OBH
Review
Documents

The
OBH
CASE
STUDY
Personal
Experience

13 OBH
Semistructured
Interviews

(Based on Yin 1994, p. 93)

4.5 Data collection and analysis.
4.5.1 Semi-structured Interviews
Key informant interviews were undertaken with the same set of
questions using a semi-structured approach. This approach provides
some direction but allows the interviewee to respond with an openended comment (Fontana & Frey 1994). The semi-structured approach
also keeps the dialogue within the research framework but is flexible
enough for the interviewee to put her own interpretation on events
(Rossman & Rallis 2003). Semi-structured interviews are also useful
when the research goal is to understand behaviour (Fontana & Frey
2005). I also had a personal preference for semi-structured interviews
rather than an open-ended conversation because working with a
schedule kept me „on track‟ while exploring the interviewees‟
interpretation of events. The interview schedule is presented in the Box
on page 58.
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OBH interview Schedule
Operation Blue Hills
1. What was “Blue Hills” trying to achieve?
2. Who came up with the idea for “Operation Blue Hills”?
3. Who were the major stakeholders?
4. What was the prime motivation for “Blue Hills” in your opinion?
5. What was your personal involvement in “Blue Hills”?
6. Was “Blue Hills” a new approach to weed control in the region?
7. What was different about the operation of the program?
8. What monitoring and evaluation (M&E) measures were put into place
prior to and during the program?
9. Did the program change its focus during its operation? Why?
10. Were the results of the M&E activities on “Blue Hills” transmitted to the
stakeholders? How?
11. Did the results from “Blue Hills” change the operation of subsequent
weed control programs in the region/state? Example?
Recommendations:
Among the 30 recommendations by the Operation Blue Hills Review were 6
(reproduced on the next page) that were either considered urgent or proposed
major changes in weed control policy. Comment on whether they were
implemented or not and the reasons as to why or why not this was the case.
Who decided the recommendations would be implemented?
Adaptive Management:
The statement below describes Adaptive Management (AM).
Management interventions are made as an experiment so the
outcome can be used to reduce uncertainty about the natural system.
Sufficient monitoring prior to and during the intervention enables
managers to learn from past experiences.
Management interventions are then refined, based on feedback to
managers, communities and other constituencies.
1.
2.
3.
4.

Is AM a “good” method to approach NRM issues?
Do you think “Operation Blue Hills” is an example of AM?
Can regions practice AM?
Which institution is best placed to practice AM?
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4.5.2 Interview schedule
A set of interview questions was designed after examining the
“Review of Operation Blue Hills” (Oates 1995) which was conducted
after three years of patto growing seasons. Data from the completed
interviews would assist in answering the key research questions. The
initial questions were to determine the interviewees‟ perception of their
role in the OBH program as well as establishing a relaxed context since
we would be discussing the program aspect they would be most familiar
with (refer to Box p.58 for the interview schedule).

The 1995 OBH

Review also contained a list of the OBH program steering committee
members which was useful in selecting interviewees.
After examining the 30 specific recommendations in the 1995
OBH Review, I identified six recommendations (examined in detail in
Chapter 5) which proposed changes or improved procedures to the
OBH program. Data concerning these recommendations would assist
the exploration of the key questions, if the interviewees thought adaptive
management had occurred in OBH and the extent that regional
experience had shaped NRM policy. Interviewees were therefore asked
about their knowledge of the extent that the six recommendations had
been implemented and the reasons as to why this had or had not
happened. Obviously it is not necessary for the recommendations to be
adopted for lessons to be learnt and evidence was given in the reviews
and the interviews about learning from the OBH experience.
There was a possibility that the interviewees‟ memories of OBH
may have faded over time and they would have difficulty recalling
program details. My experience during the interviews was that this was
not an issue, partly because OBH was such an important, high profile
program. I also provided informants with an information sheet and
interview schedule prior to the interview date. My experience with the
interviews also suggested that sufficient time had elapsed since OBH for
the interviewees to be able to form an opinion about the program‟s
influence on Victorian pest plant policy. The elapsed time also seemed
to have allowed a certain amount of self-reflection and considered
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judgement about the program that might have been missing from the
assessment of a more recent program.
4.5.3 Interviewee selection process
The “Review of Operation Blue Hills” (Oates 1995) listed 26
steering committee members - which was a useful starting point in
selecting interviewees. The original intention was to interview most of
the OBH steering committee, some farmer participants and the Minister
for the DCNR at the time OBH operated. However, my initial inquiries
during the two pilot interviews (with former members of the OBH
steering committee) revealed that only a small number of the steering
committee members had substantial input into the program and could
be considered key informants.

Therefore I limited the number of

additional steering committee interviewees to the two co-chairmen (one
from DCNR and one from the VFF), and one DCNR line manager who
had a major role in the latter OBH stages.
There seemed to be little benefit in interviewing farmer
participants because I could not identify any with knowledge of the
program beyond their contact with it as a landholder. However both
facilitators and the VFF representative were also regional landholders
and had extensive contact with landholders therefore could provide the
landholder‟s OBH experience. Unfortunately the former DCNR Minister
could not be interviewed due to his ill-health but the former DCNR PPA
manager was available. The 1995 OBH review identified the facilitators
who managed the liaison between the public, the VFF and DNRE and
who effectively managed the OBH day-to-day operations. I was able to
arrange interviews with these key personnel – one each from the two
operational sub-regions.
OBH covered a large, diverse geographic region with six major
river catchments so the remaining five interviewees were also selected
to reflect the broad geographic representation (the GBCMA and NECMA
areas). The intention was to examine whether there were significant
differences in the OBH experience across the region and if so, why?
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Another selection factor was to choose interviewees who provided a
wide range of experience with OBH during its genesis, day-to-day
operation and the post-OBH situation. Those selected included former
DNRE personnel, ranging from those who had performed various
managerial roles to LPO (rebadged as Catchment Management Officer
[CMO] during the reorganisation of DNRE to DSE) who implemented the
on-ground aspects of the program. Finally a range of interviewees who
had involvement over the life of OBH, including two who are presently
involved in DSE PPA programs, were selected. Table 2 provides a
summary of the interviewees‟ role (in OBH or its aftermath), their
organisational affiliation, what stage of OBH they were active and their
operation area.
Table 2: Interviewees’ OBH role, organisational affiliation, stage of
OBH involvement and sub-region operational area
Role
Organisation
Stage
Sub-region
State PPA
manager
OBH Co-chair
OBH Co-chair
LPO manager &
Steering Com.
LPO manager &
Steering Com.
Steering Com.
Facilitator
Facilitator
Regional PPA
manager
Agronomist
LPO
CMO
REP (weed
mapper)

DCNR

Initial 2 years

both

DCNR
VFF
DCNR

all
all
last 3 years

both
both
GB

DCNR

all

NE

DCNR
none
none
DSE

last 2 years
all
all
all (in another
DCNR position)
last 3 years
all
post OBH
post OBH

GB
NE
GB
both

DPI
DCNR
DSE
DSE contract

both
both
NE
NE

4.5.4 Interviews and transcribing
Initially I did two pilot interviews with DSE personnel who were on
the OBH steering committee. These pilot interviews fulfilled multiple
roles; identifying the major policy actors, testing the interview schedule
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and refining my interview techniques. The use of pilots interviews also
allowed me to ensure the element of “critical reflexivity” - the scrutiny of
the self as a researcher and of the research process - was being
employed (Dowling 2000). For example one of the pilot interviewees
commented that it would have been useful to provide the interview
questions prior to the interview to refresh his memory of OBH.

On

reflection I agreed, and all subsequent interviewees were sent the
questions preceding the interview. This appeared to have the desired
memory-jogging effect while retaining the ability to further explore
unexpected issues due to the semi-structured nature of the interview
process.
As far as possible the interviews were conducted at the
interviewee‟s own homes/workplaces and at a time that was convenient
to them. These choices were made to encourage as much as possible
a “confessional style” where unexpected insights could be explored and
the interviewees would be relaxed in familiar settings (Fontana & Frey
2005).

All interviews were audio taped with the informant‟s written

consent, the pro forma copy which is included as Appendix 2. The
length of the interviews varied from 30 minutes to 90 minutes, generally
depending upon the individuals‟ level of involvement with OBH.
For the initial pilot interviews I used a retired typist to transcribe
the audio tape but since she was unfamiliar with the NRM jargon I had
to redo the transcript completely.

For the second pilot I did the

transcript myself which solved the jargon problem but proved to be very
time consuming.

Listening to and reading the pilot interview

transcriptions enabled me to examine whether the interviews (the
questions and method of conducting an interview) was offering the
“opportunity to learn” (Stake 2005, p. 451). The pilots did alert me to a
potentially serious bias problem of “the leading question” (Shank 2002,
p. 46) where I would anticipate a response I expected to hear to a
question before the interviewee could respond fully in their own words.
Needless to say I became more conscious of this tendency and
improved my interview skills.
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For the remaining interviews (except for the last two) I used a
legal firm who had extensive experience with other CSU NRM
researchers transcribing audio tapes for reports.

Although this was

expensive they produced a Microsoft Word document from each audio
tape using a „conversational‟ style (pauses, indicating laughter, etc.). I
would print a hard copy and review it while listening to the audio tape to
ensure any misunderstandings were corrected. This process enabled
me to get a “feel” for the data as well as review my performance as an
interviewer.
4.5.5 Researcher bias
Many examples in the qualitative literature state it is necessary to
safeguard against bias and offer techniques to avoid and overcome it
(Huberman & Miles 1994; Shank 2002; Yin 1994). Having previous
experience with interviews while completing my Masters in Education I
was well aware of the Hawthorne effect - the tendency of subjects to
alter their behaviour [answers] when they know they are being observed
[recorded].

In fact one of the interviewees commented during the

course of the interview about who would listen to the tape recording –
possibly meaning the undesirability of some comments being circulated
widely.

Undoubtedly the ethical assurances given by CSU and I

contained in the Information Statement (Appendix 1) assisted in
alleviating some possible angst by participants.
Some possible bias could have been compounded by the fact
that I knew and had professional dealings with several of the OBH
participants – some during and after its operational life. This possible
tendency to modify answers to avoid repercussions may always affect
some interviewee responses but, as an aside, four of the DNRE
interviewees had left the organization prior to the interviews. However I
determined I would interview several individuals from the Goulburn
Broken Catchment (being unknown to me at the time) to avoid the
“personal regard” factor that might contribute to bias (Huberman & Miles
1994; Yin 1994). Of course it is difficult to determine what factors may
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influence interviewee‟s answers but they may just as well be positive as
negative.
4.5.6 Triangulation and analysis
Another common technique to avoid researcher bias is
“Triangulation”; generally considered a process of using multiple
sources of data to assist in verifying an observation or interpretation
(Stake 1994).

My informants were deliberately selected to reflect a

range of stakeholder perspectives and in most instances, there was
more than one informant in each category. The multiple views from the
interviewees provided conflicting data at times and the use of the
documents and my own experience helped my analysis to resolve these
apparent contradictions. As mentioned, the 1995 Oates Review of
“Operation Blue Hills” provided an excellent source of data and assisted
with triangulation in some instances.
The Review aimed “…to assess the effectiveness of this
community-based approach in raising awareness of Paterson‟s Curse
and the degree to which awareness had led to action” (Oates 1995, p.
1).

This review provided a set of recommendations that provided a

framework to assess whether adaptive management was occurring. The
other

valuable

document

was

the

Draft

“Weed

Management

Background Paper” prepared by the Strategic Policy Division and
Catchment and Agricultural Services of DPI in 2004 (DPI 2004). This
paper was a DSE discussion brief which contained case studies using
OBH and the Serrated Tussock (ST) programs. The paper provided
background information about program challenges for the working
parties, program achievements, and reasons for success/failure and
lessons that could inform future weed programs (DPI 2004).

Both

documents were primarily used in analyses exploring whether OBH
involved adaptive management. .
In addition I had some involvement with the OBH program as a
Landcare coordinator in NE Victoria during 1992 and later towards the
end of the program from 1995 to1997. My personal experience with
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OBH provided additional insights and another form of triangulation.. For
example, in 1992 I attended a departmental field day that aimed to
obtain community input into the selection of new spraying equipment
and accessories to be utilized for Paterson‟s Curse control. In 1995-96 I
also participated in the local release of biological control agents and
trialling of new chemicals for the control of Paterson‟s Curse – often
acting as a defacto OBH extension officer with landholders. Throughout
those periods I had numerous opportunities to closely observe how the
CMO‟s implemented OBH as well as the program‟s operation and
impact within the region. Importantly, my experience with OBH provided
me with the technical jargon and experience with institutional
operational methods which facilitated interviewing (Fontana & Frey
2005).
4.5.7 Coding the interviews
Some preliminary analysis was undertaken during the pilot
interviews to test methods of coding the data. Obviously the research
findings must be grounded in the data and it is necessary to find themes
to cut across the data (Huberman & Miles 1994). Initially I coded the
pilot interview transcripts using manifest content analysis - recording the
number of times a word is mentioned then re-reading the transcript to
discover the context and meaning (Dunn 2000).
Once the individual interview transcription was complete, serious
data analysis began, although I found using manifest content analysis
very time consuming. After a two day training course I commenced
coding using NVivo - a computer product especially designed to code
and organize qualitative data (Richards, 1999).

All transcripts were

entered into NVivo and coded by identifying topics of interest (see
example Figure 6). NVivo also presented the passage surrounding the
topic so context could be explored and occasionally I would re-listen to
the relevant tape portion if it would clarify my understanding.
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Figure 6: Coding the OBH interviews – VFF example
Inter 4:
No, I don‟t know it was that, I think it was just that status that weeds had.
And the funding of the weeds, the resourcing, I don‟t think it was seen as
glamorous, it is a negative thing, you‟re putting money into a negative
outcome if you like. So we, what started to turn around, it helped that I was
on the Murray Darling Basin working committees and on the funding, and
very active on the interstate working groups. So, it pushed it along at that
level, but had to do a lot of work on it, but then we had the VFF right behind
us and the VFF were locked in partnership. We had the launch; I think that in
looking back sequentially we had, I think, identified our project officers to part
time officers that were really on about that behavioural awareness change
management, a lot of the facilitator model you‟ve seen since…

Topics code:
VFF – partnership, locked in
Weed program – not glamorous, low status, a negative, funding
sources & difficulties
Facilitator – model, behavioural change, awareness
NVivo quickly demonstrated its utility since it could review all the
interview documents and organize data that can be analysed for
meaning.

For example, from personal experience, document review

and coding the transcripts I determined that the facilitators were a
critical component of OBH operations (see section 4.5.8 for a complete
list of themes). So using the topic “Facilitator‟s role” NVivo produced a
list of 35 passages from seven different interviewees containing the
topic code word “facilitator”.

These passages were examined for

meaning and a tree - a group of logical relationships (Richards, 1999) was constructed (see example Figure 7).
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Figure 7: The “Facilitator’s role” tree
Facilitator‟s
role

OBH glue

No links with
DCNR staff

Competition
with DCNR
staff

Conflict with
DCNR staff

A model, 1st of
a kind

Behavioural
change

Coordinated
efforts

Outside the
tent

Threat to job

Staff niggles

Skilled
outsider

Awareness
focus

The interview schedule was structured to provide data that would
explore the key questions; however themes were often mentioned within
a number of answers to different questions.

In addition, the

interviewees often provided comments that were related to topics and
themes mentioned previously or elaborated on those mentioned by
another interviewee. Within some topics, various themes emerged but
the topics and themes influenced and over-lapped other topics and
themes. Therefore a memo was attached to items in order to group
them as seen in Figure 7 where “Conflict” was mentioned and could be
linked by grouping data into another theme (Richards, 1999).
The interview transcripts contained references to many themes
but in constructing this case I decided not to include them if a theme
was only evident in the data from one interview. This is recommended
practice in qualitative data analysis where collaboration, verification and
alternative meanings of themes are desired (Huberman & Miles 1994).
These methods allow data to be examined and linked in depth,
allowing the researcher to examine the plausibility of ideas, then cluster
the ideas to make metaphors, making contrasts or comparisons, and
partition the variables – all necessary for rigorous interview coding
(Kvale 1996). This level of coding made figuring out the theoretical and
policy implications of the data much quicker and more rigorous,
grouping themes and establishing links. Once coding was complete the
research objectives could be met by following the dictum, “Then seek
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out the broader significance by asking if our data supports, modifies, or
contradicts an existing theory or policy.” (Rubin & Rubin 1995, p 229).
4.5.8 Themes derived from the data
There were some themes involving OBH operation that I
anticipated would be important from my personal experience with the
program. There were several that would emerge from the examination
of the literature and many themes simply emerged from the interview
data itself. The themes that emerged enhanced my understanding of
the complexities and undercurrents that influence the use of adaptive
management in NRM programs and the influence of program
experience on policies (particularly weed ones). Table 3 contains all
themes and indicates their source and in some cases their overlapping
sources.
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Table 3: Themes from personal experience, literature review and
linkages to OBH interview data
Themes
linked to
Actions
Stakeholders
Weeds
Facilitator role
Conflict
Implementation

Bureaucracy

Leadership
Media
Partnerships
Program
continuity
Program
longevity
Funding

Monitoring and
Evaluation

community awareness (all); how to manage weed management
(2&3); prevent, eradicate and contain patto (1&3); got railroaded (3);
recommendations (3); behaviour change (3); TBL (3)
wide range (all); commitment (2&3); few key players (3); didn‟t know
their role (3); limited ownership (3)
community expectations (all); generate most complaints (all); create
strong emotions (all); not glamorous (all); political pitfalls (all);
poor funding history (3); no champions (3);
Glue (2&3); no linkage with staff (3); competition with staff (3);
conflict with staff (1&3); role confusion (3); a model (1&3);
st
1 of a kind (1&3); resource use (3); records (3); less threatening (3)
pre-existing (all); culture change (2&3); enforcement (2&3); staff and
facilitators (3); protect staff (3); steering com meetings (3)
poor (all); staff on board (all); performance personalities (all);
fabulous facilitators (2&3); discontinuity (2&3); culture change (2&3);
staff out of the loop (2&3); defensive dinosaurs (3);
silos (all); culture (all); inertia (all); agendas (all); empire builders
(all); turf protection (all); dept status (2&3); jurisdiction issues (2&3);
corporate responsibilities (2&3); deviance (2&3); multiple languages
(2&3); partnership value (1&3); resistance (3);
lack (all); effective (2&3); position of power (1&3); community driven
(3): political pressure (3); loss (3); partners (3)
community awareness (all); issue attention cycle (all), need (2&3),
stunts (1&3); launch (3); biological control agents (3)
Collaboration (2&3); VFF & DCNR (1&3); KTRI (3); leadership (3)
Loss of facilitators (1&3); staff changes (3); implementation (3);
strategic focus (3)
issue attention cycle (all), too short (2&3); great expectations (3);
social changes (3); political pressure (3); strategic focus (3)
limits (all); DCNR downsizing (all); NLP (Commonwealth) (2&3);
shrinking (2&3), regional allocation (2&3); capacity to pay (2&3);
traditional pathways (2&3); corporate responsibilities (2&3); VFF (3);
poor for weeds (3); on-ground (3)
biological control agents (all); outputs reporting (2&3); feedback
loops (2&3); informal (2&3); weakness (2&3); facilitator records (3);
review value (2&3); training (2&3); better technology (3)

Note: numbers following theme denote source (i.e. 1= personal experience, 2 =
literature review, 3= interview data)
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4.6 Presentation of data
4.6.1 Vignettes and quotations
I decided to construct a series of vignettes (Huberman & Miles
1994), using each to respond to my key questions in Chapter 5, 6 and 7.
Vignettes offer a method for simulating complex events, outcomes
and/or problems and are used to explore the interviewee‟s perceptions,
beliefs and attitudes (Huberman & Miles 1994). Each chapter deals with
a key question and basically the main headings follow the topics of the
1995 OBH Review recommendations in Chapter 5. In Chapter 6 and 7
the sub-headings are themes relating to the key questions. The themes
are elaborated upon through the use of verbatim quotations from the
interviewees and, in some cases from text in the two OBH program
review documents.

These quotations are presented in boxes in

conjunction with the explanation of the theme and comprise the
vignettes. In each case I have identified the quotation source as an
interview number or review document (e.g. Inter: 1, 2, etc.).

The

interview number has no meaning other than the order of computer files.
Where the quotation contained material which did not pertain to the
theme I have edited it indicating (…) to focus on the topic being
examined. Whenever a person‟s name or information was given that
might readily identify interviewees or other people, I have deleted it
using [XXX].

Occasionally where the meaning of a word or what it

related to was unclear I have added a clarification as [e.g. OBH].
Multiple quotations from the same interview (and there were many) on
any one theme have not been included in the boxes as a way of
ensuring some balance in the presentation of data from each interview.
I have attempted to include the quotation most relevant to the theme.
I have used the quotation version from the transcription as
transcribed after reviewing the interview tapes for accuracy. Generally a
comma means a pause in the conversation. In addition the false starts,
repetition and the personal expression of the interviewee were retained.
In an attempt to preserve the flavour of the spoken word, making the
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case more alive, I have also retaining interjections like laughter or
expressions like “Ah”.

Obviously no transcript can fully convey the

depth of human conversation but I believe that what is presented retains
a

conversational

tone

that

contributes

to

a

more

complete

understanding.
I acknowledge a level of subjectivity in the choice of topics,
themes and quotations, the minor editing, the interpretation of events
and the selection of interviewees. Despite the subjective choices I am
confident that this case reflects the meaning and feeling of the range of
people involved in the genesis, management and implementation of the
OBH program and the influence of the OBH experience on subsequent
programs. However I must mention one proviso contained in a quote
from one of the interviewees - that there are many versions of the same
reality.
Inter 10: Oh, look, it would be, and I imagine that what I‟m saying and
people like [XXX] would say, would be very different versions of the
same thing, and I‟m pretty sure of that.
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Chapter 5: The OBH case data
5.1 Introduction
The question, “What was “Blue Hills” trying to achieve?” was used as a
way to begin exploring the extent that OBH was intended to apply or
contribute to the application of adaptive management. In other words, I
was seeking to gather information that would enable me to respond to
the

first

key

research

question:

“Was

adaptive

management

implemented as part of OBH?
5.1.1 What was OBH trying to achieve?
According to departmental reviews (OBH 1995 & DPI 2004, Box 1
p.73) the primary purpose of OBH was to raise community awareness of
Paterson‟s Curse and to engage the community in Paterson‟s Curse
control.

My experience with community groups and evidence from

Interview 7 (Box 1 p.73) suggests that the aim of weed prevention,
containment and eradication were paramount with the community. The
distinction between eradication and containment was important since it
was recognised that completely eliminating patto was an unrealistic goal
in many heavily infested locations whereas containment assisted in
arresting the spread to neighbouring properties.

Containment by

“zoning” was also a long-standing DCNR policy for dealing with
instances where eradiation would cause financial hardship for
landholders (Parsons 1981).
There is evidence that the various stakeholders had different
views about the real purpose of OBH (Interview 4, 1, 7 & 8, Box 1 p.73).
Awareness is confirmed as the main OBH objective but the LPOs
(Interview 2 & 8, Box 1 p.73) certainly expected more commitment to
control measures, which appears to have waned as OBH progressed.
Although behavioural change via education (learning) appears to be
aimed at the community (Inter 4 & 1, Box 1 p.73), it would appear that
DCNR also

underwent

learning about how to manage weed

management (Interview 8, Box 1 p.73).
72

Although adaptive management was not mentioned by any
interviewee as an OBH objective it is possible that it was being
implemented during the course of OBH and responsible for some of the
program learning. However the lack of clarity about OBH‟s purpose did
not bode well for the implementation of adaptive management.
Box 1: The purpose of OBH
OBH 1995 review: The program has concentrated on raising awareness,
community education and encouraging greater efforts to control Paterson‟s Curse
in the Goulburn-Broken and North-East regions of Victoria.
DPI 2004 Weed Management Background Paper: The purpose of the program
was to raise community awareness specifically in regards to the management of
Paterson‟s Curse, and to;
Prevent the spread of Paterson‟s Curse into currently free areas in Victoria;
Eradicate small or new infestations of Paterson‟s Curse; and
Contain all large infestations, preventing spreading, with the aim of reducing
the density of the infestation
Inter 4: And the fundamental goal of this project, is that we‟re on about behaviour
change, it was an element of emotional blackmail.
Inter 1: …certainly the thrust as I understand it, was community awareness and it
never ceases to amaze me how we need to reinforce that community awareness.
Inter 2: …Well, initially, I would have thought the Blue Hills programme was going
to achieve a very high level of commitment from all people concerned with the
issue of Patterson‟s Curse control, and the Blue Hills tag changed, I thought, as it
went along, so what it set out to achieve initially certainly did not achieve that but
it probably achieved some of the awareness components of the programme.
Inter 7: number one, was to contain and, or to totally stop the spread and the
emergence of it into districts that were clean, so that, a priority had to be total
eradication of any those small new infestations . The second one was given that
there was virtually thousands of acres of it, and it would be unrealistic to go and
say that you are going to eradicate that overnight, so we said to totally contain
them, there should be buffers around them to stop it spreading from there onto
clean land, with the long term aim of gradual reduction of the density there.
Inter 8: It was trying to do lots of things for different people with different
organisations, …for the VFF you wanted to believe that it was going to eradicate
or reduce the amount of Patterson‟s Curse in the area….middle management with
the DCNR was trying to achieve a greater co-ordination of different people and
different environments and I think the LPOs were trying to co-ordinate in one
week at a certain time of year or throughout the year and trying to do a set
program and trying to reduce the weed infestation in their area at times… It was a
very new program for this area to ever happen, and when you look back at it, the
motivation was to address a weed that was out of control …but what it did for the
department in this area was to look at how they manage weed management and I
think Blue Hills did a bit of a turn around in that.
(Reminder note: all information in the boxes is direct quotations.)
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5.2 Was adaptive management implemented as part of
OBH?
To assist in answering this key question, a specific interview
question focussed on the topic of adaptive management. Interviewees
were provided with Holling‟s 1978 definition of adaptive management
(Box p.58) before the interviews. After the initial series of questions
exploring elements of OBH, interviewees were then asked, “Do you
think OBH is an example of adaptive management?” Given the diversity
of opinions, segments of every response have been included in the Box
2, p. 75. This data helped me assess the extent OBH included adaptive
management, the type of adaptive management implemented and the
extent that opportunities to implement adaptive management were
missed.
There was considerable ambivalence expressed by most of the
interviewees, indicating there was no definitive answer to this question.
Five interviewees (Interview 1, 2, 3, 7 & 11, Box 2) believed adaptive
management was implemented as part of OBH but their responses were
qualified and following further discussion, another interviewee (Interview
4, Box 2) appeared to indicate a qualified yes .
Holling‟s 1978 definition (see Box p.58) does not distinguish
between active and passive adaptive management.

However, the

interviewee responses suggest that active adaptive management was
not a feature of OBH, with one possible exception.
Four interviewees did not believe that any form of adaptive
management was implemented in OBH (Interview 5, 6, 10 & 13, Box 2)
and this group appeared more convinced of their position than the
interviewees with a more positive view about the implementation of
adaptive management. Another two interviewees (Interview 8 & 12, Box
2) said “yes” for the initial phases of OBH, but reversed their
assessment to “no” when they considered the program overall. Another
CMO interviewed was unsure of the meaning of the term and was not
familiar enough with the operation of OBH to respond to this question.
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Box 2: Was OBH an adaptive management example?
Inter 1: Yeah, I think…well, it could have even been thought of as an experiment.
Because it was quite a different approach to what had been done before.
Inter 2: I „spose, but it‟s more along the lines of having the ability as a manager to
accept other things, to think outside the arena.
Inter 3: I‟m employed part-time in a program mapping patto and other weeds.
Several of these OBH recommendations have been adopted, so yes.
Inter 4: It was actually looking at a particular issue, it was looking at the fact that we
were ineffective in our responses. It was actually reviewing the way we responded
to a particular issue. It‟s looking at that, trying to think of the acronym, situation
analysis and then sort of looking at what our current response is to that, no that‟s
not the way. Adopting a different approach, and then the key thing was if you‟re
looking at sort of one of the - and if you were now writing up indicators - it would be
engagement, how did you get people involved. Well, I think we actually achieved
that in the first instance.
Inter 5: No, no feedback loops existed. But new technology is making adaptive
management easier.
Inter 6: Probably not, but few programs are due to difficulties in monitoring success.
Staff were reluctant to enter necessary data for monitoring in a manual system.
Inter 7: I‟d have to say it was. I mean, when you look back, I can‟t see where
there‟s anything wrong, anything that we really did wrong, with Operation Blue Hills
as far as the establishment, and the way we ran it.
Inter 8: Initially, yes. At the end, I think the committee was still doing the same
things they were doing three years ago and … you had all this major reform
happening behind it and the programme was not adaptive management……
Inter 9: [post OBH] Can you describe adaptive management more, because we
don‟t use that term.
Inter 10: If they did, they never told anyone else (laughter). I think, I‟d have difficulty
in the true adaptive management sense saying that OBH was really doing that.
Inter 11: Yeah, I‟d say yes. But we didn‟t go in and sort of set it up with adaptive
management with that in mind. It‟s a weakness.
Inter 12: I think it created a change of attitude, but it wasn‟t structured enough,
probably it needs someone to take all that out, withdraw it from the programme and
set up something, and say well this is what happened and this is how it was done,
can it be implemented in your case, or what do you want to change out of it. I don‟t
think that there has been anything concrete put down.
Inter 13: No, it wasn‟t successful. In fact it has been held up as a poor example by
the public. Certainly the thrust was community awareness but its structure was
poor.

There is some relationship between a person‟s role in OBH and
their opinion of OBH as implementing adaptive management.

For

example, both OBH co-chairs (Interview 7 & 11, Box 2) believed OBH
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had implemented adaptive management - possibly as a result of
observing that managers, implementers and participants were learning
from feedback (i.e. passive adaptive management). However it was
acknowledged that OBH was not designed as an adaptive management
program (Interview 11, Box 2). The facilitators believed OBH initially
was an example of adaptive management but ultimately thought that if
they reviewed the life of the program that it was not underpinned by an
adaptive management approach.

Their response could possibly be

explained by the observation that some of the OBH steering committee
did not appear to be learning from the OBH operations (Interview 8, Box
2) and there was a lack of structure and recorded M&E assessments
(Interview 12, Box 2). Both regional LPO managers thought OBH was
not an adaptive management example (Interview 5 & 10, Box 2),
essentially because they thought there were monitoring deficiencies and
no feedback loops existed.

This assessment by these interviewees

suggests that the absence of effective M&E was a constraint affecting
the implementation of adaptive management. .Interviewee 6, Box 2
believed the lack of monitoring prevented adaptive management and
Interviewee 13, Box 2 appeared to assume that program success is
evidence of adaptive management - OBH was not successful –
therefore there was no adaptive management, which is not necessarily
the case.
In summary, there is evidence that there were problems with
M&E activities and feedback into the program was uneven or not
occurring. This could account for the assessment by those who felt
OBH was not an example of adaptive management. On the other hand,
it seems there is evidence from the interviewees‟ responses that the
OBH program was an example of adaptive management but there was
little evidence to determine the type of adaptive management involved.
The answer to the key question is not definitive from the responses to
this question and to achieve a more complete understanding other
evidence must be examined.
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5.3 The 1995 OBH Review recommendations
5.3.1 Introduction
As part of my search for evidence of adaptive management and for
insights into the factors constraining or enabling the implementation of
adaptive management, I examined progress with some of the
recommendations from the 1995 OBH Review.

Among the 30

recommendations there was a limited number of examples that I think
are instructive and inform the key question. In this section I explore
those recommendations to assess the extent adaptive management was
occurring in OBH, what constraints were involved, and

what

opportunities for adaptive management existed.
5.3.2 Biological control
Recommendation 2.
The Government explore, develop and implement all potential
methods of funding and support to fast track biological control
research as a sustainable long term approach to controlling
Paterson‟s Curse. (Oates 1995, p.35)
It was impossible to determine whether the government explored
and developed all potential methods of funding research into biological
control. However, there was evidence that the government supported
this type of research – at the Keith Turnbull Research Institute (KTRI)
(Interview 4 & 7, Box 3). Although the KTRI was involved in assessing
various biological control agents for Paterson‟s Curse prior to OBH,
(Faithful & McLaren 2004) field release had been delayed by an
injunction on the use of Paterson‟s Curse biological control agents
(Interview 7, Box 3).

OBH provided KTRI an opportunity for field

research and the subsequent trials and working group meetings to
monitor the research‟s progress provide important examples of
opportunities for adaptive management within OBH (see Interview 4 & 7,
Box 3).
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Box 3: Biological control
Inter 4: Some of the focus on the biotechnology was happening at KTRI, because
I managed that area as well, and we looked at the practice notes and just, and
look the meetings were fantastic, use to really enjoy the working group meetings
we use to have in Benalla. They were really dynamic.
Inter 7: So that side of it was good, the publicity, I mean we ran field days on
different properties, and we worked with KTRI, they were on our committee, and
that was the early stages of the new biological control, [with] the eight different
ones, probably it was during that time, or right at the start, where we started the
introduction of them.… I sort of worked through that injunction to get the okay to
be able to import those agents. So then I‟ve been, it was two or three years later
there was a hiccup and KTRI were already working on it because the go ahead
had been, but then it fitted in well with our program to be able to bring them out,
trial them and be able to get them straight out into the field where you had an
operational committee to oversee it and that, so we got them in Granya, and
Bethanga and Wodonga hills and later Euroa, and we had the sites, the places
where we were able to put them out and monitor, and I mean that was an
interesting exercise, but given that, I mean, and I put out a number of press
releases on it…
Inter 8: The media loved the biological control aspect that was developing at that
time, so there‟s a whole media look at that and also we did a few media stunts
with Captain Patto and Salvation Jane and all those sorts of things.
Inter 12: Yeah, and we don‟t have to do anything there, but the bio control is, I‟m
still involved in the sense that I‟ve got trial plots there, and I still keep very much in
contact with the KTRI people, and it‟s been quite successful.

The eight different control agents were trialled across numerous
sites in the two regions to test the control agent‟s survival, persistence
(by measuring breeding success) and their effectiveness for controlling
patto.

All the KTRI trial sites were in areas where no other control

measures were being undertaken due to terrain and high level of patto
infestation. A KTRI staff member, the local LPO and host landholder
would all be involved in the trials, setting up enclosures, monitoring the
agent‟s progress and its effect on the enclosed patto plants on the
individuals‟ property.

There were many more release sites than

mentioned by Interview 7 (perhaps unknown to some of the steering
committee or just not mentioned). For example, the Landcare groups I
worked with set up trial sites on three local NE properties in the Everton
Upper district for three different control agents that were not successful.
During 1995 a trial for a promising weevil (Mogulones larvatus) that
damaged the centre of the host plant – reducing its reproductive ability –
was initiated locally. Periodically the LPO, the host landholder and I
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would examine the fine mesh tent for the crown weevils‟ establishment
and effect upon the patto plants enclosed.

This trial proved to be

successful and the weevils harvested for use elsewhere.
Once the control agents had proved successful in the locality they
were harvested for release on other local properties. These releases
were monitored by KTRI, the local LPO and landholders for evidence of
the agent and its effect on patto infestations. Several local NE Landcare
groups were involved in this OBH activity that I was aware of. The local
property owners that participated in breeding continued with monitoring
of the spread and impact of the control agents on their properties. The
use of the biological control agents in conjunction with grazing
management was another aspect of trial design.

In some cases

evaluation continued long after OBH ended (Interview 12, Box 3).
Information gained from the establishment trials and the following
releases was used for subsequent patto management notes where the
crown weevil – first introduced in 1993 (the year OBH started) – was
found to be the most effective control agent, giving best control in nongrazed situations (Faithful & McLaren 2004). Although DSE technical
publications do not acknowledge OBH as the source of their field data, it
is reasonable to assume that much of it was drawn from the KTRI staff
research in conjunction with OBH participants and observations made
during OBH trials due to the publications‟ timing.

All the preceding

evidence points towards OBH engaging in management strategies that
were designed to facilitate scientific experiments: good examples of the
M&E necessary for learning how to implement adaptive management. It
is clear that the biological control trials and patto management notes
were also designed to provide feedback and learning for DCNR and
landholders whether they were OBH participants or not. As is explained
in the next two paragraphs, KTRI‟s biological control field research and
trials as part of OBH provides a powerful example of active adaptive
management occurring.
The KTRI testing, breeding and release program for biological
agents was also integrated with other aspects of OBH. It was useful in
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the successful media campaigns that OBH became synonymous with
(see Interview 7 & 8, Box 3). This integration of scientific input into OBH
was popular and effective and provided another learning opportunity for
members of the general public.

However, there was some concern

expressed by steering committee members about the possible overreliance on biological control methods and the extent that the existence
of biological control agents would be used as an excuse not to apply
other control methods (Box 4).
Box 4: Biological control - concern
Inter 7: …a biological control agent is good provided people understand it, but a
number of people used it for their, the way they wanted to, as an excuse not to do
work and that used to really frustrate me.
Inter 12: The other thing we, they tended to play it down a little bit because for
years people have been saying „oh yeah, we‟re not doing anything about patto
because they‟re going to get the biological control, going to get a bug that‟s going
to eat it up, and it‟s all going to go away, thank you very much‟. But we still felt,
they‟re still working on the bio control and I think it‟s got its place, but the
committee itself tended not to want to highlight that so much because you get
these people who say, we don‟t have to do anything there,

To

overcome

this concern,

the

use of

integrated

PPA

management - where biological control is only one of the control
methods - was promoted by OBH (Interview 4, Box 5). This approach
was supported and was highly recommended by KTRI 2001).

This

would indicate that OBH management moved beyond the identification
of a single best-bet practice - a common constraint to active adaptive
management (Stankey 2003) to deliberately test and later, promote, a
number of control strategies.

Grazing management strategies were

often best practice that had been promoted for a number of years
(Parsons 1981). However there were trials using chemical control in a
number of areas since the biological trial sites were chosen where it was
impossible to employ other methods (i.e. areas unsuitable for chemical
spraying or with limited grazing management options available). This
element of the integrated approach to control held out the possibility of
active adaptive management – and the OBH steering committee was
very active in pursuing these possibilities.
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5.3.3 Chemical control
Recommendation 7.
The registration of Igran and Agtryne be pursued as a matter of
urgency. The VFF and DCNR jointly lobby for immediate
registration (Oates 1995, p. 35)
Recommendation 8.
Trials be carried out to ascertain the most effective herbicide
rates, mixtures and timing for aerial spraying to control Paterson‟s
Curse (Oates 1995, p. 35)
These recommendations opened up the possibility of adaptive
management because of the focus on trialling options rather than simply
promoting a best-practice.

Spraying with herbicides was the

recommended DCNR practice for the control of patto where it was not
possible to cultivate the infested area (Parsons 1981).

Although

Parsons (1981) made specific recommendations for chemical control
(which continued to be used in spray-grazing situations locally), the
chemicals recommended had the potential to affect certain horticultural
crops which were increasing across the regions (Interview 12, Box 5).
Box 5: Chemical use
Inter 4: Whilst awareness raising was there, but also the focus on best
techniques, biological control, chemicals, impact, brought an understanding.
Inter 8: you know, the department was starting to get their fingers burnt about how
much do you actually make recommendations on because it is very much a weed
that, pastorally that can be just sprayed, and there was one very good product out
for that wasn‟t registered
Inter 12: When you talk about chemicals, the graziers are not big chemical users,
and that was another thing, a lot of people didn‟t know how to use chemicals,
were frightened of chemicals, and I must admit I was one of them, I don‟t like
using them, I really don‟t. The cropping boys were into it all the time, they just
about drink the stuff and, therefore, they were much more important people to the
chemical companies and the distributors themselves. So, yeah, we had, field
days were good in the sense that we got them to learn how to use the chemicals,
how to use the spray equipment, and all of those sort of things, because they‟re
just not something that they‟re big on. They couldn‟t recommend the chemicals
that I started using, because it wasn‟t a registered chemical, they couldn‟t
recommend that. Plus we‟ve now got a huge number of grapevines coming to the
area, and that‟s [chemical spraying] a very tricky one.
Inter 7: we came up with a lot of ideas, well you‟ve got this, which, you know, a
mandatory report which covers a lot of it, and then we had new chemicals
registered,
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There was at least one chemical (the recommendation suggests
two which was the real situation) known to control patto in WA but was
unregistered for use for Paterson‟s Curse control in Victoria (Interview 8,
Box 5). This non-registration was a real issue because of the concerns
relating to the risk of damage that the previously recommended
chemicals caused and that the newer chemicals did not. These new
chemicals also had the advantage of selectively removing patto without
damaging existing pastures if used correctly – useful in areas of light
patto infestations. Additionally, DCNR had some negative publicity in
regard to past chemical recommendations and was reluctant to pursue
the registration issue (Interview 8, Box 5).
The non registration of the effective chemicals was compounded
by the issue that many landholders were unfamiliar/ uncertain with
chemical use in general and its application (Interview 12, Box 5 & Oates
1995). As Interview 12 indicates, a number of field days were held in
both regions to demonstrate the use of spray equipment and methods.
A group of Landcare coordinators (myself included) were invited to
Wodonga to trial various new chemical spray equipment before DCNR
purchased units to use in OBH. Oates (1995) mentioned in the Review
that the non-registration of Ingran in particular was hindering research
efforts in chemical control. By 1996 the two chemicals mentioned in the
OBH recommendations were registered (Interview 7, Box 5) and trials
and field days could be conducted in GB (Interview 12, Box 5) and
several I conducted and attended in the NE. These were to assess the
effectiveness and application timing of the new chemicals under local
conditions.

Once again there was evidence of elements of active

adaptive management being implemented by OBH. The chemical trials
provided learning in the effectiveness of the new chemicals and
application of chemicals in general for participants, other landholders
and back into OBH, fulfilling Allan & Curtis (2003a) definition of active
management program that grows, assesses and incorporates emerging
knowledge.
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The aerial application method was the subject of recommendation
8 of the 1995 OBH Review. Fixed-winged aircraft had been used by
regional landholders to control weeds in pasture, generally on steep
hillsides that were impossible to access by conventional means. Given
the terrain in both GB and the NE, the availability of new technology in
the form of helicopters was seen by some in the OBH management as
an opportunity to improve patto control on steep country (Interview 11,
Box 6).
Box 6: Aerial spraying
Inter 11: Yeah, but more importantly people saw with their own eyes how you
could treat difficult country, with a chopper.
Inter 7: I mean some of theirs [patto] they‟ve got to aerial spray, and I mean the
costs start to mount up too. Wool went bad and the viability of getting an
aeroplane into spray your Paterson‟s Curse for what wool was making I mean,
Inter 2: Umm, no they didn‟t do any helicopter work in our area, I think they did
most of that up around the north east, mainly because I think the helicopters were
situated at Tallangatta and Wodonga and that area.
Inter 8: People still do, I think, look for that government handout for weed
management so they‟d come in and say “Well helicopters are too expensive, what
are you guys going to do about it”? And well, we can‟t pay for the helicopters sort
of thing, so there was a lot of discussions that went round and round in circles
regarding who pays or who doesn‟t pay.
Inter 12: But in our big hilly rocky areas, a lot of money to spray by air, I used to
do it by fixed wing and that was marginal, some of them used the helicopter which
was almost twice as expensive, they had a little bit better result. But doing that
every year, plus I stopped doing it in one area. I‟ve got one hill that I still do a bit
of aerial spraying and one of my neighbours were not happy with the air spray
and the drift, and that‟s understandable they collected the rainwater off the roof
and all those sort of things, and so that was understandable.

Although it was recognized that aerial spraying could be an option
in difficult country (Interview 11 & 7, Box 6), it was clear there were
some practical difficulties with it. Helicopters were not equally available
in GB as they appeared to be in the NE (Interview 2, Box 6) therefore
GB landholders had less opportunity to learn from trials. The expense
was clearly not justified for some landholders with a grazing enterprise
in country with marginal financial returns (Interview 7, 8 & 12, Box 6).
There were other negative issues surrounding the aerial spraying - such
as the previously mentioned hazard to horticultural crops and possible
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water contamination (Interview 12, Box 5). Although OBH conducted
aerial spraying, they could be regarded as demonstrations since the
trials mentioned in recommendation 8 (the most effective herbicide
rates, mixtures and timing for aerial spraying) were not carried out
(Oates 1995). This suggests another opportunity for active adaptive
management was not pursued particularly since both the chemical
control and containment experiments were not conducted as rigorous
scientific experiments. Although it was a missed opportunity for active
adaptive management, it contributed to the development of a best
practice model of chemical applications that could be assessed as an
example of passive adaptive management.

5.3.4 Containment
In both OBH operational areas there were large areas of steep,
inaccessible country - heavily infested with patto – where it was
unrealistic to employ eradication methods or engage in uneconomic
control methods like aerial spraying (see section 5.3.3). The 1995 OBH
review recognized this.
Recommendation 12.
In steep and inaccessible country badly infested with Paterson‟s
Curse, CMOs in conjunction with their Catchment Committee,
institute a zoning scheme to facilitate more effective control
efforts by identifying a perimeter around heavily infested areas.
Below this perimeter the policy is total eradication and pasture
improvement. Above the perimeter the policy is containment to
the area currently affected. This should be formalized by a
written agreement between the landholder and DCNR with a
commitment by the landholder to confine Paterson‟s Curse to this
zone. It is also suggested that these zoned areas be advertised
in local media. (Oates 1995, p. 36)
This recommendation appears designed to formalise the OBH
containment purpose (Box 1, p.73) and offer possible evidence of
adaptive management depending on how the recommendation was
implemented.

Although containment appears to have been a pre-

existing policy, OBH certainly attempted to implement it on a more
systematic scale (Interview 7 & 11, Box 7). The comments of many
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interviewees (Interview 2, 12, 10, 7 & 8, Box 7) indicate that patto
containment was encouraged and embraced by some landholders as a
viable alternative to eradication, indicating the policy had some social
acceptability.
Box 7: Containment
Inter 2: But on a, this perimeter and buffer zones and all that was certainly going
on well before Blue Hills came along. I mean, it was never ever in a legal sense,
a 10 metre strip was okay, it was never defined, in later years we tried to define
what would be allowed or what would be reasonable, and react
Inter 12: I‟ve worked on the theory of containment and also trying to establish new
pasture and trees and things on the hill areas to try and stop that.
Inter 10: When that first initiative started, we tried to move people into having
buffer strips, things like this occurring, pasture improvement and so on.
Inter 7: so we said to totally contain them, there should be buffers around them to
stop it spreading from there onto clean land, with the long term aim of gradual
reduction of the density there. Wool went bad and the viability of getting an
aeroplane into spray your Paterson‟s Curse for what wool was making I mean,
and that‟s why the policy was those heavily infested areas should be containment
and buffer zoned. But I mean, we knew, you have to be realistic, you‟d sent
people broke if you said “You‟re going to have to eradicate it”. So you have to
have horses for courses. But the highest priority to me was to ensure you keep
those areas that are weed clean, clean.
Inter 8: You know, I think there is an acceptance that in some areas, especially
hill country that had to be containment program rather than an eradication
program. Yeah, we tended to work in the areas where the LPO was very
interested, but also that they could see that the area was spreading and that they
could achieve some type of containment.
Inter 11: One of the other things that was their, you know, strong team approach,
and I notice in one of these, buffers about perimeter and this should be formalised
by written agreement between the landholder and then DCNR at the time. Well in
fact that‟s exactly what we‟ve done in the last 18 months with these catchment
teams.
Inter 9: No, that‟s exactly what we have for Patterson‟s Curse. If you‟ve got less
than 40 ha you are required to spray entirely, above 40 ha its 20 metre
boundaries. I‟m trying to think whether they had plans to [advertise] or not. I know
they were talking about it this week.

There is no evidence that OBH trialled buffers of varying widths or
compared the efficacy of spot and boom spraying with other methods of
achieving a buffer. There was DCNR (Interview 10, Box 7 and Morley &
Stapleton 1999) and individual support for pasture improvement as a
method of using pasture to out compete patto. However, the 1995 OBH
Review states, “While both spot spraying and boom spraying are used in
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an attempt to provide a buffer between unaffected land and sheep used
to confine Paterson‟s Curse to the rocky areas, any pasture
improvement is not seen as an option as the type of country cannot
return the cost involved” (Oates 1995, p. 15). This statement indicates
that a financial assessment was done but no trials on the efficacy of
pasture improvement as a buffer for containment were conducted. This
suggests another opportunity for active adaptive management was not
pursued particularly since both the chemical control and containment
experiments were not conducted scientifically rigorously to inform
scenario modelling as promoted by some academics.
There is evidence that OBH certainly influenced subsequent weed
programs (Interview 11 & 9, Box 7) to adopt containment zones through
the use of written agreement between DSE and landholders.

This

suggests there was an impact on management strategies. Indeed,
evidence in Box 7 suggests this is an example of passive adaptive
management where program lessons inform the development of a best
practice (Walters & Holling 1990) Although it appears the non-adoption
of experiments of improved pasture for patto eradication below
containment lines (in effect maintaining the containment zone) is
evidence there was another lost opportunity for active adaptive
management.

A discussion of the constraints to achieving adaptive

management outcomes in OBH is covered in the next section.
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5.4 The OBH adaptive management constraints
5.4.1 Introduction
The lack of program documentation mentioned as a constraint to
adaptive management in section 2.4.3 was also evident in the OBH
program.

Other constraints to implementing adaptive management

included failures with M&E, issues related to bureaucratic impediments
and program continuity/longevity issues.

These constraints are

intertwined to some extent as the examination below reveals.
5.4.2 Monitoring and Evaluation
The 1995 Review reported that there were serious limitations with
existing approaches to M&E in OBH and made a number of
recommendations for additional focus on monitoring and evaluation.
Additional evidence about this constraint was gathered during
interviewees when informants were asked to respond to the question:
“Did sufficient monitoring prior to and during OBH occur and (if it did) did
it enable managers to learn from past experiences?”
Recommendation 24.
Some form of routine monitoring and assessment of the program should
be built in from the beginning so progress can be judged more
objectively:
 Performance indicators to identify:
 quality, quantity and customer coverage of the program
 performance in relation to any strategic targets
 impact of OBH on customer needs
 track changes to customer needs
 Annual review of OBH after each flowering season:
 landholder participation, inquiries, satisfaction
 level of chemical usage
 performance review of staff involved
 assess needs of landcare groups
 Establish a database on Paterson‟s Curse:
 monthly monitor of inquiries, contacts made
 number of talks to groups, schools
 number of contacts with retail outlets and contractors
 volume and type of information distributed
 number of properties in district with Paterson‟s Curse
 number of properties in district working to control it
(Oates 1995, p. 37)
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Box 8: M&E in OBH
Inter 1: Yeah, but in hindsight we weren‟t getting anywhere then…going down the
same road. So I don‟t know whether there had been a proper evaluation of the
current program [pre-OBH weed program].
Inter 6: And we had some very good field days, and then we obviously advertised,
in fact we, I mean it really doesn‟t serve you well as to whether we seriously
measured, you know, the effect of that, though I know from talking to other
people.
Inter 2: You had the informal assessment in your own mind, about how well things
are going. … each LPO would have his own way of keeping records, and
keeping maps I‟d say, yeah, that‟s, yeah, maybe not enough training, we certainly
got training on the use of the departmental PMIS, but on other systems that might
have been available - because you weren‟t allowed to use anything else - you had
to use PMIS. So, to sort of branch out and try and find something that was fairly
easy to use on a few of the local projects, you never got encouraged to do that.
Maybe we weren‟t geared up, maybe the LPOs weren‟t geared up to be that way
inclined. There were efforts made, but not very sophisticated. It was, where that
information was? probably again, not worth the paper it was written on now.
Inter 8: Most LPOs did do some monitoring and what was done primarily, there
was mapping, they used their own monitoring systems for weed monitoring.
Inter 4: Performance monitoring wasn‟t as rigorous as it is now but we used the
PMIS system at KTRI identifying the areas looking at the strategies of basically
keeping the areas clean, but really fundamentally working on upping the profiles
as that part of the modelling. But your KPIs and your indicators, I don‟t think we
had the same rigour as you would now, seven years later. But we had certain
very definite views on it, and it‟s interesting, I heard people talking about it
recently, on the Catchment Management Council, about weeds and having clean
areas and all the rest and that‟s a concept we really worked on back in, with
Operation Blue Hills.
Inter 7: Well we did evaluate it from time to time, just to how successful it was
going, and, well I mean, the number of forced entry works that were undertaken,
and particularly the number of difficult properties, as I say, that were contacted by
either the department or our facilitators,
Inter 5: None [evaluations done] except for the review, definitely a weak part of
DCNR‟s programs which still continues.
Inter 11: The effectiveness review…I wasn‟t getting a lot of support, in fact the
initial reaction from some of the VFF members was „that would be a waste of
time‟, you know, „you‟d be better off spending the $5,000 and giving people free
chemicals. I said, “No, no, no”, I said “Look, we could do that, sure, but we‟re
running a program here, we‟ve got, let‟s face it, we‟ve only got 12 months left of
the three years. “What can we do better? So that, if this model is useful, there‟s
some learning here.” And in the end with [XXX] support, [XXX] could see that and
he was prepared to support the move,
Inter 9: And then I map [on GIS] any weeds, distinguishing any weeds, mainly
concentrating on our priority weeds, which are in this area – blackberry, patto, St
John‟s wort.

It is difficult to judge the extent that the review recommendation
was implemented due to the paucity of OBH records – not an unusual
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situation (Baskerville 1995) – but a serious flaw if a program is indeed
intended to be an example of adaptive management.
The

Oates

1995

Review recommended

a

set

of

M&E

performance indicators and it appears weed management programs
prior to OBH had been operating without a rigorous M&E regime
(Interview 4, Box 8). In fact it appears that prior to OBH there was little
in the way of evaluation of interventions in terms of achieving works
targets, eradicating or controlling weed infestations or meeting
landholder needs (Interview 1, Box 8). It is clear that KTRI had an ongoing monitoring system (Property Management Information System –
PMIS) but this system had some limitations compared to modern
geographic information system (GIS) mapping and may not have been
used rigorously (Interview 4, Box 8). Although DCNR used a similar
system, the problems of the lack of training and LPO attitude for its use
(Interview 2, Box 8) meant the monitoring system could not be relied
upon.

However a case can be made that this deficiency had been

addressed in OBH (Interview 9, Box 8) but the improvement could be
due to better GIS technology, rather than increased commitment to M&E
or CMO expertise.
It seems that OBH monitoring activities were very informal and
idiosyncratic in that they were highly dependent on the commitment and
expertise of individual LPOs (Interview 6, 2 & 8, Box 8). Interview 2 also
suggests that the lack of training, expertise and absence of commitment
to training in OBH also limited the capacity of staff to implement M&E.
Certainly a lack of training in adaptive management has been identified
by other researchers as a constraint to implementing adaptive
management (Allen 2004)
The 1995 OBH Review did assess some of the program‟s
performance indicators - mostly those connected to the awareness of
OBH - and the perceived customer need for best practice control
information (Oates 1995).

This desire for certainty on the part of

landholders has also been identified as a constraint to experimentation
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through the implementation of management practices (Allan and Curtis
2005).
The interview data and statements in the OBH 1995 Review
suggest that the absence of a systemic approach for M&E constrained
the potential for adaptive management. At least initially, there appeared
to be strong resistance by the VFF to conducting the 1995 Review
(Interview 11, Box 8), despite the obvious benefits this type of evaluation
could provide in terms of program improvement.

This stakeholder

reluctance to invest in M&E is a serious impediment to adaptive
management.
5.4.3 Staff performance
Box 9: Staff performance issues
OBH 1995 review: As stated earlier, in districts with good extension staff there
has not appeared to be the same demand on facilitators.
Inter 7: And of course when we had the committee, well then the Catchment
Management Officer [LPO] was under a fair bit of pressure, whereas if that had
been in recorded, well at the next meeting we would have said, “Well what
happened?”. You see now that we haven‟t got any way of chasing up whether
they actually go out for places, ... I think it was personalities, that some of the
department people, and I suppose it comes down to, we‟ve got some good
operators in the department, and we‟ve got some bloody awful ones.
Inter 8: You know, you‟d go through the agenda and sometimes each person
would have their little spin on things and then you‟d have business arising and
probably this area would come up, …the VFF tended to push enforcement and
blaming DCNR, you know, why aren‟t you enforcing this? Why isn‟t this
happening? And then you had the poor LPO who was worked to the bone trying
to do some enforcement, and again the enforcement process was a very long
extended period, and then if they went into enforcement they might be spending
their own operational budget on enforcement to go in and spray that area and
they won‟t probably guarantee that they‟ll even get their money back from that
landholder, so there was a lot of issues with it. It was one of the ones that,
probably, middle management (of) NRE turned a blind eye from and weren‟t
pushing very hard.
Inter 4: They were an element, I think, of defensiveness on the, some of the LPOs
„cause it [OBH] was a different way of operating.
Inter 5: Yes, the use of outside facilitators, concerted publicity campaign,
coincided with a DCNR change from enforcement focus to community education.
“You have to remember, several of these guys [LPO‟s] were real dinosaurs.”

The 1995 OBH Review recommended annual performance
reviews of the staff in recommendation 24 but to my knowledge this was
not implemented. The Review undoubtedly meant DCNR staff as well
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as the two facilitators employed by the VFF. DSE does carry out such
reviews and probably DCNR would have at the time but I have no
access to those records. The VFF was not responsible for reviewing the
DCNR staff and did not carry out a review of the facilitators‟ job
performance but the 1995 Review did comment, “We wish to
acknowledge the untiring work and dedication of the two community
facilitators employed by the program” (Oates 1995, p ii).
There is an indication (Interview 8, Box 7, p.85) that the
implementation of “buffer zones” continued to be uneven across the
LPOs. This suggests another constraint to adaptive management that
may assist in understanding the comment concerning uneven learning
within agencies by Baskerville (1995).
Since the 1995 Review was written by a non-DCNR person that
may explain why a comment on “good” staff performance was included
(OBH 1995, Box 9).
performance

was

Obviously, the reviewer is implying that staff
variable

and

an

impediment

to

program

implementation because in some areas, there was a heavy demand for
the facilitators to implement the program – including the containment
policy. The VFF appeared to believe that some personnel in DCNR
were not performing adequately during OBH by not following up
complaints about non-compliant landholders (Interview 7 & 8, Box 9).
As Interview 5 stated, DCNR was changing towards a community
education focus from an enforcement model and the containment policy
was just one element of that change. Even by changing the program
focus, there was an explicit admission that some of the LPOs were not
up to their tasks – “real dinosaurs” – (Interview 5 Box 9) and thought to
be “defensive” about changing their operational modes (Interview 4 Box
9).

This suggests that not all the DCNR staff were performing

adequately and/or perhaps were not committed to OBH policy. Without
strong staff commitment, it is unlikely that opportunities for adaptive
management are likely to be sought or the risks inherent in
implementing active adaptive management will be accepted.
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5.4.4 Ownership
Box 10: OBH Ownership?
Inter 2: There was probably some leaders of the program that already had an idea
of which way they wanted to go, and that was, at the end of that day I came out
thinking well it was not what I expected.
Inter 10: The other thing was that in the early days how it came about that the
OBH was formed and transformed, most probably only had limited ownership and
the ownership that it captured was to deal with some of the senior people, ex
DCNR, …and a number of the executive people within the VFF.

As Stankey (2003) explained, where there is a discontinuity
between planning and implementation there is likely to be limited staff
commitment (ownership) to implementing adaptive management. Both
of the Box 10 interviewees indicated that ownership or program
commitment was limited to a few. It appears those who had ownership
were DCNR senior managers and VFF executive personnel (Interview 2
& 10, Box 10)
Box 11: Implementation staff on board?
Inter 10: The only struggle I had there was that I hadn‟t been involved in any of the
initial instigation of it, so it was fairly difficult to worry about it too much, or where it
was heading. And I got a little bit more correspondence on it and decided that, where
it was sitting and what the priority issues were, that it wasn‟t worth putting too much
energy into that point.
Inter 13: The on-ground staff felt left out of the loop. Agency staff were not involved in
the management.
Inter 2: Yeah, Blue Hills wasn‟t adopted by everybody and I certainly wasn‟t
committed to it, because I didn‟t think I had to be, because I was already committed to
Paterson‟s Curse control in our own area… in the day to day operation it didn‟t really
alter the way I, myself or any other operators did any of their work. I can honestly not
remember, myself going into the field and talking Operation Blue Hills to clients.
Inter 8: [speaking about LPO‟s interest in OBH generally]. He was very supportive as
an LPO, so you tended to work with personalities a bit. There was an LPO stationed
there, he‟s a bit of an old guy that wasn‟t too interested…. we tended to work in the
areas where the LPO was very interested, but also that they could see that the area
was spreading and that they could achieve some type of containment.

In Chapter 2 there was discussion of occasions where the policy
intention is not realized when the agent (staff member) is unable or
unwilling to implement the policy because they are pursuing their own
agenda or doing nothing (Colebatch 1993). OBH certainly exhibited this
characteristic as the comments about OBH ownership demonstrated in
Box 10 and that DCNR staff made in Box 11 (Interview 2). Reinforcing
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the Stankey explanation (2003), DCNR staff felt out of the management
loop and there was a risk of a lack of commitment to successful
implementation (Interview 10 & 11, Box 11).

It appears that the

performance of some staff was affected by their negative attitude
towards OBH activities (Interview 8, Box 11).

In this instance,

implementation of passive adaptive management was clearly being
affected by the lack of program staff commitment.
Agency responsibilities
Box 12: Agency responsibilities
Inter 2: At the same time LPOs had other duties, we were multi-skilled supposedly,
and Paterson‟s Curse was just one of them, just one of the components of the
catchment programme we were involved with.
Inter 1: They [the facilitators] don‟t carry the corporate baggage and the
requirements that the CMOs need. I mean, we get … during the summers we„re out
to fires and doing other things. Whereas we try to keep those people away from
some of that corporate responsibility… add on stuff that detracts from the ability to
do the job.
Inter 10: It [funding controlled by the VFF] stopped that resource being shunted
down and getting caught up in corporate activities. Which most probably uses up
half of anyone‟s time.
Inter 8: I was a facilitator that was independent from NRE so I didn„t get ministerials,
I didn‟t get all that rubbish that can drag you down, so I had a chance to have a lot
of freedom yet work
Inter 11: To sort of do something on wild dogs, or go off and fight fires, or deal with
some other sort of, you know court case; generally that‟s what‟s happened with
serrated tussock, that the government has been you know, sort of forced to act.

Data in Box 12 explains some aspects of the lack of commitment
amongst program staff and this explanation is connected to the nature of
bureaucracy itself. It is often overlooked that DCNR staff did not shed
their other numerous agency-related duties (Interview 2 & 10, Box 12) –
and at times, onerous ones (Interview 1 & 8, Box 12) - once OBH was
initiated.

Interviewees mentioned that the bureaucratic demands of

DCNR did not cease for staff and OBH was often looked upon as an
extra duty (Interview 11, & 8, Box 12). As Margerum (1999) explained,
this focus on core duties that exclude adaptive management can be a
powerful constraint on the implementation of adaptive management.
Having the VFF fund the facilitators could have been one way of
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overcoming this bureaucratic constraint (Interview 1, 8 & 10, Box 12) but
it appeared it was not used to full advantage. This could have been
related to their status as outsiders and not part of the dominant
bureaucratic culture (Interview 8, Box 12).
5.4.5 Bureaucratic culture
In Chapter 2 there were numerous references to the role that
bureaucracies have in policy making and the constraints that they can
create in regards to implementing adaptive management.
Box 13: Bureaucratic culture
Inter 4: Despite a lot of resistance…I could name people specifically who were on
the Murray Darling Basin working groups and in the Department of Agriculture at
the time. I would have to say reading between the lines, you‟d never know this,
that the history would have told you that it was never supported, never got the
land protection area right in that hierarchy of areas after forestry and fisheries - it
was right down the bottom. I mean I used to have great difficulties within the
organisation….you were still coming out of the old Lands Department and all that
the pre-CFL Heritage was still very strong, …, it was still very much command
control and I still see that today in many cases. So it‟s a culture thing in how
that‟s projected at a leadership level within the organisation…
Inter 10: [responding to a question about regions developing their own
appropriate policies] I don‟t think they are, and with that occurring, it allows us still
to have different fortresses within NRE department, which stops some of that
occurring. An improvement that would stop this occurring happens by restricting
how people report back on particular programs or go through the review
processes. Passive resistance – it‟s a very powerful tool. You say yes, but you
mean no. And it has occurred, and [XXX] was an expert at it.
Inter 1: I reckon it [the 1995 OBH Review] probably got…would have gone up to
…who would we have then? Through the dept. head office, we‟ll just say “head
office” and that‟s where it‟s got to and nothing happened … they get frustrated,
perhaps with the bureaucracy of it all.

As interviewee 4 suggests, the silo mentality – where different
NRM agencies operate within narrow concerns, led to strong resistance
to funding weeds programs and OBH in particular (funding a low status
activity in a low status branch – Walker 2001) was encountered
(Interview 4, Box 13). Also this may be related to the old “command and
control” culture that appeared to be resisting the changes OBH was
proposing to implement (Interview 4 & 10, Box 13), including those
involving adaptive management. Even the 1995 Review – one of the
prime vehicles for implementing adaptive management – had an
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uncertain reception (Interview 1, Box 13), perhaps illustrating the extent
of inertia and the conservative nature of ”head office” (Sayer 2001).
There is evidence also that the “multiple languages” that are
employed in modern bureaucratic settings (Sjoberg et al. 1991) was
being employed by DCNR staff, perhaps to undermine the OBH Review
(Interview 10, Box 13). This certainly suggests there was a bureaucratic
constraint to adaptive management.
Bureaucracy and partnerships
Shindler, Cheek and Stankey (1999) suggested that adaptive
management is ideally suited to citizen-agency interactions because it
can assist in overcoming the history (baggage) of previous interactions.
In the case of OBH, the citizen (VFF) and the agency (DCNR) came with
a long “history” of previous interactions and even some personal
baggage which any type of program would struggle to overcome. The
partnership had some potentially positive value (bringing a powerful
critic into the tent)
Box 14: Pre-OBH conflict
Inter 4: We were getting the feedback at the time that this was, we felt as though
we‟re doing something and I guess part of that in having the officers there, and
hadn‟t worked, there was a bit of a standoff in terms of “bloody VFF” public talk
even worse things about (XXX), and I‟m saying this is an opportunity to turn it
around. I had established a good relationship with (XXX) and with the VFF, like
when the previous director, (XXX) there‟d been real tensions. I think real
tensions.
Inter 2: The ones [the VFF] that were really keen were a few individuals that had a
bee in their bonnet about weeds and rabbits. They could drive you mad about it.
Inter 10: We need to go back a little bit and say that, there had been a significant
amount of conflict between, particularly the VFF as a leader and then particularly
within that [XXX] and the State Government over the years on what was
happening with the control of noxious weeds. What I‟m saying from that point of
view, is that DCNR were starting to think well this is something (OBH) that we can
do to get the monkey off our back.

Conflict is reputed to be constraint to adaptive management,
particularly for bureaucracies since it is considered in their best interests
to avoid it (Christiansen & Dinerstein 2001). OBH was specifically set
up as a partnership between the VFF and DCNR to assist overcoming
some long standing difficulties between them surrounding noxious weed
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control (Interview 4, 2 & 10, Box 14). There was DCNR staff resentment
directed at the VFF apparently stemming from their public stand on
weed control issues, while the VFF was presumably critical of DCNR
handling of the issue. It is obvious that the conflict between them was
not just institutional but had personal elements (Interview 4 & 2, Box 14).
The lack of trust between the two organisations seemed likely to act as
a constraint to taking risks by implementing untested management
practices.
Box 15: Bureaucracy and partnerships
Inter 1: Ah well, again. Probably being on the tail end, but it was good to see the
Dept. and the VFF … was probably the strongest aspect, working much harder
together rather being at loggerheads.
Inter 8: Co-chair meetings, yes they did. That became quite interesting co-chairing
meetings, but yes they co-chaired meetings and I think it was probably the first time
that the VFF and NRE had actually sat on the same table and sort of agreed with
each other and not fight as much as they could have fought. They end up blocking
each other.
Inter 11: It‟s like, you know, you try and develop a culture in the partnership. I think
it‟s going to be a formal approach for adaptive management when, I think, that‟s
partnership business. I reckon there is a willingness there and also a bit of
reluctance.
Inter 10: I felt probably appalled I suppose, by how different staff members were
demanded to go to those [steering committee] meetings and then it was basically, part
of the time was, well the VFF would use it to sink the boots in.
Inter 4: But I think, I‟ve got certain views on why [the DCNR interest in OBH declined]
and I also think that perhaps I didn‟t sell what I was on about in terms of that sociology
and the moving and I‟d taken it for granted that some of the senior managers in the
region understood that - but I don‟t think they did - the value of partnerships.

The OBH partnership led to co-chairmanship between DCNR and
the VFF. Data presented in Box 15 (Interview 1 & 8) suggests that the
OBH management structure produced an improved relationship
between the VFF and DCNR. This improvement appeared to reduce a
constraint to adaptive management and some in DCNR believed this
partnership would assist the implementation of adaptive management
(Interview 11, Box 15) by altering the culture of dealing with the
community.
On the positive side, it appeared that the partnership did unblock
a constraint by obtaining more agreement on OBH methods, including
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the possibility of improving the chance of active adaptive management
(Interview 8, Box 15). However there was obviously a reluctance to
completely abandon the former cultures (Interview 11, 4 & 10, Box 15).
It is worthwhile remembering the admonition from van Eeten & Roe in
2002, that every agency has its own culture and “blind spots”, places
where it does not want to go and cannot recognize due to the dominant
thinking, values, methods and behaviour within the organization.

It

appears that DCNR management was not committed to partnerships (at
least this particular one and/or at this particular stage) and the both
cultures were ambivalent about the value of the partnership (Interview
10 & 4, Box 15).

DCNR managers may not have completely been

convinced that abandoning the “command and control” culture was good
for themselves or the agency. The VFF, which also is an organization
with an institutional culture, may have had difficulties with a change from
a farmers‟ lobby group (a pressure group) to a government partner
managing a NRM program with a broader target audience than just its
members.
A process of continual communication) is thought to assist people
to adapt as a result of receiving feedback (Shindler, Cheek and Stankey
(1999). The constraint of incomplete or limited formal M&E in OBH
made the constraint of culture greater than the partnership positives
could overcome. It would come as no surprise that the VFF and DSE
have not been in partnership in any subsequent weed management
program since OBH.
5.4.6 Program continuity and longevity
Handmer, Norton & Dovers (2001) observed that program
continuity and longevity is usually too short to address the long term
issues of a natural system. This is major problem for a weed program
such as OBH where the patto seed bank will last at least five years
(Faithful & McLaren 2004). Since NRM funding cycles generally are
short (one to three years is usual) OBH is a rare example of a program
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exceeding that cycle – beyond its initial three years to a defacto five
years funding.

This extension certainly increased the possibility of

implementing adaptive management but does not overcome the
constraint of program continuity and longevity to M&E and the resulting
loss of feed back into the program.
Interviewee

comments

suggest

that

the

potential

for

implementing adaptive management was constrained by the short-time
frame of program operation and in some cases it actually did (Interview
7 & 8, Box 16).
Box 16: Program continuity and longevity
OBH 1995 review: Concern was expressed that OBH will lose its community
facilitators [due to the end of funding] just as momentum is gathering.
Inter 10: Yeah, and so the time frames being compressed into was fairly short,
particularly with the social changes that we‟ve had go on too at the same time, and
how land was managed then, the values, and the other thing that was happening then
was that people physically being able to do something about it, and secondly having
the cash to do something about it, during reasonably difficult times.
Inter 8: The program was too short for anything like that, nobody appeared to turn it
around, and some of those plants, the LPOs if they‟d been monitoring them now for
nearly 8-10 years, they may see a reduction happening in Paterson‟s Curse in that
time.
Inter 7: We also knew that it wasn‟t going to be an overnight cure, it‟s a long, long
term thing that‟s certainly proving that, but in some areas where, it worked better in
some areas than others, I think it‟s taken time to gradually bring out more [biological
control] agents, and I think you won‟t really see the real benefit until you‟ve got at
least five or six of them working in conjunction
Inter 1: And when I moved back into pest management … was at a time when they
were wrapping up the program, they decided they had gone as far as they could.
Inter 2: So where they‟ve jammed the three to five year programme in, we have to do
that each year.
Inter 11: The worst thing with a short term program like that, there is this expectation
that it‟s going continue and then we close down.
Inter 7: …the department never replaced [XXX] at the head as far as with the
committee. You certainly needed that person at the top with the power to say this is
what the department‟s responsibility is.
.

In the case of the biological control efforts, KTRI could and did

continue monitoring as mentioned in Box 3 p.78. There appears to have
been very little feedback to the community following OBH about the
control agents other than via occasional DSE publications (reinforcing a
control element in the culture?). The same problem exists for
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conventional control for containment where once OBH ended the focus
of monitoring patto over a number of years could lag because of the
constraint of other agency responsibilities (Inter 2, Box 16).

The

facilitators did not have this constraint (see Inter 1, 10, & 8, Box 12) and
their impending loss would impact on the M&E aspects of OBH (OBH
1995, Box 16). The regional social changes and economic decline of
grazing returns was making feedback to the community for control
measures and their capacity to respond to that feedback more
problematic (Interview 10, Box 16) and the OBH time frame was too
limited to adapt to these changes.
Losing a key staff member appeared to deal a fatal blow to OBH
continuity and this would have been a major constraint for continuing the
active adaptive management initiatives (Interview 7, Box 16).

This

would affect the DCNR commitment to partnerships in particular
(Interview 4, Box 15).

DCNR staff were being shuffled around

undermining continuity before the full potential of M&E was realized
(Interview 1, Box 16). There was a sense that OBH was limited by the
short time frame when expectations (and planning) were for a longer
time frames and they could not be met (Interview 2 & 11, Box 16). This
once again is a constraint to M&E activities.
Media interest in NRM problems
The importance of the modern media in contemporary policy
making was discussed in Chapter 2 (Baskerville 1995). The issue of
OBH continuity and longevity (and the consequent impact on the ability
to implement adaptive management) may be also related to the media
interest in weed issues. Another constrain such as the “issue-attention
cycle” (Downs 1972) may be difficult to overcome but it appears its
potential effect was anticipated (Interview 4, Box 17).
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Box 17: Issue-attention cycle
Inter 4: I think it‟s that it‟s always been a fundamental issue with rural
communities; you just have to put weeds and the campaign through the Weekly
Times in the last 12 months. So that if you‟ve got something that your key
stakeholders are enthusiastic about and take some heat off it and come up with a
model that you can move on and I think that‟s what Blue Hills did at the time, it
really did present a different way forward.
Inter 8: Yes I think they had a photo in every type of paper around, for a while.
But then those news stories weren‟t using the programs sort of kept going, but it
sort of died. …Information sheets that were produced that I think we needed a
little bit more later on to regurgitate, or keep reading with new sort of faces, new
brochures, new information so that it could continue to, because it became a bit of
old news.
Inter 11: Yeah, but I mean, an [XXX] or a [XXX] is only the starting point for
getting the media, sort of, because along the way, the media goes cool after a
while and the stories start getting stale. What have you got? Have you got
anything new on Blue Hills? and so that forced us to sort of, think about what‟s
the next stage of Blue Hills that we could keep the media‟s interest up and that
was tough.

During the discussion in Chapter 2 about policy making the
“issue-attention cycle” was mentioned as being a factor in limiting the
policy responses to NRM issues.

The recognition of this cycle‟s

potential impact made the initial media efforts of OBH very important to
DCNR management (Interview 4, Box 17). Later during OBH it was
specifically raised as an operational problem and was thought to have
eventually led to reduced commitment by OBH participants – in
management and on the ground (Interview 8, Box 17).

There was

recognition of the media‟s power by DCNR in shaping the program
direction (Interview 11, Box 17). The interview data indicate that OBH in
many respects handled the media very well initially (Interview 4 & 8, Box
17).

5.5 Summary
Despite not professing to be an adaptive management program,
there were opportunities in OBH to implement active adaptive
management and some of these were taken. The implementation of
biological control agents illustrated elements of active adaptive
management by facilitating scientific experiments and the associated
M&E activities. The trials with biological control agents and the use of
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appropriate chemical for control were also examples of active adaptive
management. Notwithstanding these examples, the program failed to
seize other opportunities for active adaptive management by not holding
trials for the use of aerial spraying, options for buffer zones and the
effectiveness of improved pasture to maintain buffer zones.
The OBH data offers support for the assessment of considerable
passive

adaptive

management

occurring.

Passive

adaptive

management examples include the establishment of chemical buffers
and the development of the containment policy for weed control
programs. It is reasonable to conclude that adaptive management was
implemented in the OBH program, largely without participants being
aware of it. From my knowledge and discussion with key informants the
OBH program was probably an example of “Adaptive Comanagement”
(which has a strong emphasis on collaboration among relevant
stakeholders), so their decisions would reflect the dynamism and
complexity of human and natural systems that touch on management
(Pierce Colfer et.al. 2001). The fact that 50% of interviewees assessed
the OBH as an adaptive management example - albeit tentatively suggests their conclusion is probably confirmed for passive adaptive
management as per the definition in section 2.4.1 (Walters & Holling
1990).
The key constraints to implementing adaptive management in
OBH included the poor record of M&E during OBH. The partnership
approach and the containment policy may have been enhanced. by a
formal M&E regime but staff performance and training issues may still
have been a constraint. There are many elements of a bureaucracy that
constrain the implementation of active adaptive management. In the
case of the OBH, these included:
 a dominant command and control culture in DCNR,
 a dominant pressure group culture in the VFF,
 a silo mentality by government agencies,
 too many DCNR agency responsibilities for staff to focus on OBH,
 a lack of DCNR staff commitment to OBH and
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 uneven DCNR staff performance on OBH activities.
Although the OBH was a comparatively lengthy program, it
operated for a short period relative to the issues being addressed and
this short-term investment limited the commitment to monitoring and
evaluation and to developing and testing a range of management
options. There may also be a natural time limit for the media‟s (and the
connected public‟s) attention span on weed issues given the “Issueattention cycle.”

However, reflection on the constraints to adaptive

management and the OBH lost opportunities revealed in this case study
would suggest that OBH was only groping towards implementing
adaptive management.

OBH did not set out to implement adaptive

management and largely achieved its limited implementation by a series
of fortuitous circumstances.

This case study does provide valuable

lessons useful in determining enablers for the future implementation of
adaptive management, which I cover in Chapter 7. In addition, OBH
had an impact beyond the operational regions on pest plant programs
which the examination of the second key question will reveal.
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Chapter 6: To what extent has this regional
experience influenced pest plant policy making in
Victoria?
6.1 Introduction
This chapter examines the legacy of OBH in terms of whether
there is evidence of regional experience influencing state NRM policy.
In the first instance, I was looking for evidence that the lessons from
OBH influenced DCNR and to a lesser extent, the VFF. Then, it was a
matter of exploring the extent these impacts shaped subsequent weed
or NRM policy. As Baskerville (1995 p.99) said, “There is virtually no
written record of this policy learning with respect to the forestry problem
in New Brunswick” and that would a similar situation for OBH.
The interview schedule contained a direct question to assist in
answering this key question because often program management
changes contain a policy change as well. As an example, containment
of weeds to heavily infested zones by creating buffer zones was an
existing policy to avoid imposing financial hardship on affected
landholders who were ordered to eradicate weeds (Parsons 1981).
Prior to OBH, containment areas to prevent with buffer zones appeared
to be an informal management practice among some LPOs (Interview 2,
Box 7).

OBH promoted containment by the establishment of buffer

zones as a deliberate policy change from a solely eradication policy to a
more graduated approach of eradication in lightly infested areas and
containment buffers around heavily infested areas, verified by a written
agreement between landholder and DCNR (Oates 1995).

Evidence

confirms that the OBH developed approach was current practice/policy
by regional DNRE (Interview 11, Box 7 p.85).

The identical

management practice is reproduced as the second objective by the
Victorian Blackberry Strategy (DPI 2008).
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6.2 Did the results from “Blue Hills” change the operation
of subsequent weed control programs in the
region/state?
6.2.1 OBH – catalyst for management changes
Box 18: OBH – catalyst for management changes
Inter 1: So a lot of stuff in OBH is still relevant and… ah… then the good parts,
that is, tried to be replicated or um… for future projects or shared with other
people who are doing similar projects across the regions, across the state. So
that the good learnings can be achieved
Inter 2: These last few questions relate to the end of the program running into
what do we do next, and there may have been some spin-offs of the program was
leading into a general succession anyway. We were getting a bit smarter and
maybe the program did help some people.
Inter 6: St John‟s Wort program and the blackberry program were modelled on it,
Perhaps it did initiate changes to pest plant program.
Inter 7: Ragwort in the Strezleckis, they talked to us and said “How do you work
the program, who runs it and everything” and then, I mean they mightn‟t have set
it up identical to us but it gave them the ground, the framework, of being able to
do it.
Inter 8: [XXX] saw the opportunity and I dropped the idea to him in some ways,
that we needed to review the program after three years. It was such an initiative
and also that in its initiative that people were asking about across the state,
across the state in NSW and Victoria, not only just for Paterson‟s Curse but as a
set weed program that utilised a number of organisations to co-ordinate and…we
have phone calls from up LPOs from Horsham giving me a ring and from the
Geelong region, they looked at the program quite extensively and developed
Serrated Tussock Program around there
Inter 11: Yeah, and I suppose also, the constant sort of sharing of information and
meetings. We did address the issues or most of them, and I think it did lead to
some excellent change. The VFF learnt a lot about it. I mean it‟s that barrier of
them and us and you know, sort of broke down. It was sort of a plan to act, learn,
you know in those terms.

The OBH experience appeared to be part of a general change in
the DCNR PPA policy (Interview 2, Box 18). As previously mentioned in
Chapter 2 the change to a NRM regional structure was officially shifting
the PPA responsibility to the new CaLP Boards in 1997.

The 1994

CaLP Act specifically requires the new regional bodies to involve the
community in decision related to NRM (Parliament of Victoria
Environment and Natural Resources Committee 1998). DCNR would
have been preparing for the change to that model while OBH was
operating. Also the regional strategic planning was via the RCS which
eventually produced a plethora of Action Plans for PPA (i.e. NECMA‟s
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Rabbit Management Action Plan 2000-2005). These plans generally
follow the same format; plan, act, review (learn), the very same process
OBH attempted to implement, with some success (Interview 11, Box
18). It must be remembered that many OBH initiatives for community
involvement were largely unknown and untested prior to this time so
there was keen interest in them (Interview 8, Box 18).
It would appear that DCNR and the VFF were both learning from
the OBH experience (Inter 11, Box 18) and indications are that some of
the learnings were policy related with an adaptive management process
(plan, act, learn). This could result in regional policy learning being
transferred to the state government agencies and the VFF head office.
This is highly likely since the head of DCNR PPA division was the main
instigator of OBH and the VFF State-wide PPA head was an OBH cochair. KTRI may also have passed on learnings about OBH program
management in relation to cooperation with research scientists since it
works with programs across the whole of Victoria.
Interview data suggests that OBH influenced the methods of
subsequent patto programs (see Inter 9, Box 7 p.85 & Inter 4, Box 8
p.86) in that the improved containment methods developed by OBH
have become standard operational procedures for patto control. These
positive learnings were shared and applied (Interview 1, Box 18) around
the regions.

Several specific regional programs aimed at controlling

other serious weeds such as St. John‟s Wort, ragwort, blackberry and
serrated tussock were modelled on OBH (Inter 6, 7 & 8, Box 18). Some
of these programs operated in the OBH regions as well as in other
current CMA regions of Victoria.
6.2.2 The good learnings
Several interviewees mentioned innovations that OBH introduced
that the programs and other organisations identified in the section
above, have used and refined.

Some of the quotations have been

referred to previously but the quotes in Box 19 detail the OBH
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innovations.

Some of these learnings involved changes to policy,

program management changes, weed control management and many
were a combination of the three.
Box 19: The OBH innovation - policy
Inter 4: …I heard people talking about it recently, about on the [Victorian]
Catchment Management Council, about weeds and having clean areas and all
the rest and that‟s a concept we really worked on back in, with Operation Blue
Hills.
Inter 8: …the DCNR [by OBH] was trying to achieve a greater co-ordination of
different people [groups] and different environments…
Inter 7: …we had about five VFF members on it [OBH Steering Committee], then
we had department people, we had VicRoads, we had local government,
landcare; we virtually had all the key players to be involved, and the water
authorities.
Inter 10: if you go back to the Soil Conservation Authority, they did have what
they called group conservation areas and within group conservation areas some
of these themes [coordination] were fairly similar …, [but] in a way they [SCA]
were dictatorial to a degree
Inter 4: Yes, and I guess the fundamental thing I was trying to do was remove the
culture from a command and control to co-operation and partnerships.

The example of the policy shift to include a containment strategy
developed by OBH was covered in section 6.1. Evidence provided by
Interview 4 in Box 18 attests to the widespread adoption of that strategy.
Not only was this a policy learning, it also became a best-practice
management approach used extensively by others (see section 5.3.4).
There were numerous groups and individuals scattered over both
regions who were attempting to control patto. Along with the number of
groups, the regions contained a variety of environments that presented
difficulties in co-ordinating control efforts. Needless to say, much effort
was wasted in duplicated and fragmented control actions by the various
land managers. It was recognized more and better control could be
achieved by coordinated cooperation (Interview 8, Box 19) and the
mobilisation of various stakeholders.
The broadening of the stakeholder base for a steering committee
was a logical development to achieve that elusive “ownership” of a weed
program and greater coordination. Also OBH as a regional program
was at the forefront of widening the stakeholder group to broaden
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responsibility for an intractable public policy problem – weed control
(Head 2005) and achieve better coordination. Although OBH struggled
with ownership issues, the intention and the attempt to significantly
involve a range of stakeholders in a cooperative weed control effort was
a ground-breaking attempt (Interview 7 & 8, Box 19). Behind this was
an attempt to shift the DCNR bureaucratic culture form command and
control to cooperation and partnerships (Interview 4 & 10, Box 19).
Box 20: Facilitators and outsiders
Inter 1: …they were among the first facilitator types-nearly-that were on …
they‟ve got a huge amount of local knowledge. About who‟s who and where
some of the infestations are…And would save our staff a lot of time and
effort…Ah because they are probably seen by the community as less threatening
maybe. They don‟t carry the corporate baggage and the requirements that the
CMO‟s need. So I see a huge role for the facilitators… for the REP program.
Which enables us to put, probably through the season, 10 extra people on for 3-4
months. Um, these facilitator types I have just spoken about.
Inter 10: I think that that was most probably one of the most important things of
having that activity [independent facilitators], working that independent way, in
going to different sources and meetings or whoever, to make things happen,

Another innovation was the use of non-DCNR facilitators
(Interview 1, Box 20). Prior to OBH, DCNR had used casual employees
for specific duties (i.e. fire control) who were supported via the many
local offices that existed prior to cutbacks in rural services discussed in
section 2.2.2. So the capacity of DCNR hosting casuals had been
eroded by the time OBH was initiated. The facilitators in weed programs
were seen as offering several advantages to complement DCNR staff
(Interview 1, Box 20).

The OBH independent facilitators had more

flexibility in regards their working conditions and the methods they could
employ (Interview 10, Box 20).
The use of independent facilitators in OBH may have been
influenced by the experience of facilitators in the Landcare program.
However, there had not been DCNR weed facilitators in the OBH
regions (from personal experience as a NE Landcare facilitator 19891992). The use of facilitators with additional skills proved to be of value
in many ways and that role has continued (although on a seasonal
basis) in weed programs such as Regional Employment Program (REP)
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(Interview 1, Box 20). The use of independent facilitators for programs
has faded but the use of staff to provide support for steering committees
and external consultants to design the programs appeared to evolve
from OBH facilitator experience. “The Victorian Blackberry Taskforce”
(DPI 2008) and “Serrated Tussock Management Program” (DPI 2003)
are prime examples provided by DPI (Lovic, T. 2008, pers. comm., 17
Dec.). The policy shift on using outsiders had a number of program
management advantages but the non continuation of independent
facilitators suggests bureaucratic “command and control” remains.
Box 21: The OBH good learnings – policy review
Inter 10: I just think it was a management thing and the government was catching
up with some of the stuff [M&E], that was all. But yeah, I think subconsciously in
a lot of natural resource management extensions, some of the things talked about
in the review are happening more than what they used to.
Inter 11: The effectiveness review… we‟re running a program here, we‟ve got,
let‟s face it, we‟ve only got 12 months left of the three years. “What can we do
better? So that, if this model is useful, there‟s some learning here.
Inter 1: Yeah, it‟s more common now [program reviews], much more common.

The earlier weed programs pre-OBH had few M&E activities
neither

built

into

them

nor

were

they

comprehensively

reviewed/evaluated (Box 8 p.86). The 1995 OBH Review attempted to
improve and formalise M&E so program learning could take place as
well as assessing the effectiveness of the program‟s core activities
(Oates 1995). The 1995 OBH Review provided an important opportunity
to disseminate the good learnings (Interview 11, Box 21) other than by
word of mouth. What is often forgotten is that reviews prior to OBH
were not common (Interview 1, Box 21). Jhorar and Sindel (2008) list
“Reviews” as an administrative requirement from the 1994 CaLP Act for
all weed programs in Victoria. OBH was the first to apply this policy
since it fits the Considine (1994) definition of committing resources.
In Box 21 Interview 10 suggests that many of OBH learnings may
be “subconsciously” adopted in NRM programs, perhaps confirming part
of Baskerville (1995) comment about the uneven learning in the policy
structure. The 2004 Weed Management Background Paper by the
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Strategic Policy Division and Catchment and Agricultural Services used
OBH as a case study of a program with substantial flaws and presented
the case study of Serrated Tussock Program as the preferred Victorian
PPA program model.

It is a good example to examine what policy

learnings OBH provided.
6.2.3 Serrated Tussock
The Serrated Tussock (ST) Program was just beginning to be
organised during the period of the 1995 OBH Review and contacts were
made between the managers of the two programs. The Interview 8, Box
18 and Interview 4 & 7, Box 22 indicated ST was developed after
extensive consultations with OBH managers and ST was modelled on
OBH.
Box 22: OBH and Serrated Tussock
Inter 4: And at the time, when we looked at other programs, [XXX] was the
manager at KTRI, and [XXX] was starting to talk about the emerging problems of
serrated tussock in his region. And, so started to look at the model we were using
from Operation Blue Hills to Serrated Tussock... So that was, a sequential type of
thing at the time.
Inter 7: And you see the Serrated Tussock Program in the south west was
actually built on us. They came up and talked to us, they wanted to see about
serrated tussock, they came and talked to us, they wanted to know how we set up
our committee, how we did it, they went back to the south west and set up an
identical one to work on serrated tussock.
Inter 4: it was a real partnership and to many of the staff it was good because we
had many of the farmers saying we want you to prosecute, whereas our
protection officers in the northeast were [reluctant]...

It would appear that Serrated Tussock avoided Dovers (1995)
policy adhockery and amnesia since they obviously were learning from
OBH (Interview 4, 7 & 8, Box 22).

Other learnings with policy

implications involved substantial cultural changes, such as the focus on
stakeholder and partnerships in management – both used by ST with
some modifications (DPI 2003). The impact of these arrangements is
harder to track but there is evidence (Interview 4, Box 22) that staff were
aware of the value of a partnership in addressing the complex issue of
enforcement.
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Enforcement
The issue of landholder compliance with weed control legislation
has been complicated for a considerable period of time (see section
3.3.2). In section 5.4.3 there was evidence of some tension within OBH
about the lack of enforcement and in Box 9, Interview 8 indicated that
DCNR middle management had “turned a blind eye” towards the issues
surrounding enforcement.

This “blind eye” could be the explanation

from Interview 5 (Box 9) that DCNR was moving towards a community
education model in place of enforcement.

Certainly the lack of

enforcement was seen as an OBH fault and the implication was that ST
had learned that enforcement was necessary (Interview 8, Box 23).
There is a contradiction in the evidence since enforcement activities
were carried out in one locality (Interview 4, Box 23).

The simple

explanation appears to be that Interviewee 8 was from GB and may not
have been aware of the complete range of activities in the NE. Another
could be that the “blind eye” was a tactic for a community education
program and in one case enforcement was unavoidable. Whatever the
explanation, it appears that ST actually learned from OBH that it was
necessary to engage landholders in compliance (enforcement) activities
where community education had failed to ensure landholder compliance
(Interview 13, Box 23). The ST evaluation states that enforcement has
a significant role to play in any weed control program (DPI 2003).
Box 23: Enforcement & other ST learning from OBH
Inter 8: I picked up from some of the program faults and addressed those. They
had a lot, the Serrated Tussock program had a lot of enforcement involved in their
program.
Inter 4: Yeah, we just concentrated [enforcement] in the one locality [in the NE] and
that was deliberate….
Inter 10: But a lot of that money [from later programs] was going direct into
chemicals, and the chemical hang up, a lot of that was actually from Blue Hills.
Inter 13: Well, we learned not to make the provision of chemicals part of the
programs. That was fraught with too many difficulties - poor application, no follow
up, etc. Yeah, there were other things that were learned from OBH. The provision
of technical knowledge, the use of biological control agents, and the compliance
activities after consultation has failed.
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Interview 13 also suggests that DCNR learned from OBH about
the supply and use of chemicals by landholders (Box 23). From my
personal experience OBH provided no chemicals or chemical subsidies
to landholders but of course it could have happened in other OBH trials
or the GB region. However Interview 10 indicates that the emphasis on
chemical control of weeds comes from OBH (Box 23) and this may link
the learning about the non-provision of chemicals in subsequent
programs to OBH. It may also reflect the OBH and DCNR commitment
to integrated management.
Among the direct policy learnings from OBH was the inclusion of
biological control elements in ST (Interview 13, Box 23). A partnership
with ST, CSIRO, and the NSW Serrated Tussock Taskforce combined to
form a CRC Biological Control Project to introduce biological control
agents directly into field sites drawn from Victorian and NSW ST
programs (DPI 2003).

This is essentially what OBH did with KTRI

during OBH (see section 5.3.2 on biological control). The provision of
technical knowledge (Interview 13, Box 23) would be management
learning since the NRM departments have always done this. However
another interpretation could be that the improved media methods of
OBH (see Interview 8, Box 3) were being employed by ST.
Indications are that these learnings were not just PPA related, but
extended to the use of an adaptive management process (plan, act,
learn). The adoption and adaptation of OBH experience suggests that
DSE was using passive adaptive management to develop best
practices. It is suggested that not only DCNR was learning from the
OBH experience but the VFF was as well (Interview 11, Box 18). The
VFF agreement to conduct the 1995 OBH Review instead of offering
chemical subsidies would suggest this was the case (Interview 11, Box
8).
6.2.4 OBH “failures” as policy learning for DSE’s preferred model
There is evidence that OBH influenced PPA policy, due to
institutional learning from its successes as well as reputed failures
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identified by review of the OBH case study (DPI 2004). Some of the
main OBH weaknesses were identified are contained in section 6.2.3.
Box 24: “Failures” of OBH
1. Very little community ownership – The VFF saw their role as one
of providing a resource but didn‟t take on a leadership role of coordination role. There were no linkages between the operational and
procedural role of DCNR and that of the facilitators. One suggested
solution is to this problem would be to establish a stakeholder
steering group to co-ordinate all stakeholder involvement (ie local
government, Landcare/community groups, private landholders, state
government, industry).
2. Lack of long term strategic vision and planning. The message
was not conveyed appropriately to participants – there needed to be
a community developed strategy using a community consultation
forum to involve and educate the community on what the problem
is, the level of available resourcing, and then develop strategies to
maximise the benefit from the available resources. It has therefore
been seen as a critical planning requirement for future management
strategies, that adequate and appropriate consultation with
participants is provided, to ensure stakeholder takeup of the plan,
leading to improved on ground outcomes.
3. Limited tri-level planning – education, extension and
enforcement. There needs to be a clearly defined process, defining
the overarching methodology to be used to bring about change in
the management of weed incursions. This is what we are going to
do, this is how, and this is what will happen if responsible
landholders do not appropriately management [sic] weed incursions
on their land. (DPI 2004, p.3)
In number 1, Box 24, “Very little community ownership” has some
merit in that the evidence was there was limited ownership, (see section
5.4.4) mostly involving senior DCNR management and the VFF.
However the suggested solution is to establish a stakeholder group to
co-ordinate all stakeholder involvement is exactly what OBH did from
the beginning (see Interview 7, Box 19).

Perhaps the correct

interpretation from the 2004 policy paper is that OBH did this poorly, not
that it failed to do so. The evaluation of the ST program in the same
document states ST was a “success” because, “Having key community
members leading and promoting the Program adds enormously to the
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work done by DPI/DSE staff;” (DPI 2004). One interpretation of this
statement is that the VFF in OBH was not seen as being a „key”
community member, which may or may not be true.

The same

interpretation would apply to the choice of the VFF as a partnership
manager. The key policy learning here is that a broad “stakeholder”
group was required to steer a weed control program.
In the case of number 2, Box 24, “Lack of long term strategic
vision and planning” is correct and this lack was identified by the 1995
OBH Review (Oates). The ST program rectified this “failure” with a
formal strategy which was identified as critical to its success (DPI 2003).
This indicates that ST was following the classic incremental and
sequential policy process (Baskerville 1995) and learning from the OBH
experience.
As for number 3 Box 24, “Limited tri-level planning – education,
extension and enforcement” may relate more to planning than to the
actual educational and extension activities.

Direct comparisons are

difficult but from ST evaluation (DPI 2003), raising community
awareness and using a range of engagement strategies appears to be
similar to the 1995 OBH Review (Oates 1995) recommendation. The
policy learning for enforcement is in Box 23.

6.3 Summary
There is clear evidence that that OBH (a regional experience)
influenced pest plant management and policy in Victoria to a very large
extent. OBH was a deliberate departure from previous weed programs
with elements that were either copied or improved upon by subsequent
programs. The examples include:


mobilise a broad stakeholder group,



introduce a cooperative management model via partnerships,



employ external expertise to support the program ,



move from an eradication focus to graduated containment,
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integrate biological control agent research with practical on
ground control program and



review after operations.
It appears that the 2004 DPI Review was overly critical of the

OBH “failures” as I believe that the “Failures of the Program” mentioned
in the 2004 Weed Management Background Paper (Box 23) also
provide evidence for important policy learning at regional operational
levels and at a state policy level.
approach

in

co-management

For example, the partnership

arrangements

and

a

broadened

stakeholder base as a steering committee (sharing the power of the
community and mobilising greater support for greater commitment). The
partnership model of

OBH (with modifications) has influenced

subsequent agency policies and many diverse programs in many
regions across the state. Other policy learnings were:


the non-provision of chemicals to assist in promoting integrated
PPA management,



enforcement after consultation has failed and



a formal management strategy.

There were additional significant program management learnings
from OBH in improvements to pre-program planning and M&E
improvements during the program. As example OBH directly influenced
at least four successor programs and provided an operational model for
their operation


Ragwort,



St John‟s Wort,



Blackberry Task Force and



Serrated Tussock.

These programs in many cases improved on the OBH model in a
passive adaptive management manner.
It is true that Victoria was moving towards a different model for
catchment management in general and the resulting weed programs
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would reflect this movement as well.

However the CaLP Act which

enabled those developments was passed in 1994, well after OBH was
initiated with two years of operational experience.

Obviously some

DCNR management would have known of the new CaLP directions and
may have anticipated/modelled some changes to fit the Act. In the end
OBH did provide lessons on program management for the new regional
organisations on how to manage programs. It may have also provided
some lessons on regional organisational management structures (i.e. on
community representation).
OBH did not achieve its intentions completely or in some cases
perform as well as subsequent programs but it provided many good
learnings. The fact remains OBH was instituting a program that was
extremely innovative and influential on policy developments.
In the next chapter I will reflect on why I believe OBH was able to
influence NRM policy to extent it did and examine the third key question,
“What lessons can be taken from this case study about the appropriate
use of adaptive management and ways to enhance its implementation?”
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Chapter 7: What lessons can be taken from this
case study about the use of adaptive management
and ways to enhance its implementation?
7.1 Introduction
Management of Patterson‟s Curse is indeed a wicked problem in
the sense that individual landholders cannot control the weed without
cooperative action; one agency is unlikely to be successful on its own;
and a variety of strategies is required to control the weed, particularly in
hilly, unproductive country.

So, the OBH program provides a useful

case study for reflection about the factors that constrain and enable the
implementation of adaptive management.
OBH

was

not

designed

to

implement

active

adaptive

management nor did its instigator have adaptive management as an
explicit goal.

Nonetheless OBH had offered possibilities for passive

adaptive management and potential for active adaptive management
and valuable lessons can be gained from the case. The constraints to
the use of adaptive management in the OBH program were discussed in
section 5.4 and many were inherent to program design. Others are
inherent in society and the nature of bureaucracies that are necessary
for society to function.

7.2 The benefits of adaptive management for OBH
7.2.1 Biological control agents
The trialling of eight different patto biological control agents in
OBH had benefits for the program and beyond. The KTRI involvement
in these trials met the adaptive management definition (Holling 1978) in
that they were experiments designed to reduce uncertainty about the
system, monitored before and after, and provided feedback to KTRI and
the other OBH partners. The patto control agents had not been used in
field conditions prior to OBH (see Interview 4 & 7, Box 3) so this was an
example of active adaptive management where the program managers

116

deliberately set out to learn about the system as they managed it (Lee
2001).
Given the terrain that the OBH operational area contained (steep
rocky hills) many landholders with significant patto infestations had a
pessimistic outlook about the likelihood of successful control (Oates
1995). Many landholders in this category (and others) believed that
biological control offered them the best opportunity to actually control
patto (Oates 1995). The concerns about over reliance on biological
control are covered in section 5.3.2 and Interviews 7 & 12, Box 4.
The field trials identified the most effective biological control agent
- including the field conditions it preformed best - as a result of feedback
from monitoring (see Interview 7, Box 3).

This information was

incorporated into DCNR technical publications on patto control (Faithful
& McLaren 2004). These notes and the advice they contained enabled
land managers to modify their grazing management and gain better
patto control practices during the patto growing season.

The

communication processes developed around these trails also fulfil
another element of the definition of active adaptive management in that
there was a deliberate attempt to build the land capacity of holders to
manage change (Allan & Curtis 2003a).
7.2.2 Chemical control agents
The difficulties surrounding gaining approval for the use of more
effective chemical control agents (see section 5.3.3) was overcome but
paddock-scale field trials of these new chemicals had not taken place in
Victoria prior to OBH (Oates 1995). This is therefore another example
where OBH offered an opportunity for active adaptive management (see
Interview 4, Box 4).

An additional opportunity for active adaptive

management emerged with landholders who had grazing enterprises
and were unfamiliar with chemical applications or methods (see
Interview 12, Box 4).
Chemical control was the only viable method for containment of
patto in many parts of the landscape (Oates 1995). Successful ways of
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achieving effective control through chemicals was also needed in the
short - term because it would be some years before biological control
agents would be breed in any numbers (Oates 1995).

OBH also

promoted integrated controls as more dependable than relying on a
single method of control for patto (see section 5.3.3).
To increase the knowledge of DCNR staff and landholders, OBH
implemented a series of field trials of different chemicals, different rates
of chemical application, and the use of different machinery (including
aerial spraying). There were paddock sized trials in various localities
with field days following to demonstrate the results to landholders (the
local LPO and I did several with quad-bikes, a rarity at the time). Again,
this willingness to experiment with different approaches rather than
simply opting for a best-bet approach is another example of OBH
implementing active adaptive management (Allan & Curtis 2003a). (see
section 5.3.3, Box 6).
7.2.3 Containment buffers
The approach to containment of patto in both OBH operational
areas (see section 5.3.3) was outdated and unrealistic (see Interview 7
& 8, Box 7). Containment was a pre-existing strategy - but only in cases
where eradication would cause financial hardship (Parsons 1981),
therefore it had been applied infrequently. The social and economic
changes underway in the two OBH regions, particularly the increased
proportion of landholders who were part-time farmers, also meant that
containment was a more realistic objective than eradication (see
Interview 7, Box 7 & Interview 10, Box 16).
OBH attempted to implement containment in a more systematic
way (Oates 1995, p. 36). Because of the developments with biological
control and improved chemical control methods, the use of containment
buffers became a more viable option for patto control (see Interview 10,
Box 7).

Basically for heavily infested areas a buffer zone was

established by spraying to protect the areas where eradication was
possible. The intention was the containment area would be reduced in
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size over time. The approach to containment of patto in OBH was an
effective example of passive adaptive management (see Interview 7 &
9, Box 7), where an effective best-practice is developed over time
(Interview 11, Box 7). Of course OBH period of operation was too short
to fully judge the success of the new practice (Interview 8, Box 16) given
the length of patto seed viability.

7.3 The enablers of adaptive management in OBH
7.3.1 Partnership
DCNR deliberately tried to recruit the VFF as an OBH
management partner (see Interview 4 & 10, Box 14). DCNR believed
previous programs were not working and thought the partnership with
the VFF would help provide a new method (by community engagement)
of implementing a weed management program (see section 5.4.5). It
was also an opportunity to overcome a history of conflict between the
two organisations (see Box 14) and conflict is reputed to be constraint to
adaptive management (Christiansen & Dinerstein 2001).

So the

partnership between DCNR and the VFF also had the potential to assist
the implementation of adaptive management (see Interview 11, Box 15)
by allowing DCNR, a risk adverse agency to spread risk in a way that
would lead to improved outcomes for weed management (Stankey
2003).
The partnership did lead to an improved working relationship
between DCNR and the VFF (see Interview 1 & 8, Box 15) which had a
number of direct benefits for the implementation of OBH and weed
management.

One example of the impact of DCNR and VFF

collaboration was the unusual decision to fund the 1995 OBH Review
(see Interview 11, Box 8). The Review identified a number of ways OBH
could be improved and many of these recommendations were
implemented and enhanced the program. The partnership also helped
to achieve new management options such as introducing biological
control agents and chemical trials directly into an operational program
(see section 7.2.1 & 7.2.2) by unblocking historical non-cooperation
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since there was a co-management arrangement in place (see Interview
8, Box 15).
Although the 2004 DPI view was that the partnership was an OBH
“failure” my interpretation is that DPI meant partnership with the VFF
was a “failure” – not partnerships per se. This assessment could reflect
the historical antipathy between the two organisations and possibly
shared by the 2004 Review author (a DPI employee and a minor
participant in OBH).
7.3.2 Leadership is critical
A lack of leadership was given in Chapter 2 (Stankey 2003) as a
major constraint for the implementation of adaptive management.
Opinion about OBH‟s leadership appears to be mixed, with a mixture of
bouquets and brickbats, but with agreement that dynamic leadership
was the driving force in its creation. What is clear is that the DCNR
instigator of OBH got the program off the ground, sourced the funding
and established the partnership with the VFF (Interview 4, Box 13 & 14,
Interview 7 & 10, Box 25). Of course leadership can only be exercised
in a bureaucracy from a position of power and change achieved if that
person has the desire to do so (Interview 4, Box 25).
Box 25: Leadership
DPI 2004 Weed Management Background Paper: The VFF saw their role as one of
providing a resource but didn‟t take on a leadership of co-ordination role.
Inter 4: I think it was an element of passion, energy and power. And I think part of
the, and I say the power is that as the director of the division at the time or manager,
[XXX] had the ability to actually push something, if you‟re lower down the organisation
you don‟t.
Inter 7: The leadership was critical, and after that, the department never replaced
[XXX] at the head as far as with the committee. You certainly needed that person at
the top with the power to say this is what the department‟s responsibility is.
Inter 10: It comes back to leadership, and at the end of the day, there‟s always
someone responsible for programs in their development, agreeing for them to be
implemented, and then making sure they get good value for money, and that whoever
that person or number of persons are, which will be your partners, they‟ve got that
responsibility, to make sure it‟s occurring.
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It is just as clear that DCNR in general did not see the VFF as
providing a leadership role (DPI 2004, Box 25) and when the DCNR
leader departed there was a power vacuum (Interview 7, Box 25). It is
not enough to rely on rhetoric to make adaptive management happen,
particularly when there is a bureaucracy involved – remember passive
resistance – the art of saying “yes” but meaning “no” (Interview 10, Box
13).
Leadership is required to get the various stakeholders on board,
involve the chain of command in the vision/ planning process, and
ensure feedback happens and results in learning.

I would suggest

committed passionate leadership – from someone in a position of power
within the bureaucracy - is the single most important ingredient required
for adaptive management to be implemented in NRM programs.
However OBH provides another lesson that is necessary for leadership
to succeed: political support.
7.3.3 Political support
Box 26: Political support
Inter 4: My assumption was that it (departmental support) came from ministerial
support because it was banging a head against a brick wall before. And then the
decision [to jointly fund OBH by DCNR] came after we had this launch. I drove up
with the Minister [XXX] and again weeds were never a very flash thing, he was just
absolutely gobsmacked and he‟d also been around the traps a long time. He was
staggered by the turnout we had on the day. I think we had over 100. We had the
tent set up over the demonstration site and it was a really successful day, and I can
recall him saying to me how he was staggered at the degree of support we had. As
a result of that, and I directly attribute it to that, is that we basically turned around
th
the priority given to weeds funding in the department from about 16 priority and we
elevated it right up
Inter 8: I think he had a lot of political drive behind him, people saying from
Melbourne, “what‟s happening up there”. You know, “Give us some good
outcomes”, so there was a political push in that area. Again it was one of those
programs where some of the recommendations, because the political pressure was
taken off, people [DCNR] were losing a little bit of interest
Inter 2: Maybe some of the information we were giving back to our supervisors
might have been going on to somebody else to say let‟s collate this and put it in
some sort of format that the minister could say that Operation Blue Hills is
achieving.
Inter 11: Pest plant area full of pitfalls for politicians, that‟s why they want to avoid
some of them. Yeah, I mean weeds are, it‟s a bone, you know, in our eyes and
nostrils.
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The decision by DCNR to enter into a partnership with the VFF
had strategic and practical nuances (see Interview 4 & 10, Box 14 and
Interview 8, Box 15).

It also had political overtones since the OBH

regions were in National Party held parliamentary seats during the entire
period of OBH (1992-97). During this period the National and Liberal
Parties were in a coalition government with a Liberal Party DCNR
Minister. The decision by DCNR to partner with the VFF in OBH could
also be viewed as an opportunity to placate a vocal critic and gain
political allies to procure funding. No program – whether adaptive or not
– can operate without funding and political support is usually an
important precondition for ongoing funding of NRM programs. .My
analysis of interview data suggested that OBH had achieved a level of
political support beyond that of any weed program previously (Interview
4, Box 26).
The Minister‟s interest and direction resulted in increased funding
for weed programs in general and OBH in particular (Interview 4, Box
26).

Before and during OBH‟s operational life the Minister applied

pressure on DCNR staff to ensure that the OBH program continued to
produce the “good outcomes” (Interview 8, Box 26).

This political

pressure for “outcomes” also had a positive influence on DCNR
managers‟ commitment to OBH (Interview 2, Box 26).

The use of

political support was decisive for funding as the interview excerpts
included in Box 26 indicate. Any aspiring program leader would be best
advised to learn this lesson.
Mobilising political support (or political leadership itself) is
necessary for providing the impetus and drive to change the business as
usual methods of bureaucracies so that managers are prepared to
support a different approach to management – in this case the passive
and active adaptive management elements in OBH . This is particularly
relevant to PPA programs which have few political friends (Inter 11, Box
26) for reasons previously discussed. Support can also be lost or can
diminish over time causing a failure to complete the original objectives
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or refine the intervention (Inter 8, Box 26) thus limiting the opportunities
to learn as a result of implementing management practices, i.e. adaptive
management.
7.3.4 Program longevity
In section 5.4.6 there was considerable discussion about the
effect of short-term program life on long-term problems and how this
impacted on OBH. OBH was a comparatively lengthy program and this
meant that program managers had sufficient time to bed down
innovations, such as the containment policy (see Interview 11 & 9, Box
7).

OBH also managed to implement some passive adaptive

management elements since it continued long enough to conduct the
trails mentioned in section 7.2.1 and 7.2.2 and in some respects OBH
continues at the time of this research, with the biological control agent‟s
progress being monitored (see Interview 12, Box 3).
Given the difficulty of achieving control over most invasive weeds,
decades may be required rather than the short-time frames of most
NRM programs.

As mentioned (see Interview 12, Box 3), KTRI‟s

monitoring of patto biological control agents had continued for eight
years after OBH ended, suggesting that this commitment to long-term
engagement has been engendered through the OBH program.

7.4 Where adaptive management does work
7.4.1 Regional
management

weed

programs

are

suitable

for

adaptive

There is compelling evidence from OBH that a regional weed
control program is suitable for implementing adaptive management.
Dover‟s (1999) identified the micro-policy scale as suitable for adaptive
management. My view is that a regional weed program like OBH (not
too big, not too small, focus on a regional issue) fits that descriptor.
“Operation Blue Hills” in the GBCMA/ NECMA regions and the
“Victorian Serrated Tussock Management Program” in Corangamite/
Port Philip and Western Port demonstrate the validity of this approach.
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These regional programs have promoted more collaboration and
integration than similar programs in the past (Oates 1995, DPI 2003)
confirming observations about the performance of regional NRM in
general (Paton et al. 2004).

This confirms the development of a

partnership approach to enable adaptive management as was the case
in OBH (see section 7.3.1).

7.4.2 Passive adaptive management suits weed programs
The reality is that the community and agencies demand a high
standard of reliability of costly weed control methods because they are
risk adverse (Stankey 2003). In OBH the “experiment” concept of active
adaptive management often appeared to be too problematic for DCNR
managers because who appeared uncomfortable with the risk of
appearing to have no or limited knowledge (Interview 1, Box 27).
Box 27: Best management practices
Inter 1: I would feel, you‟re operating…you‟re not operating an experiment, you‟re
launching a new project on best management practices or what you feel is sound
logic and in that respect I wouldn‟t like to call it an experiment. Ah, experiment to
me, I would… I view that…I‟m uncomfortable with that because it means you‟ve
got no knowledge.

They might also have feared adverse public reactions to failed
weed control “experiments” because of landholder demand for certainty
(Allan and Curtis 2005). Nevertheless, there was abundant evidence in
OBH of managers learning through feedback and of those new learnings
shaping the program as it unfolded (see Interview 11, Box 21) or being
shared with other similar or successor programs (see Interview 1, Box
18).

These learnings readily fit the concept of passive adaptive

management (Walters and Holling 1990) and reinforce the utility of that
approach.
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7.4.3 Is active adaptive management possible in weed programs?
Box 28: Regional weeds & partnerships
Inter 4: So, it must have been the time of year when Paterson‟s Curse was all
over the place and I was coming back in the car to Melbourne, thinking we‟ve got
a real weed problem. I was looking at the Paterson‟s Curse around Wodonga and
that area and thinking we‟ve go to do something differently, and its not a matter of
the old, the old systems haven‟t worked…, I think it was because I had a very
clear concept in my mind of a [awareness] campaign and partnership approach.

The long time frame required to deal with weed control issues
supports a view that active adaptive management is possible, even
desirable.

As was evident in the OBH program with the trialling of

biological control agents, there is the opportunity to learn through
paddock-scale management interventions although substantial periods
of time are needed to observe results (see Interview 12, Box 3). This
type of activity fulfils the definition of active adaptive management (Lee
2001) but also increases the capacity of the landholder to manage
change - another active adaptive management definition (Allan & Curtis
2003a) as long as the researchers operate in partnerships with
landholders.
In section 7.3.1 and Bureaucracy and partnerships p.95 there was
discussion on the value of partnerships in enabling the chance of
adaptive management (see Interview 8 & 11, Box 15). The realisation
that change of agency management culture of command and control to
cooperation was needed (Interview 4, Box 28) creates possibilities for
active adaptive management. Likely future advances in technology

-

the chemicals, application or other methods - also offers the possibility
for active adaptive management in weed programs (see sections 5.3.3 &
5.3.4). For example, the development of “precision cropping” where
equipment fitted with a GIS system can control the amount of fertilizer
and seed applied using paddock information may offer “precision weed
control” someday.
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7.5 How to address the adaptive management constraints
7.5.1 Monitoring and Evaluation
M&E activities are difficult to conduct if strategic targets are not
set at the beginning of the program. Examination of both OBH review
documents suggest that no strategic targets were set (OBH 1995 & DPI
2004, Box 29) and the 2003 case study makes it clear that the OBH
Review recommendation that they be developed, was not implemented
(DPI 2004). By comparison, the evaluation of ST considered a formal
strategic document containing what was to be achieved was critical to its
success (DPI 2003).
Box 29: Strategic planning
OBH 1995 review: The program should not try and cover too many awareness
and education aspects at once but target strategic areas and needs
DPI 2004 Weed Management Background Paper: However, the momentum
generated during the inception of OBH was not focused on strategic outcomes
and soon participation dwindled.

In section 5.4.2, recommendation 24 of the 1995 OBH Review the intention of to improve OBH M&E - was examined. This was to
redress the OBH situation of operating without a rigorous M&E regime
(Interview 4, Box 8). Although DCNR used a monitoring system, it was
suggested problems with the lack of training and LPO attitudes towards
its use limited its effectiveness (Interview 2, Box 8). These problems
appeared to be less important in the NE (see Interview 9, Box 8) but
Interview 5, Box 8) indicated that issues surrounding staff capacity to
implement M&E in weed management programs in Victoria has
continued after OBH ended.
Evaluation
Evaluation activities must be an integral part of the program and
not an additional activity tacked on to the end of a program - to be
completed if surplus funds are available. The struggle to initiate the
1995 OBH review after the program had been operating for two years
(with another two years remaining) was rewarded by high quality
recommendations that in the final analysis supported passive adaptive
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management (see section 5.3).
programs

gained

substantial

Subsequent weed management
benefits

from

the

review

and

implementation of its recommendations; these include an improved M&E
regime, biological control agent trials, chemical trials, and the
containment policy. The 2004 DPI evaluation using OBH as a case
study also provided value for other programs by identifying “faults” (see
section 6.3), the major one being enforcement activities after
consultation had failed.
7.5.2 Bureaucracy
There was considerable discussion concerning bureaucratic
constraints for adaptive management in section 2.4.3 and for OBH in
particular - section 5.4.3, section 5.4.4 and section 5.4.5. As previously
explained, the goal of improving weed control efforts represented a
substantial change of policy, but also of culture within DCNR.

By

accommodating the realistic need to move away from eradication
towards containment, DCNR was also moving from a command and
control approach to weeds policy to a more cooperative/ collaborative
approach (Interview 4, Box 13). However, there was resistance to that
change from within DCNR (Interview 4, Box 9 & 15).
In section 7.3.2 I suggested that leadership and political support
were key elements in overcoming the risk averse and command and
control aspects of DCNR culture.
7.5.3 Program staff continuity and program longevity
Staff continuity is often critical to a program‟s performance and
usually, a program does not thrive if key members are lost.

To an

extent, this was the case with OBH when the DCNR leader who
instigated the program left the Department and was not replaced on the
OBH Steering Committee by a similarly high-placed public servant
(Interview 7, Box 24).

DCNR staff were being shuffled around

undermining continuity before the full potential of M&E was realized
(Interview 1, Box 16). OBH was fortunate that its key staff (the parttime, non-agency facilitators) remained for the initial three years
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providing some continuity. Interruptions to continuity of the DCNR staff
involved in OBH by other agency duties to operations was minimised by
the employment of the facilitators (Interview 1, 8 & 10, Box 12). This to
a degree overcame some of the continuity problems.
Program longevity
OBH was a comparatively lengthy program and managed to
implement some adaptive management elements. In some respects
OBH continues at the time of this research, with the progress of the
trials of biological control agent being monitored (see section 5.3). This
would suggest that in instances where adaptive management is
appropriate (i.e., wicked problems), that programs should deliberately be
of longer rather than shorter durations (e.g., 5 years plus). An added
benefit would be the ability to attract and retain high calibre staff and to
more effectively engage landholders who are often wary of getting
involved in short-term partnerships.

Again the DSE preferred weed

program model – Serrated Tussock - operated from 1995 until 2002 indicating the value of program longevity. However, the ST program
received a series of grants during that period (DPI 2003) and the
program could have been discontinued at any time.
Media interest in NRM problems
The importance of the modern media in contemporary policy
making was discussed in Chapter 2 (Baskerville 1995). In section 5.4.6
the issue of the limitation of the “issue-attention cycle” on NRM program
length was raised. The OBH staff made a determined initial effort to use
the media to raise community awareness of the need for patto control
(Interview 4, Box 29) and the value of marketing the program was
recognised (see Interview 4 & 11, Box 17).
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Box 30 Media
Inter 4: We have to look at things differently, so I think it was partly them getting,
using people like your wordsmiths first off and I used people like [XXX] who was
good on the community development approach to actually do some of the
product, and recognising you need a marketing product is part of it.
Inter 10: The use of media was different and that was enhanced with the media
resources around.
Inter 11: The real success of Blue Hills wasn‟t throwing a lot of money at it,
because we didn‟t, basically our success was the creativity, and I‟d have to say
that [XXX] was terrific, I mean it was just imaginative stuff. He‟d captured the
media‟s interest, right.

It was suggested that the OBH approach to engaging the media
was different from previous DCNR efforts in that it used technology
more (Interview 10, Box 29). Although DCNR had used marketing in the
past, by using more sophisticated marketing methods – so called stunts
(see Interview 8, Box 3) - OBH staff were able to develop a stronger
media profile (Interview 11, Box 29). OBH did not have a large program
budget but used media in creative ways (Interview 11, Box 29).
Obviously, the OBH use of media did advance public awareness of patto
(Oates 1995) and subsequent programs such as ST have followed that
lead (DPI 2003).

Some of the greatest media interest in OBH was

generated by interest in biological control agents (see Interview 7 & 8,
Box 3) and perhaps the lesson here is adaptive management can be
marketed, not just best-practices.

7.6 Summary
There were a number of benefits for OBH from the use of
adaptive management or elements of adaptive management.

These

benefits improved OBH outcomes for and included:


the integration of control methods for potto, probably a first for a
weed program in Victoria,



trialling the use of biological control agents for patto control in an
operational setting (paddock-scale trials). Again, probably a first
for a weed control program in Victoria,
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trialling of new chemicals, rates and methods of application of
chemicals for patto control, again on a paddock-scale sized
trials. Again, probably a first for a weed control program in
Victoria, and



embracing a weed containment policy after clinging to the
historical goal of eradication.

The key enablers for OBH adaptive management were:


the partnerships between DCNR and the VFF,



effective leadership by an individual in a position of power,



use of capable, non-DCNR facilitators,



effective use of new technologies to raise awareness and
commitment,



strong and explicit political support, and



longevity (relative to the norm for weed programs).
The data analysed for this research indicates that regional weed

programs provide many opportunities for passive adaptive management.
Passive adaptive management is probably a feature of regional weed
programs because they often rely on best-practice and NRM staff and
the community are comfortable with best-practice. However, there are
also opportunities for active adaptive management and it seems that
there may be more of those opportunities than commonly imagined.
It is also possible to identify constraints limiting the application of
adaptive management in OBH, including a reluctance to embrace and
invest in monitoring and evaluation (M&E).

Staff capacity and

commitment was one of the constraints to evaluation. Several other
constraints appear to be related to the fact that a bureaucratic
organisation manages weed programs. OBH attempted to challenge the
DCNR culture of command and control towards a more cooperation
approach, and with some success.

Indeed, the emphasis on

partnerships and collaboration, also evident with the developing
Landcare program at the same time (Oates 1995), has endured and to
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some

extent,

become

the

orthodox

approach

to

stakeholder

engagement in Victorian NRM programs. Then there are the constraints
of short-term program funding and staff turnover.
Important lessons from the OBH experience are that NRM
programs that rely heavily on engaging rural landholders in practice
change must employ high calibre staff and retain them so that they
develop effective relationships with landholders and can implement high
quality communication practices.

Programs addressing wicked

problems must also continue long enough to allow feedback from trials
and experiments and for lessons to be learned from the implementation
of paddock-scale trials.
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Chapter 8: Conclusion
The Commonwealth and Victorian governments have stated that
adaptive management will underpin and inform their future Natural
Resource Management (NRM) policies (DEHAA 1997; DNRE 2000).
These

governments established

a

regional NRM organisational

framework – the Catchment Management Authorities (CMA), and the
North East CMA has stated that adaptive management would underpin
its work (NECMA 2002). However there has been little examination of
the effectiveness of adaptive management in regional NRM programs
and of the extent that policy learning via adaptive management is
occurring (Dovers 2003b).
“Operation Blue Hills” (OBH) - a regional weed control program –
finished the same year (1997) as the new Victorian regional NRM
arrangements were put into place. OBH instituted a number of “firsts” for
a regional weed program and provided several learnings for subsequent
weed programs in Victoria – the use of a community-agency
management structure was one example and the release/assessment of
biological control agents via program activities was another. It appeared
to me that OBH could provide some lessons about the application of
adaptive management.

Therefore I used OBH as a case study to

explore three key questions:
1. Was adaptive management implemented as part of OBH?
2. To what extent has this regional experience influenced pest plant
policy making in Victoria?
3. What lessons can be taken from this case study about the
appropriate use of adaptive management and ways to enhance
its implementation?
After summarising the findings for these questions, I will reflect
upon my research methods and the implications of this research for
future programs.
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8.1 Was adaptive management implemented as part of
OBH?
Despite

a

number

of

important

constraints

to

adaptive

management, including the fact OBH was not designed to implement
adaptive management; OBH can be described as being an example of
passive adaptive management with an active adaptive management
element.

OBH could be thought of as evolutionary adaptive

management – eventually DCNR learned from the experience from
previous weed programs – and that a new approach and new methods
were needed.

However, OBH went beyond that to implementing

passive adaptive management - using lessons from history to develop a
single best policy to apply in practice (Walters & Holling 1990).
Integrating a suite of control measures into the overall weed program is
an example of passive adaptive management in that OBH was
developing and documenting “best practice” weed control (Morley &
Stapleton 1999).

The implementation of a weed containment policy

(and its refinement), as opposed to the previous policy of weed
eradication, was an important OBH learning.

Weed containment

marked a major revision of previous weed policy in Victoria, providing an
example of passive adaptive management and of policy learning
through adaptive management.
My examination of OBH also suggests that there were instances
of active adaptive management in that program managers consciously
used policy and implementation as experiments, enabling them to learn
about systems as they managed them (Lee 2001). For example, the
testing of new biological control agents where researchers worked with
landholders to test the efficacy of a range of control options (grazing
strategies, a zoning policy and chemical buffers), as opposed to simply
implementing a best-practice. This example also met the requirement of
modelling or formal scientific experiments to reduce uncertainty and to
gain increased knowledge about complex systems (Johnson & Williams
1999, Lee 2001).
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8.2 To what extent has this regional experience
influenced pest plant policy making in Victoria?
There is ample evidence that OBH influenced pest plant program
management and policy in Victoria. The fact that OBH was intended to
be a deliberate departure from previous weed programs and had a high
profile attracted the attention of other regions and DNCR staff. This
meant that subsequent program managers who were aware that the
previous weed control programs had limitations, had an incentive to look
to OBH to see what lessons could be learned and applied.

OBH

preceded the 1994 CaLP Act (which established regional NRM
organisations) and also provided lessons for those establishing the
CaLP Boards about how to engage landholders. DCNR, the VFF and
Keith Turnbull Research Institute (KTRI) all had the potential to pass on
lessons from OBH (see section 6.2.1) and the revised weed
containment policy was key policy learning.
Both OBH reviews noted the value of a cooperative management
model (in the case of the 2004 Department of Primary Industries (DPI)
review – the perceived lack of one) established via partnerships (as
opposed to the lack of previous DCNR program partnerships) and a
broadening of the stakeholder groups engaged through NRM programs.
Another major learning was the importance of an integrated approach to
weed management that included enforcement activities to achieve weed
control on private land where consultation with landholders proved
unsuccessful. Both of these learnings were adopted in the subsequent
Serrated Tussock (ST) program that became the preferred Department
of Sustainability & Environment (DSE) model for weed program delivery
(DPI 2003).
Other key lessons were the value of integrating trials of biological
control agents and new chemicals for control with practical paddockscale control efforts. Both of these features were also included in the
ST program (DPI 2003) as a result of lessons learned through the OBH
experience.
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8.3 What lessons can be taken from this case study about
the appropriate use of adaptive management and ways to
enhance its implementation?
Weed programs have many characteristics and opportunities
suitable for active adaptive management. Individual landholders cannot
control some weeds without cooperative action; one agency is unlikely
to be successful on its own; and a variety of strategies are required for
control - particularly in hilly, unproductive country. So, the OBH program
provided a useful case study for reflection about the factors that
constrain and enable the implementation of adaptive management.
Active adaptive management is not appropriate or indeed,
necessary, in all situations (Lee 2001). Passive adaptive management,
where a best-practice is implemented within a sound evaluation
framework, is often all that is necessary. However, other opportunities
to implement adaptive management in OBH were ignored or neglected.
There are lessons from these lost opportunities for the implementation
of adaptive management.
8.3.1 Constraints
The absence of any comprehensive M&E framework in the initial
stages of OBH was an obvious constraint to the implementation of
adaptive management.

It is difficult to be adaptive if you have not

developed and implemented an appropriate M&E framework. The 1995
OBH Review attempted to address this deficiency by making a series of
recommendations, many of which were implemented in the later stages
of the program. In some instances, these recommendations supported
future adaptive management. For example, Recommendation 24 stated
the M&E system must be in place in the beginning of a program.
Another major constraint had to do with issues surrounding the
nature of bureaucracies.

For example, the uneven performance by

some DCNR staff in elements of weed control policy, in part because
these staff had too many agency responsibilities to effectively take on
additional duties or they inadequately did them. Then there was the
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impact of the prevailing DCNR command and control culture that meant
the agency did not encourage community input into programs.

The

partnership approach, a key element of OBH, was a deliberate attempt
to overcome the debilitating effects of bureaucratic culture that
constrained community engagement pre-OBH. The use of partnerships
in program management was identified as pivotal in producing change in
OBH.

The partnership approach reduced pre-existing conflict and

spread the risk of adopting new weed control methods, both constraints
for agency use of adaptive management.
Issues related to program staff continuity and program longevity
have also been identified as constraints to adaptive management preOBH in that extension staff were often redeployed for other duties and
programs had limited life-spans. These issues hampered landholder
engagement and made it difficult to implement effective monitoring.
However, the OBH leadership had some success in overcoming the
staff continuity issue with the appointment of independent facilitators to
work with landholders over the life of the program. Having appointments
outside DCNR also ensured that OBH remained on focus while DCNR
staff were occupied with other duties. As for program longevity, OBH
was given two additional one-year extensions which made it a
comparatively long-lived NRM program. The use of project or programfocused facilitators is now common practice but program longevity (lack
of it) remains an ongoing constraint to active adaptive management. The
“Issue-attention cycle” (where there is rarely long term focus on any
issue before the public loses interest) means that energy and resources
are not usually allocated for sufficient time to address difficult and
complex issues. This lack of attention or focus is a perennial constraint
to the effectiveness of NRM programs.

Those behind the OBH

attempted to deal with this constrain by improved media usage. This
included more creative marketing ideas (stunts to some) and the use of
modern media outlets (TV and radio), instead of relying solely on print
media.
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8.3.2 Opportunities
The integration of field trials of biological agents into an operating
weed management program presented a major opportunity for the
implementation of active adaptive management. For example in OBH,
the field monitoring of biological control agents, including their
performance

and

the

conditions

required

for

their

successful

reproduction, could be explored by the researchers (including agency
staff and landholders).

In turn, these findings could inform other

researchers, staff and landholders via technical publications and lead to
system-wide learning.
The testing and application of new chemicals for weed control
provided another opportunity for active adaptive management in OBH.
For example, different rates and different application methods could be
trialled to establish best practice but it was also possible that these
findings could establish an integrated approach to weed control – where
chemicals are only one part of the control options. This was particularly
important in assessing the role of chemicals as part of the new
containment policy for those areas where eradication is not considered a
feasible option: another opportunity for active adaptive management.
Several enablers were identified that acted to improve the
likelihood that adaptive management would be implemented.

The first

of these was the role of leadership by those in a position of power.
Other researchers have suggested that the role of “institutional
champion” is critical (Gilmour, Walkerden & Scandol 1999) but the OBH
experience suggests that this is not sufficient. In the OBH case, the
strong, effective leadership of the originator of OBH was coupled with
political support and effective engagement of the current DCNR
Minister. In combination, these leaders were able to raise PPA issues up
the funding scale and encourage DCNR managers to adopt and
implement the cooperative partnership model of OBH.
It probably goes without saying that the longer a program
continues, the greater the opportunity for implementing adaptive
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management in that there is time to learn as a result of management
interventions. This was the case with OBH, particularly as a result of the
1995 Review which provided timely feedback. Again, the increased
length of OBH enhanced the likelihood that lessons would be identified.
Finally there is the question of the appropriate scale for adaptive
management.

Certainly the evidence from OBH is that a regional

program is the “right” scale for weed programs to attempt adaptive
management. Often weeds are particular region problems (as patto was
in NE Victoria)

and approaches could be tailor-made while retaining

economies of scale (Paton et al. 2004). The subsequent modelling and
improvements on OBH by the ST program for an entirely different weed
in an entirely different region would suggest Victoria‟s DSE has
practiced policy learning at a regional level. Given the will, resource
commitment and that the enablers in place – regions are well placed to
overcome the constraints to implementing adaptive management.

8.4 Reflection on research methods
In earlier sections I have discussed the utility of case studies to
explore the application and outcomes of adaptive management in NRM
programs. Certainly, I found the case study approach effective because
of the ability to track changes over time, examine multiple sources of
evidence and select a case that was „instrumental‟ in that, as with OBH,
it is possible to select a case that seemed to provide opportunities to
explore the questions of interest to me. As it turned out, OBH provided
an ideal case study in that there were opportunities to examine the
impact of bureaucracy on the implementation of adaptive management,
including the protection of “Turf” (Head 2005) and the risk adverse
nature of institutions (Stankey 2003).
By using interviews I could better understand bureaucratic
decision-making process (Sjoberg et al. 1991).

The semi-structured

interviews were also useful in providing a rich, thick description that
assisted me to develop understandings applicable beyond the OBH
case (Rossman & Rallis (2003). The interviews were useful to discover
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- and flesh out - how weed policy making was done since it is difficult to
obtain that information from official documents.
Although it was a disappointment not to interview the former
DCNR Minister, the choice of interviewees was sound. The range of
roles the interviewees had within OBH certainly added value to the case.
However the inclusion of the two interviewees with post OBH experience
added limited value. The inclusion of more LPO‟s for the interview list
might have reinforced some insights but probably was not essential.
The main limitation of my approach was not sourcing original OBH
documents early in the research when they may have been available without the benefit of examining these documents I relied heavily on
interview data.
The length of time it took me to complete the research had a
downside, including recent literature on regional adaptive management
making me rethink some of my earlier thinking and writing. But the
delays also provided some advantages in that some use information
came to light – the DPI 2004 Review – and some former DCNR people
had changed employment which might have enabled them to be more
candid about some aspects of the OBH experience. .
There are things I would do differently, beginning with the key
research questions.

The original CSU Admissions and & Progress

committee made the observation that the aims were possibly too
ambitious, which I agree with now. I probably should have dropped the
policy aspect and focussed on the suitability of regional weed programs
for adaptive management.

I may have been able to condense my

efforts despite the research delays.
Although I considered my interview skills adequate at the time, I
have since learned that preparing a summary of ideas after each
interview, as preparation for the next is a valuable practice.

Re–

listening to the transcripts is also good for improving technique, and
coding as you go allows additional probing of revealed themes as you
progress.
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8.5 Reflections about the implications of the research for
future weed programs
I embarked upon this research with the gut feeling that adaptive
management was basically a theory that had rhetorical policy support
and some appeal to NRM managers but limited practical application. I
knew OBH had produced positive weed control results in my own area
but was considered a “failure” by many local DSE managers despite
providing modelling for subsequent programs.

After a thorough

investigation, I have gained a better understanding of the constraints to
implementing adaptive management and of ways to address those
constraints, also of the relative merits of passive and active adaptive
management.
PPA issues are common, emotive, increasing and there have
been a number of NRM programs to address them. It is not always
possible to develop effective control measures in an increasingly
complex social and physical environment.

The OBH experience

indicates that regional weed control programs are suitable for passive
adaptive management and provide opportunities for active adaptive
management.

They are the right geographic scale, the right micro-

policy issue and can be a focus for the public‟s attention.

The key

findings discussed below provide some insights for program managers
attempting to implement adaptive management.
8.5.1 Monitoring and Evaluation
The Victorian CaLP Act 1994 and

the Commonwealth

Government‟s reporting requirements have ensured M&E activities are
required and undertaken.

Advances in the technological means to

record useful data have also been made. However, the issues of staff
training in M&E methods and perhaps the desire to employ them
remain.

The evaluation of the preferred DSE weed control program

model – Serrated Tussock - indicated that issues surrounding staff
capacity to implement M&E in weed management programs in Victoria
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have continued, long after OBH was found wanting (DPI 2003). Staff
training was recognised as a way to improve monitoring.
Once the monitoring deficiencies are remedied, staff and
management both need training in adaptive management since their
NRM training and experience is more likely to have staff providing
solutions and best practice than conducting experiments.

Active

adaptive management can be achieved in programs by facilitating
scientific experiments

where

the

NRM

staff,

researchers, and

landholders all participate in realistic paddock-scale field trails.
As for program evaluations, it is difficult to determine the
appropriate approach and mechanism for every program - however the
experience of the reviews of the OBH and ST programs is instructive in
regards to learning transfers. The 1995 OBH review was undertaken by
an external consultant and the result was uniformly well-regarded and
used extensively to frame the subsequent ST program.

Victoria

University consultants evaluated the ST program contribution to raising
landholder awareness whereas a NRE employee evaluated the internal
(NRE) contributions to the Serrated Tussock program (DPI 2003). The
use of a NRE employee was identified as a possible source of bias for
that evaluation by DPI itself (DPI 2003). This suggests that the use of
external consultants could avoid “in-house bias”.

Baskerville (1995)

has suggested that program management and staff should be
familiarised with any relevant program evaluation findings prior to the
commencement of the new program. Such an approach would open-up
the possibilities for active adaptive management to be canvassed prior
to commencement of the program and M&E activities suitable for active
management could be identified.
8.5.2 Program continuity and longevity
These two constraints are related and have a suite of issues
surrounding them. The ST evaluation learning was that “Short term
funding cycles and high staff turnover have reduced the capacity of The
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Program to control Serrated Tussock” (DPI 2003).

This would be

particularly true for programs implementing adaptive management
where commitment to monitoring and evaluation and to learning from
feedback loops is heavily dependent on having staff with sufficient
commitment and capacity to plan, implement and learn.

And the

program has to last long enough to make the monitoring worthwhile. It
would appear that where programs are intended to implement adaptive
management they need to be supported by strategies that ensure staff
are retained or replaced with equally skilled personal. This might be as
simple as paying above the accepted scale, or offering opportunities for
mentoring by leading practitioners or academics.
Longevity is related to funding and this is hard to sustain for weed
control programs. Some of this would be related to the “Issue-attention
cycle” when the media (and the public‟s) interest drops off and the
allocation of funding often tracks the public interest.

The OBH

experience suggests that creative use of media can elevate weed
control issues higher on the funding scale. It may be hard to make
weeds sexy but their media profile needs a boost. There is plenty of
media on the potential danger of climate change but comparatively little
for the serious threat that weeds pose to ecosystems. More and better
agency efforts need to take place and the increasing possibilities of
internet-based media provide opportunities.
Gunderson, Holling and Light (1995) observed traditional funding
pathways tended to result in support for existing dogma instead of
contrasting explanations. The current funding system promotes best
practice and an obsession with output reporting over analysis.

This

corresponds with the first imperative of NRM practitioners that was
identified by Allan & Curtis (2005) – Got to keep moving. That is, up to
now there has been excessive focus on doing rather than thinking. OBH
indicated that weed programs could have management changes that
could encompass elements that would allow implementation of adaptive
management.
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8.5.3 Bureaucratic culture
Box 31: The Task
Inter 4: I guess my focus was, how do you bring the sociology together
with the science, but unless you look at people’s behaviour, it doesn’t
matter how good your biotech or chemicals, or your solutions are…
nothing will happen.
As Interview 4 in Box 31 suggests, science can provide
practitioners with more understanding about the system but on its own,
that understanding is not sufficient for action that leads to improved
management. The ST evaluation suggested that researchers should be
encouraged to clearly and simply recommend to landholders how their
findings can be applied (DPI 2003). My interpretation of this advice is
that the evaluators have missed an opportunity to promote adaptive
management and to bridge the gap between science and society. The
OBH experience clearly demonstrates the benefits of partnerships
where researchers, managers and landholders work together to trial and
refine management options. That is, the OBH experience demonstrated
the value of adaptive management.
Many of the constraints to implementing adaptive management
can be linked back to the impact of bureaucratic culture, particularly the
tendency to manage through a command and control culture.

This

corresponds with the second imperative of NRM organisations identified
by Allan & Curtis (2005) – Got to have control. That is, organizations
need to feel that they are in control and managing any risks that might
affect the organisation‟s credibility or standing, that of their Minister, and
of course, individual careers. OBH had a huge advantage that many
NRM programs do not: a committed leader in a position of power who
had political support and who wanted to change this culture. There is
also the need to avoid the pitfall of institutions drawing back to less
inclusive community management input once greater consensus is
reached (Gilmour, Walkerden & Scandol 1999).
The successful implementation of adaptive management may be
dependent on a leader with some positive organisational deviance going outside the organisational norms seeking change (Sjoberg et al.
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1991). In the case of OBH, the leader came without the traditional NRM
background and perhaps was not as immersed in its command and
control culture.

The recruitment of high level adaptive management

devotees with political support may be what is necessary to achieve
active adaptive management. Perhaps research to investigate positive
organisational deviance and its application to implementing adaptive
management is needed.

Often I have had the feeling that adaptive

management research has often been about getting the theory “right”
and/or the process of identifying and addressing constraints. Evidence
from OBH suggests to me that effective right leadership with political
support will provide more opportunities for adaptive management to be
tested and lead to more NRM practitioners convinced of its value.
I close with a quotation from Paul Hasluck (long-serving Liberal
minister for territories, 1951-63); “Policy is shaped and developed best
when it is the outcome of practice rather than theory” (Pearson, 2009).
With more practical experiences of adaptive management being
implemented, it can move from its usual current rhetorical status into a
useful policy tool.
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Appendix 1: Information Statement for Research
Participants
This research will examine if and how adaptive management (a
feedback process that affects management decisions) occurred
during “Operation Blue Hills” (OBH). Its aim is to determine the role
of OBH on the development of adaptive management in Regional
Natural Research Management policymaking and programs. The
information below gives an outline of the steps in the research.
A range of people involved in the “Operation Blue Hills” program
will be interviewed to determine their role and experience relating
to the program.
These interviews will take approximately 45 minutes.
The interviews will be taped and a transcript prepared. However
complete confidentiality will be maintained at all times.
The collected data will be used in a thesis exploring the use of
adaptive management in regionally based programs.
No quotes will be attributed by identity and every participant will
be given an opportunity to comment upon the accuracy of their
statements prior to any publication of results.
Any participant can withdraw during any stage of the research
and all tapes and notes relating to their participation will be
destroyed.
All notes and tapes will be only be used by the researcher and
will be destroyed upon publication of the thesis.
NOTE: Charles Sturt University‟s Ethics in Human Research
Committee has approved this project. If you have any
complaints or reservations about the ethical conduct of this
project, you may contact the Committee through the Executive
Officer:
The Executive Officer
Ethics in Human Research Committee
The Grange
Charles Sturt University
Bathurst NSW 2795
Tel: (02) 6338 4628
Fax: (02) 6338 4194
Any issues you raise will be treated in confidence and
investigated fully and you will be informed of the outcome.
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Appendix 2: Ethics consent form and approvals
1. I understand that I am free to withdraw my participation in the
research at any time.
2. The purpose of the research has been explained to me and I
have read and understood the information sheet given to me
3. I have been given the opportunity to ask questions about the
research and received satisfactory answers.
4. I permit the investigator to tape record my interview as part of this
project.
5. I understand that any information or personal details gathered in
the course of this research about me are confidential and that
neither my name nor any other identifying information will be
used or published without my written permission.

NOTE: Charles Sturt University‟s Ethics in Human Research
Committee has approved this project. If you have any
complaints or reservations about the ethical conduct of this
project, you may contact the Committee through the Executive
Officer:
The Executive Officer
Ethics in Human Research Committee
The Grange
Charles Sturt University
Bathurst NSW 2795
Tel: (02) 6338 4628
Fax: (02) 6338 4194
Any issues you raise will be treated in confidence and
investigated fully and you will be informed of the outcome.
Signed by:…………………………………

Date: ......................................
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