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1. Summary 
River Tender is a large budget project being trialed by the North East Catchment 
Management Authority (North East CMA). It aims to improve the quality and extent 
of riparian vegetation in the lower Ovens River, a Heritage River in Victoria.  
 
North East CMA contracted the Institute for Land, Water and Society at Charles Sturt 
University to provide social research expertise to support implementation and 
evaluation of the first round of this trial. The Institute undertook a range of qualitative 
and quantitative surveys aimed at evaluating key aspects of the River Tender pilot 
scheme. This report presents the findings from the 2005 research effort. 
 
Our research found River Tender attracted people who where atypical of Ovens 
Valley landholder with river frontage- they tended not to be full-time farmers. The 
flexibility of River Tender in terms of allowing landholders to cost a range of on-
ground works combined with a reduction in time required to be involved were 
important factors that attracted people, many of whom had full-time off-farm work 
commitments, to participate. 
 
River Tender participants also had different characteristics compared with those 
people who volunteered for a fixed grant incentive (FGIS). One of the key differences 
is that River Tender participants are less likely to be farmers and therefore, are less 
influenced by the economic importance of the production values farmers attach to 
frontages. River Tender also engaged landholders with larger areas of remnant bush 
and our preliminary analysis suggests River Tender is a more cost-effective process 
than the FGIS.  
 
A key part of any tender process is being able to promote the program sufficiently in 
order to create a competitive market. In this regard, the communication efforts used 
by NE CMA could be regarded as successful. A substantial proportion of the 
community became aware of the program and the one-to-one liaison with landholders 
during the site assessment process increased landholders’ positive perceptions of the 
CMA, and enabled the Authority to open communication channels with a different 
cohort of landholders other than the ‘traditional’ full-time farming community. 
 
All these findings suggest that River Tender is a very useful addition to the mix of 
policy instruments available to the North East CMA. Given landholders are a 
heterogeneous group and no single policy approach is likely to appeal to all 
landholders, River Tender may extend the reach of NE CMA’s programs.  
 
In rolling out the program, NE CMA appears to have had sound financial 
management and dedicated staff that were able successfully roll out a new initiative. 
However for the next round, NE CMA needs to improve the governance arrangements 
overseeing the implementation of River Tender as well as allow for more time, 
training and human resources. Other changes recommended include simplifying the 
site assessment process; modifying the program to cater for the full range of 
landholders with river frontage (urban community, group bids); developing better 
partnerships with other natural resource managers (e.g. DSE, VFF); and 
communicating the program objectives is simpler terms. 
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2. Introduction to River Tender  
River Tender is a large budget project ($2m over 4 years) administered by the NE 
CMA that is intended to improve the quality and extent of riparian vegetation in the 
lower Ovens River, a Heritage River in Victoria.  
 
River Tender is a departure from previous riparian vegetation programs because it 
uses a market based approach to improving management of existing riparian 
vegetation. Under River Tender funding is made available to landholders who enter 
formal Management Agreements that involve the landholder implementing riparian 
land best management practice for the remnants on their land. Typically, the MA will 
specify works to be implemented (including one-off and ongoing maintenance) and 
management issues to be addressed. Each MA is negotiated by the landholder with a 
NE CMA river restoration officer.  
 
River Tender is a pilot project, intended to operate for three years, and involve two 
rounds of funding for MAs. In 2005, the first year of River Tender, 120 expressions of 
interest were received from landholders, 49 of which were eligible to receive site 
assessments. Thirty three bids were submitted by 22 landholders. By August 2005, 18 
landholders had made successfully bid and all MAs for 2005 had been completed. The 
area managed by the MAs covers 784 hectares of riparian land and 50 km (single 
frontage) of river.   
 
This first stage of River Tender was managed for the NE CMA by a full time project 
manager and a full time but short term project officer. Project guidance came from 
within the NE CMA with the assistance of a steering committee which included 
vegetation experts from the Department of Sustainability and Environment.  

3. The Research  
The North East CMA contracted the Institute for Land, Water and Society (ILWS) at 
Charles Sturt University to provide social research expertise to support 
implementation and evaluation of the first round of River Tender (see appendix 1 for 
research brief). Both the CSU team and North East CMA are committed to a 
collaborative research effort involving regular discussion and reflection. This report 
presents the findings from the 2005 research effort. 
 
It is important that the principles and practical operations of pilot programs, such as 
River Tender, be evaluated to determine if the program may be a useful tool for 
natural resource managers, and to add to the understanding of behavioural change for 
sustainable catchment management. If River Tender is to become part of NE CMA’s 
suite of policy instruments it is critical that management appreciate the opportunities, 
risks, strengths and weaknesses of this approach. Members of the ILWS undertook a 
range of quantitative and quantitative surveys aimed at: 

• Informing NE CMA on how to improve the pilot scheme;  
• Evaluating the communication associated with River Tender; 
• Comparing River Tender with a Fix Grant Incentive Scheme (FGIS); and 
• Adding to understanding of land management change programs in the North 

East 
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We report our findings using three key themes:  
1. Landholder response to River Tender- landholder survey;  
2. Extension and communication- participant observation,  participant interviews 

and document review; and 
3. Corporate risk assessment -conducted through participant observation and 

staff interviews. 
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4. Landholder Response to River Tender 

4.1. Introduction 
River Tender is being offered explicitly to implement actions which will enhance 
river health and biodiversity through change in the management of riparian areas 
under the management of private landholders. The theoretical underpinnings to the 
mail survey are therefore largely grounded in the literature on landholder adoption of 
conservation practices, and in this case, riparian management (Cary et al. 2002; Curtis 
and Robertson. 2003; b; Millar and Curtis 1997; Pannell et al. 2005; Race and Curtis 
1998; Thomson and Pepperdine 2003).  
 
Landholders will adopt conservation practices that are consistent with them achieving 
their individual and family goals/ objectives, including their need for financial 
security and social acceptance. In turn, willingness and ability to take up a practice 
will depend on a number of additional factors: 

• Personal characteristics of landholder and their immediate family. Education 
levels; knowledge; skills; length of experience in area/as a farmer; risk taker; 
introvert/ extrovert; income; stage of life; family succession; and personal 
network. 

• Social context of landholder. Prevailing norms; information flows through 
networks; education/ training opportunities; local organisations; and level of 
trust in extension agents. 

• Nature of the practice. Including its trialability; observability; complexity and 
extent of re-skilling required; whether the practice fits with existing farming 
systems and lifestyle; the cost and time for returns to accrue; and the extent the 
practice is a substantial improvement on what is already being done. 

 
Given the complex nature of landholder motivations and abilities it is likely that a mix 
of approaches and appeals is necessary for NE CMA to address the variety of 
landholder motivations and abilities. Hence the research team saw a need to compare 
the landholders engaged in River Tender with that of a Fixed Grant Scheme (FGIS). 
 
River Tender participants were sent a mail survey after they had received a site visit 
from North East CMA staff that assessed the suitability of the landholder’s site. NE 
CMA staff informed the landholders that a survey would be sent from CSU in 2005 
and 2007. Of the 49 participants, 34 returned completed surveys to CSU for a 
response rate of 69%.  To provide a “control” group for comparison with River 
Tender participants, a sample of Ovens Valley landholders was drawn from 
respondents to the 2001 questionnaire by Curtis et al. (2002) who had surveyed 1,000 
of 8,658 rural landholders with properties larger than 10 hectares as identified on local 
government ratepayer rolls.  
 
Only landholders within 500m of a river/ creek were selected for comparison with 
River Tender, and successful River Tender participants were excluded from the 
control sample. One hundred and one properties were identified and surveys were 
mailed to these landholders. Nine recipients were removed from the list because 
respondents indicated that the property had changed hands or the surveys were 
“returned to sender”. Of the 92 eligible properties, 58 returned surveys to CSU for a 
response rate of 63%, which is sufficient for credible statistical results. 
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Surveys were mailed to the control group in a package that included a return stamped 
and addressed envelope. Three reminder cards were sent at weekly intervals to those 
who had not returned surveys. The first reminder went out one week after the survey. 
 
The only difference in the surveys to the control group and River Tender participants 
was that the control group survey included a section exploring respondent interest in a 
Fixed Grant Incentive Scheme (FGIS). The FGIS proposed offered financial 
assistance to landholders for a substantial component of establishment costs and a 
payment for ongoing management and the opportunity costs associated with re-
vegetation work. 
 
Survey topics sought information about:  

• The importance of issues thought to be contributing to problems in rural areas; 
• Management practices on the property, both general property practices and 

management specific to river/creek frontage or wetlands; 
• The values landowners attach to waterways, wetlands and adjoining land on 

their property or in their district; 
• The level of landholder knowledge of land and water management;  
• Views about the management of waterways or wetlands and confidence in 

recommended practices; and 
• Background social and farming information. 

 
There are two key questions here for the River Tender process. These are what sort of 
people does the River Tender program attract and is the River Tender more cost 
effective than a Fixed Grant Scheme. We draw on a survey of River Tender 
participants and from a control group identified using the previous CSU 2001 survey 
to provide: 

1. Baseline data for use in longer-term assessment of the effectiveness of River 
Tender across a range of program objectives. While a thorough assessment 
cannot be completed until 2007 and the repeat survey, the 2005 data provide 
useful information for the CMA River Tender team, especially for preparation 
for River Tender round 2. 

 
2. Explore the extent River Tender increases the range of landholders engaged in 

CMA/ government programs to improve river frontage condition 
Accomplished by comparing River Tender participants with the control group 
that volunteered to take up a FGIS. The social and farming variables used for 
the comparison include: property size, occupation, enterprise mix, age, have 
crown land frontages, have remnant vegetation patches and median size of 
patches. 

 
3. Explore the extent River Tender approach more effective than a FGIS in terms 

of costing the purchaser (CMA) less money to secure improved management 
of remnant vegetation?   Accomplished by comparing the median area and 
median cost of areas placed under active management by River Tender 
participants and the FGIS volunteers in the control group. 

4.2. Results 
The data provides for the first part of the results section compares River Tender 
participants and the control group which is a sample of landholders with river/ creek 
frontages. Although this comparison will allow an assessment of the extent River 



 7

Tender has appealed to a typical or representative group of landholders with riparian 
areas, the principal function of the comparison is to provide information that will 
assist the North East CMA River Tender team as they prepare to roll-out River Tender 
Round 2.  
 
Part 2 explores the extent River Tender has appealed to a typical or representative 
group of landholders with riparian areas. The assumption here is that landholders are a 
heterogeneous group and that that no single policy approach will appeal to all/ most 
landholders. CMA will therefore need to employ a variety of policy instruments and 
check that overall, the mix employed engages the range of landholders in their 
catchment. For this section, comparisons are made between River Tender participants 
and those in the control group who volunteered to take up a Fixed Grant Incentive 
Scheme (FGIS). As explained earlier, FGIS are a common policy instrument 
employed by CMA. As is shown in Table 4.17, twenty five of the control group 
(n=54) said “Yes” or “More than likely” that they would apply for funding under a 
FGIS to replant native species or better manage existing remnant bush on their 
property. The comparison between the Control (FGIS) and River Tender participants 
is made for a small number of social and farming variables, including: property size, 
occupation, enterprise mix, age, have crown land frontages, and have remnant 
vegetation patches and the size of those patches. 
 
Part 3 takes data from River Tender participant bids and survey data for the FGIS to 
make some comparisons of the effectiveness of the two approaches to landholder 
engagement. In this instance, the comparison is made using the median area 
committed by the landholders and the median cost of the instrument per hectare. 
Table 4.18 provides these data. It is important to note that the total cost of 
implementing these programs includes costs not addressed in this research. For 
example, the information in Table 4.18 makes no allowance for the cost of program 
staff involvement in managing these programs, including making property visits to 
assess sites, providing guidance to landholders or assessing compliance with 
commitments made.   
 

4.2.1 A comparison of River Tender participants with the control 
group 
Data summarized in Table 4.1 suggest that River Tender participants are very 
different from the control group which is a sample of Ovens Valley landholders with 
river/ creek frontages (excluding any River Tender participants). Perhaps the most 
important difference is that River Tender participants are less likely to be farmers by 
occupation. Indeed, most River Tender participants are not farmers by occupation. 
Accordingly, River Tender participants were significantly more likely to operate 
smaller properties, work off-property, spend less time working on-property, and were 
less likely to report an on-property profit but reported much higher off-property 
incomes last financial year. River Tender participants also had far less experience of 
local conditions (length of residence). There were also some differences in enterprise 
mix for the two groups, with River Tender participants more likely to be involved in 
trees for timber/ firewood and to report that they were not involved in agriculture 
[Table 4.12]. Interestingly, there were no differences in terms of landcare group 
membership, involvement in property/ farm planning short courses or property 
planning. 
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These attributes affect the capacity of landholders to engage in natural resource 
management and the differences identified would require some adjustments on the 
part of government programs and extension staff. For example, those working off-
property may be difficult to meet on-site during the week; they may be time-poor in 
terms of undertaking on-ground work; but they may be knowledgeable and committed 
to biodiversity conservation (see later notes). Past research, including in the Goulburn 
Broken (Curtis et al. 2001) also suggests that regional programs are less effective in 
engaging this non-farmer cohort of landholders.  
 
Information in Table 4.1 suggests that River Tender participants are a worthwhile 
target for River Tender staff in that they manage significantly larger median areas of 
native bush and are significantly more likely than the control group to manage crown 
river frontages. 
 
River Tender participants are significantly younger than the control group, but both 
cohorts have median ages above 50 years. Issues surrounding family succession are 
likely to be important for both groups, but clearly are less important for River Tender 
participants who are mostly non-farmers.  
 
River Tender participants are also different from the control group in terms of the 
values they attach to waterways and wetlands. As Table 4.8 demonstrates, the key 
differences are that River Tender participants attach a higher rating to environmental 
and social values and a lower value to economic values. To a large extent it appears 
that these differences in values are linked to the relative importance of farming as an 
occupation and as a source of income for River Tender participants and the control 
group. These relationships also appear to affect the uptake of recommended practices 
in that those in the control group were far more likely to say stock grazed part of their 
river/ creek frontage or wetland or that stock drank from the same area [Table 4.5]. 
The information in Table 4.6 about values attached to waterways and wetlands and 
about issues of importance in Table 4.2 should be useful for River Tender team as 
they prepare their communications strategy for River Tender Round 2. Again, it 
seems that some of the key differences between River Tender participants and the 
control group are linked to the relative importance of farming as an occupation and 
source of income. For example, River Tender participants rated soil acidity (which 
affects pasture production) far less important than the control group. River Tender 
participants were also much more concerned about nutrient runoff from farms [Table 
4.3]. Interestingly, both groups gave very high ratings to weeds and pest animals and 
to the lack of employment opportunities for young people in their district [Table 4.3]. 
There were few significant differences in the self-reported knowledge of respondents 
from the two groups [Table 4.9]. River Tender team members may find the cross-
topic comparisons useful information as they prepare their communication strategies 
and prepare to meet and discuss remnant vegetation conservation with landholders. 
 
There are some important differences in attitudes to stakeholder roles and the level of 
confidence in recommended practices for improved management of remnant 
vegetation and river/ creek frontages [Table 4.10]. For example, River Tender 
participants express a higher level of willingness to work with government; are more 
confident in the ability of scientific knowledge and are more confident that fencing to 
manage stock access and off-stream watering are effective management strategies.  
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Table 4.1: Control compared to River Tender participants - Summary information 
(Control N = 59, River Tender N= 34)  

  Control ¶ -  
River 
Tender  Sig 

Topics N value N value P value 

Median area of property  54 62 ha 33 22 ha 0.0013* 
Yes, property includes crown river 
frontage 51 51% 33 79% 0.0196* 

Median area of native bush cover on 
property  51 4 ha 33 6 ha 0.0329* 

Proportion of your property covered by 
native bush  51 1% 33 14% 0.0000* 

Yes, irrigated part of farm last year  52 25% 34 35% 0.3068 
Median age of respondent 54 59 yrs 34 51 yrs 0.0116* 
Completed a short course relevant to 
property planning since 2000 – % yes 53 34% 34 29% 0.83513 

Main occupation - % farmers  53 43% 33 12% 0.0036* 
Median hours per week worked on 
farming/property related activities last 
year  

53 40 hrs 33 12 hrs 0.0005* 

Days per week in paid off-property work 
last year   52 0 days 33 50 

days 0.2254 

Median length of residence in district  53 40 yrs 34 15 yrs 0.0000* 
Member of a local landcare group 55 46% 34 50% 0.8423 
Yes, work at least partially funded by 
federal or state programs since 2000, e.g. 
Landcare, NHT, Weed busters  

56 34% 34 44% 0.4578 

Yes, property returned a profit last 
financial year (03/04) 57 51% 33 30% 0.0935 

Median total off-property income before 
tax for you and partner  29 $10,00

0 10 $35,00
0 0.0261* 

Not started a written property 55 62% 33 55% 0.6542 
Not started a succession plan  54 56% 31 71% 0.2410 

* Significant at p <0.05 
¶ Control is a sample of all river frontage owners in the Ovens Valley 
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Table 4.2: Control compared to River Tender participants - Assessment of issues facing 
landholders where 1 =- not important to 5 = very important (Control N = 58, River 
Tender N= 34)  
 Control River 

Tender 
Sig 

Issues Mean Mean P value 
Introduced weeds and pest animals have 
contributed to the decline of native plants and 
animals in this district 

3.6 4.0 0.0862 

Trends in property subdivision and off-property 
work are/will make it more difficult to manage 
land and water degradation in this district 

3.5 3.3 0.2144 

Lack of employment opportunities for young 
people threatens to undermine the long-term 
viability of rural communities in this district 

3.4 3.7 0.3153 

The cost of managing weeds and pest animals is 
undermining the profitability of my on-property 
enterprises  

3.3 2.9 0.2104 

High soil acidity threatens the long term 
productive capacity of land in this district 3.2 2.5 0.0086* 

Difficulties getting access to important health 
services is/will make it more difficult to retain 
or attract people to live in this district 

3.1 3.0 0.9928 

Cut backs by governments and businesses 
reduce the services available and employment 
opportunities for people in this district 

3.1 2.9 0.5856 

More wine grapes will lead to controls on 
spraying that will reduce the ability of 
landholders to control weeds in this district 

3.0 2.7 0.2538 

Nutrient runoff from farms and towns is a threat 
to the quality of river water in this district 2.9 3.7 0.0022* 

Removal of native vegetation has contributed to 
the decline of native birds and animals on my 
property 

2.7 3.3 0.0257* 

Dryland salinity is a threat to agricultural 
production in this district 2.6 2.2 0.1250 

Dryland salinity is a threat to the quality of river 
water in this district 2.4 2.4 0.9595 

Removal of native vegetation has reduced the 
attractiveness of this district as a place to live 2.3 2.7 0.0368* 

Changes to river banks and vegetation has 
reduced the quality of recreational experiences 
for people in this district 

2.3 3.1 0.0052* 

Removal of native vegetation has contributed to 
the decline of native birds and animals in this 
district 

2.2 2.8 0.0451* 

* Significant at p<0.05 
¶ Control is a sample of all river frontage owners in the Ovens Valley 
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Table 4.3: Control compared to River Tender participants - ranking given to issues 
(Control N = 58, River Tender N=34)  

Issue 
River 
Tender 
rank  

Control 
rank 

Introduced weeds and pest animals have contributed to the 
decline of native plants and animals in this district 1 1 

Nutrient runoff from farms and towns is a threat to the 
quality of river water in this district 2 9 

Lack of employment opportunities for young people 
threatens to undermine the long-term viability of rural 
communities in this district 

3 3 

Removal of native vegetation has contributed to the decline 
of native birds and animals on my property 4 10 

Trends in property subdivision and off-property work 
are/will make it more difficult to manage land and water 
degradation in this district 

5 2 

Changes to river banks and vegetation has reduced the 
quality of recreational experiences for people in this district 6 13 

Difficulties getting access to important health services 
is/will make it more difficult to retain or attract people to 
live in this district 

7 6 

The cost of managing weeds and pest animals is 
undermining the profitability of my on-property enterprises 8 4 

Cut backs by governments and businesses reduce the 
services available and employment opportunities for people 
in this district 

9 7 

Removal of native vegetation has contributed to the decline 
of native birds and animals in this district 10 15 

Removal of native vegetation has reduced the attractiveness 
of this district as a place to live 11 14 

More wine grapes will lead to controls on spraying that will 
reduce the ability of landholders to control weeds in this 
district 

12 8 

High soil acidity threatens the long term productive 
capacity of land in this district 13 5 

Dryland salinity is a threat to the quality of river water in 
this district 14 12 

Dryland salinity is a threat to agricultural production in this 
district 15 11 

¶ Control is a sample of all river frontage owners in the Ovens Valley 
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Table 4.4: Control compared to River Tender participants - Farm management 
practices (Control N = 51, River Tender N = 34) 
Farm Management 
Information 

Control River Tender Sig 

Topic n median n Median P value 

Number of trees planted past 3 
years 50 13 30 16 0.6378 

Area of native bush fenced for 
grazing management 2002 – 
2005  

48 0 ha 31 0 ha 0.7332 

Area ground cover >70%, 2005 51 22 ha 31 9.6 ha 0.2570 
Estimated cost to control 
weeds 2005  53 $800 30 $1060 0.0410* 

* Significant at P<0.05 
¶ Control is a sample of all river frontage owners in the Ovens Valley 
 

Table 4.5: Control compared to River Tender participants- Adoption of farm 
management practices (Control N = 58, River Tender N = 34) 
 Control River Tender Sig 
Management Topic Value value P value 

89% 72% 0.1442 Yes, some paddocks include river/creek frontage 
Median number of paddocks with river frontage 3 1 0.0053*

75% 79% 0.8860 Yes, work to control pest animals & weeds in 
waterway or wetland in 2004 
Median cost ($) $200 $600 0.0258*

Yes, in 2004 stock grazed part of river/stream 
frontage or wetland for over a week at a time  72% 41% 0.0182*

Yes, in 2004 stock drank from river/stream 
frontage or wetland for over  a week at a time  70% 34% 0.0053*

64% 57% 0.7186 Yes, some distance along the river/creek or 
wetland is fenced to allow stock access 
Median length of fencing in metres 300 m 265 m 0.5471 

Number of paddocks with river/creek frontage 
with off-stream watering for stock through a 
trough or tank 

50% 48% 0.9243 

36% 37% 0.8682 Yes, fencing erected along waterway or wetland 
since 2000 to manage stock access 
Median length of fencing erected in metres 0 m 0 m 0.8576 

36% 52% 0.2904 Yes, trees/shrubs planted since 2000 up to 40m 
either side of a river/creek or wetland 
Median number of seedlings planted 0 2 0.2011 
P values obtained by Chi-Square test. Values > 0 were taken as a 'yes' response. Values = 0 and no response were 
taken as 'no.'  
* Significant at P<0.05 
¶ Control is a sample of all river frontage owners in the Ovens Valley 
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Table 4.6: Control compared to River Tender participants-Respondent views on the 
values of waterways and wetlands where 1 =- not important to 5 = very important 
(Control N = 58, River Tender N= 34)  
 Control  River Tender Sig 
Topics Mean mean P value 
Place where native birds live ^ 4.2 4.4 0.1629 
Vegetation on the frontage holds the banks 
and stops them crumbling ^ 4.1 4.6 0.0127* 

Adds to market value of the property ^^ 3.8 4.1 0.6934 
Acts as a filter catching sediment and/or 
nutrients in overland flows before they 
reach the river/creek ^ 

3.8 3.7 0.8067 

Habitat corridor allows  wildlife to move ^ 3.8 4.3 0.0445* 
Place where native animals live on land ^ 3.8 4.2 0.0835 
Provides important shade and shelter for 
stock^^ 3.7 2.5 0.0002* 

Is an attractive area of the property ^^^ 3.7 4.3 0.0223* 
In stream vegetation traps / stabilizes 
sand/gravel ^ 3.6 3.8 0.4614 

A source of nutrients for in-stream food 
chains ^ 3.6 4.0 0.1201 

Provides woody matter e.g. snags that 
protect fish and other animals  ^ 3.6 4.2 0.0150* 

Provides access to water for stock ^^ 3.5 2.2 0.0001* 
Provides a place for recreation for me my 
family and friends ^^^ 3.1 4.0 0.0015* 

Provides additional land for grazing stock 
in summer ^ 2.8 2.4 0.1669 

A place for me my family and friends to 
fish^^^ 2.6 3.3 0.0317* 

Harvesting timber for fence posts and 
firewood ^ 2.5 2.0 0.1100 
* Significant at P<0.05 
¶ Control is a sample of all river frontage owners in the Ovens Valley 
Value groups see Table 1.8 ^ - Environmental; ^^ - Economic; ^^^ Social  
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Table 4.7: Control compared to River Tender participants-Ranking given to values 
(Control N = 54, River Tender N=33)  

Issue River Tender 
rank  

Control 
rank 

Vegetation on the frontage holds the banks and 
stops them crumbling 1 2 

Place where native birds live 2 1 
Is an attractive area of the property 3 7 
Habitat corridor (allowing wildlife to move 
between areas) 4 3 

Place where native animals live on land 5 6 
Provides woody matter such as snags that offer 
protection for fish and other animals that live in 
the river/creek 

6 11 

Adds to market value of the property 7 4 
A source of nutrients for in-stream food chains 8 10 
Provides a place for recreation for me my family 
and friends 9 13 

In stream vegetation traps and stabilises 
sand/gravel 10 9 

Acts as a filter catching sediment and/or nutrients 
in overland flows before they reach the 
river/creek 

11 5 

A place for me my family and friends to fish 12 15 
Provides important shade and shelter for stock 13 8 
Provides additional land for grazing stock 
particularly in summer 14 14 

Provides access to water for stock 15 12 
Harvesting timber for fence posts and firewood 16 16 

* Significant at P<0.05 
¶ Control is a sample of all river frontage owners in the Ovens Valley 
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Table 4.8: Control compared to River Tender participants -Environment, economic and 
social values of waterways and wetlands.  Comparison of grouped means (Control N = 
53, River Tender N = 33) 

Mean scores for each index 
 Control River Tender Sig 

Index Mean score Mean score P value 
Environmental^ 3.8 4.1 0.00002* 
Economic^^ 3.3 2.6 0.00001* 
Social^^^ 3.1 3.9 0.00003* 

* Significant at P<0.05 
¶ Control is a sample of all river frontage owners in the Ovens Valley 
^ Refer to items in Table 1.6 
 

Table 4.9: Control compared to River Tender participants- Knowledge of NRM topics 
where 1 = no knowledge, 3 = some knowledge but need more information to act, 5 = 
could provide detailed explanation to others (Control N = 57, River Tender N = 33) 
 Control River Tender Sig 
Topics Mean Mean P value 

Ability of grass/stubble to assist water 
quality 3.9 3.3 0.7118 

Effect of 2003 bushfires on water quality 3.8 3.6 0.1481 
How to manage ground cover to prevent 
erosion 3.6 3.0 0.0141* 

Ability of ground cover along 
waterways to maintain water quality 3.6 3.5 0.4669 

Production benefits of retaining native 
veg 3.5 3.4 0.6686 

Ability of veg to prevent water table 
rising 3.2 3.2 0.6794 

Effects of unrestricted stock access to 
waterways 3.2 3.6 0.0921 

Benefits of farming systems that 
minimise water seepage to ground water 2.9 2.8 0.5750 

Impact of climate change on water 
runoff 2.8 2.9 0.9638 

How to prepare a farm according to land 
class units 2.8 2.7 0.5539 

Interpret water quality testing 2.7 2.8 0.5270 
Proportion of native bush now versus 
pre-European 2.5 2.5 0.8180 
* Significant at P<0.05 
¶ Control is a sample of all river frontage owners in the Ovens Valley 
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Table 4.10: Control compared to River Tender participants - Attitudes to stakeholder 
roles and confidence in recommended practices where 1 =- strongly disagree, 5 = 
strongly agree (Control N = 57, River Tender N = 34) 

 Control River 
Tender 

Sig 

Topics Mean mean P value 

Local people must work together if they are to prevent 
river/creek frontages from degrading 4.2 4.3 0.4305 

Diverting water flows could lead to problems for 
downstream landholders and the environment 3.9 3.7 0.3122 

Landholders need more help from government to manage 
river/creek frontages 3.9 4.2 0.2497 

Dead trees or sticks on the ground in river/creek frontages 
are important habitat for native birds and animals. 3.8 4.4 0.0007* 

In most cases, the public should not have the right of 
access to river frontages that are managed by private 
landholders§ 

3.7 3.0 0.3309 

Fencing river/creek frontages creates harbour for pest 
animals § 3.6 3.1 0.0343* 

I am willing to work with government to maintain or 
improve the condition of my river/creek frontage or 
wetland (n=54) 

3.6 4.2 0.0006* 

Fencing to manage stock access is an essential part of the 
work required to re-vegetate river/creek frontages or 
wetlands. 

3.5 4.4 0.0006* 

Individual landholders must take most responsibility for 
maintaining the condition of their river/creek frontage 3.5 3.8 0.2951 

Clearing for grazing or cropping has substantially reduced 
the existence and diversity of native vegetation on 
river/creek frontages. 

3.4 4.2 0.0001* 

Set stocking is usually better for retaining native 
vegetation in paddocks with river/creek frontages or 
wetlands than intensive grazing for short periods 

3.3 2.9 0.0981 

In most places, fencing river frontages is not practical 
because floods will damage fences. § 3.2 2.9 0.2424 

The time and expense involved in watering stock off-
stream is justified by improvement in river/creek bank 
stability and water quality or stock condition 

3.2 4.1 0.0007* 

Grazing of domestic stock has had little impact on the 
existence and diversity of native vegetation on river/creek 
frontages or wetlands. § 

2.8 2.2 0.0191* 

I’m confident scientists know how to manage river and 
creek frontages in this district. 2.6 3.1 0.0129* 

Willows are no different to gum trees as a source of 
nutrients in rivers/creeks ^ 2.5 1.9 0.0066* 

* Significant at P<0.05 
¶ Control is a sample of all river frontage owners in the Ovens Valley 
§ We have reversed scores to calculate means for statements expressed in negative in the survey 
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Table 4.11: Control compared to River Tender participants - Occupation (Control N = 
53, River Tender N = 33) 

 Control  River Tender  Sig 
Occupation n % of 

respondents N % of 
respondents P value 

Farmer  23 43% 4 12% 0.0036* 
Professional 10 19% 11 33% 0.1961 
Trades 8 15% 8 24% 0.3936 
Retiree 8 15% 7 21% 0.5622 
Other 4 8% 3 10% 1.000 

* Significant at P<0.05 
¶ Control is a sample of all river frontage owners in the Ovens Valley 
 
 

Table 4.12: Control compared to River Tender participants - Enterprise mix (Control N 
= 54, River Tender N = 34) 
Enterprise Control River Tender  P value  
Mixed crop and livestock 11% 6% 0.7046 
Sheep grazing 6% 0% 0.2966 
Dairying 6% 3% 1.0000 
Horticulture / viticulture 4% 10% 0.1354 
Beef and vines/horticulture 4% 0% 0.5311 
Horses 4% 3% 1.0000 
Cropping 2% 0% 1.0000 
Trees for timber, firewood 2% 13% 0.0569* 
Hay production 2% 0% 1.0000 
No agriculture 0% 16% 0.0051 
Beef cattle grazing 61% 48% 0.2671 
Sheep and Beef cattle 4% 0% 0.5311* 

* Significant at P<0.05 
¶ Control is a sample of all river frontage owners in the Ovens Valley 
Sig with zero, no capacity to provide a measure of significance 
 

4.2.2. Does the River Tender approach increase the range of 
landholders engaged in vegetation management? 
As information in Table 4.13 demonstrates, River Tender appears to have engaged 
landholders who are different to the typical landholder with river/ creek frontage in 
the Ovens Valley who would be interested in a FGIS. In particular, River Tender 
participants are more likely to be non-farmers, work fewer hours per week on 
property, own smaller properties and have lived for much shorter periods of time in 
their local district. Cattle grazing is the most common agricultural enterprise for both 
groups of landholders, but River Tender participants are less likely to be engaged in 
sheep grazing or agriculture at all. River Tender participants are also more likely to 
report that they are involved in forestry [Table 4.16]. As might be expected, River 
Tender participants attach significantly higher social values, and the control FGIS 
participants attach significantly higher economic values, to their respective river/ 
creek frontages [Table 4.15]. 
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The River Tender process also appears to be effective in that it has enabled River 
Tender staff to engage landholders with higher median areas of remnant vegetation 
[Table 4.13]. As is shown in Table 4.18, the median area offered by River Tender 
participants for improved vegetation management was higher than that offered by the 
control group who nominated for the FGIS. 
 
A potential concern with the River Tender process is that it appeals to those already 
committed to improved vegetation management and that that it will be difficult to 
make new recruits in subsequent funding round. Given that non-farmers are a 
substantial proportion of all Ovens Valley landholders, there is some room for 
optimism that a second round of River Tender will be able to recruit new participants 
in the Ovens. 
 

Table 4.13: Comparison of Control (FGIS) and River Tender participants-Summary 
information (FGIS Control N = 25, River Tender N = 34) 

  
Control  - FGIS 
sub-sample River Tender  Sig 

Topics n Value n value P value 

Median area of property  23 57 ha 34 22 ha 0.0061* 
Yes, property includes crown 
river frontage 21 43% 33 78% 0.0076* 

Median area remnant bush 22 2 ha 33 5 ha 0.2235 
Median proportion of property 
under remnant bush 22 2.5% 33 14% 0.0020 

Percentage farmers by occupation 10 40% 4 12% 0.0279* 
Mostly grazing of beef cattle 25 64% 31 48% 0.3692 
Median age 25 54 yrs 34 51 yrs 0.2624 
Median length of residence in 
district 24 32.5 yrs 34 14.5 yrs 0.0234* 

Median hours on-property work 25 40 hrs 33 12 hrs 0.0010* 
Median days off-property work 24 84 days 33 117 days 0.3059 
Property returned a profit 24 54% 33 30% 0.1016 
Yes, involved in short course 
related to property management 25 40% 34 29% 0.4190 

Landcare membership 25 36% 34 50% 1.0000 
Work funded by govt. past 5 years 25 36% 34 44% 0.5984 
Not started a farm plan 24 63% 33 55% 0.5963 
Not started a succession plan 25 40% 31 71% 0.0300* 

* Significant at p <0.05 
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Table 4.14: Control (FGIS) compared to River Tender participants - Occupation (FGIS 
Control N = 25, River Tender N = 33) 

FGIS Control  
N=25 

River Tender  
n=33 

Sig  
Occupation 

N % of 
respondents n % of 

respondents P value 

Farmer 10 40% 4 12% 0.0279* 
Professional 5 20% 11 33% 0.3753 
Trades 8 16% 8 24% 0.3936 
Retiree 3 12% 7 21% 0.4898 
Other 3 12% 3 9% 1.000 

*Significant at p <0.05 

Table 4.15: Control (FGIS) compared to River Tender participants - Values for 
waterways and wetlands (FGIS Control N = 24, River Tender N = 33) 

Comparison of mean scores for each index 
 Control FGIS  River Tender  Sig 

Index Mean score Mean score P value 
Environmental^ 4.2 4.1 0.9382 
Economic^^ 3.1 2.6 0.0108*
Social^^^ 3.2 3.9 0.0005*

* Significant at p <0.05   
^ Refer to items in Table 1.6 

Table 4.16: Control (FGIS) compared to River Tender participants -Enterprise mix 
(FGIS Control N = 25, River Tender N = 31) 

Enterprise FGIS Control  River Tender P value 
Beef and vines/horticulture 4% 0% 0.4464 
Mixed crop and livestock 12% 6% 0.6469 
Sheep grazing 8% 0% 0.1948 
Dairying 4% 3% 1.0000 
Horticulture / viticulture 4% 10% 0.6201 
Horses 4% 3% 1.0000 
Cropping 0% 0% 1.0000 
Trees for timber, firewood 0% 13% 0.1201 
Hay production 0% 0% 1.0000 
No agriculture 0% 16% 0.0583 
Beef cattle grazing 64% 48% 0.2876 
Sheep and Beef cattle 0% 0% 1.0000 

* Significant at p <0.05 
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4.2.3. A comparison of costs of River Tender and Fixed Grant 
Incentive Scheme 
One of the attractions of the tender process is that landholders are able to nominate 
the price they need to supply the environmental services they are invited to provide. 
Information in Table 4.18 suggests that the River Tender process (median cost of 
$372 per hectare per year for five years) provides a more efficient approach than the 
FGIS (median cost per hectare of $900 per year for ten years) to achieve improved 
management of vegetation in river/ creek frontages. A more thorough assessment of 
the cost effectiveness of the two approaches would need to consider the costs of 
managing each process and the long-term outcomes of each process. 
 

Table 4.17: Interest of Control group in FGIS - (Control N = 54, FGIS Control N = 25) 
Grant Program n Yes More likely 

than not 
Unlikely No 

Would apply for funding 
to replant native species or 
better manage existing 
remnant bush on property 

54 20% 26% 24% 30% 

If Yes or More Likely n Yes Possibly No  
Would the support of the 
CMA allow you to do 
more replanting or 
improve management of 
remnants 

25 44% 52% 4%  

If Yes or Possibly n Median(ha) Total area (ha)   
How many hectares would 
you want to replant or 
manage better 

23 3 ha 647 ha   

 
 

Table 4.18: Comparison of costs of FGIS with River Tender 

 
River 
Tender* 

FGIS 
Control 

Number of participants 59 23 
Median area under agreement 4.5 ha 3 ha 
Total cost of on-ground works over 5 
years 

$422,179  

Total cost of on-ground works over 10 
years 

 $621,000

Average cost per hectare per year $530+ $900^ 
Median cost per hectare per year $372+ $900^ 

* Data supplied by North East CMA River Tender Project staff 
+ $1,000 start up plus $800/ha/year over 5 years 
^ $1,000 start up amortised over 10 years plus $800/ha/year per participant 
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4.3. Conclusion 
River Tender has engaged a different cohort of landholders than either the typical 
Ovens Valley landholder with river/ creek frontage or those of this cohort who 
volunteered for a FGIS. One of the key differences is that River Tender participants 
are less likely to be farmers and therefore, are less influenced by the economic 
importance of the production values farmers attach to frontages. River Tender has 
also engaged landholders with larger areas of remnant bush and our preliminary 
analysis suggests River Tender is a more cost-effective process than the FGIS. These 
findings suggest that River Tender is a very useful addition to the mix of policy 
instruments available to the North East CMA.  
 
With a repeat survey in 2007 it will be possible to make a more credible assessment of 
the impact of River Tender on participants’ knowledge, confidence and adoption of 
recommended practices. Qualitative research exploring changes in the level of River 
Tender participant commitment to improved vegetation management will also 
contribute to our evaluation of the River Tender. 
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5. Evaluation of the communication associated with 
River Tender  

5.1. Introduction 
This research component explored the effectiveness of the communication and 
extension components of River Tender. Research on communication for River Tender 
is important for two key reasons. First extension and communication are considered to 
be critical components of government programs and can greatly influence the 
program’s ability to achieve conservation on private land (Fell 2000). Increased 
landholder willingness to undertake environmental initiatives can be greatly 
influenced by using the appropriate extension methods (Mortiss 1993). Second, 
widespread communication is critical in creating a ‘perfect’ market amongst 
landholders which is a fundamental requirement for Market-based Instruments to 
function effectively (Stoneham et al 2002).  
 
The research undertaken attempted to frame the NE CMA’s communication efforts 
using persuasion theory. Persuasive communication techniques have been found to be 
most effective when behaviour change is the objective (McDowell et al. 1989).  
Theories of persuasion commonly describe as a series of sequential stages (Ajzen 
1992). We applied these theoretical stages within the River Tender  process and 
defined the behaviour change outcome desired as getting landholders to submit a bid 
in the tender (Figure 5.1 below).  
 

 

 

Figure 5.1: The persuasion process for River Tender 
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To explore the effectiveness of the communication and extension components of 
River Tender, the following methods were implemented:  

1. Analysis of the relevant River Tender documents and NE CMA 
communications with landholders; 

2. Observation of the extension efforts of NE CMA field staff with landholders 
involved in the program during the site visit process;  

3. Informal interviews with the NE CMA extension staff involved with the River 
Tender process through fortnightly meetings; 

4. Semi-structured interviews conducted with two samples of landholders who 
initially register an expression of interest with the NE CMA about the River 
Tender; and 

5. A quantitative phone survey of a random sample of 200 landholders with 
property along the Ovens River  

 
The findings in this section of the report will help guide extension efforts and lead to 
increased efficiency regarding program delivery and NE CMA-landholder 
communications. The two key research questions are: 

1. Why did some landholders take up the first round offer of this auction style 
incentive scheme and successfully enter a bid for funding to the NE CMA?  

2. Why did some landholders take up the offer initially with the NE CMA by 
expressing interest, but then failed to complete the process and dropped out 
before entering a bid for funding? 

 

5.2. Results 

5.2.1. Communication Methods 

5.2.1.1. Type of Landholder attracted by the communication 
The River Tender program was particularly successful in attracting new property 
owners in the Ovens region as discussed in section 4.2.1. Of the six landholders 
interviewed, two of them were relatively new to the area. From the six landholders 
observed during the participant observations, two of them were also new property 
owners. The River Tender staff also made comment on this trend during two of their 
meetings. “There is latent demand for small and new farmers. There simply isn’t 
enough information out there for them”- NE CMA 2(meeting). Additionally the phone 
survey found those people interested in River Tender where on average 15 years 
newer to the district compared with those who where not aware of the program. 
 
Most new property owners were absentee landholders and/or came from a non-rural 
background and have limited experience with managing rural property.  For example; 
CSU: So how long have you been here? Landholder: 18 months. CSU: Have you been 
in this area before? Landholder: Nah nah we come up from Melbourne.-landholder.   The 
majority of landholders involved were lifestyle property owners. I estimate that there 
will be one third fulltime farmers involved, and two thirds lifestyle farmers - NE CMA   
 
Many of the landholders who expressed an interest in the program were contacting the 
NE CMA in an attempt to seek information about their property and to ascertain 
where to source more information to help them manage their land. It seemed that 
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many landholders were just seeking information through contact with the NE CMA, 
and were not specifically interested in what River Tender could offer them. 

5.2.1.2. Sources of awareness  
Landholders involved in the study heard about River Tender from a variety of 
sources, including Landcare meetings, NE CMA field staff, Landcare bulletins, 
newspapers, and direct communication through the personal letter and brochure were 
each effective ways of gaining landholder awareness and attention of the River 
Tender program. 

• Two of the interviewed landholders mentioned that a NE CMA presentation at 
a Landcare meeting. “My son went to one of these talks (Landcare meeting) 
and they were enthusiastic about fencing off the river, so we can keep the 
cattle out”-Landholder. 

• Promotion of River Tender from other NE CMA field staff (not related to 
River Tender) can be effective. “I guess one thing sort of led to another, about 
12 months ago I contacted Terry McCormack through someone”-Landholder. 

• One landholder cited the source of his awareness of River Tender as coming 
through a Landcare bulletin. 

• The newspaper article also seemed to be a successful way to engage 
landholders. “Originally, my daughter actually found one (article), in one of 
the local papers, and… that’s why I become closely interested in it”-Landholder. 

• The personalised letter and the brochure that were sent out by the NE CMA to 
landholders also were effective. “We got a flier in the mail and that’s how I 
learned about the program”-Landholder. 

The phone survey supported these results. It found that the Newspaper articles were 
the most effective followed by the letters and the brochure. Only 10% of respondents 
said they had not heard of River Tender, although about 40% said they were unsure. 
However given 50% of landholders were aware of the program, the initial campaign 
to create awareness of the program should be considered a success. 

5.2.1.3. Effectiveness of brochure and letter 
The brochure was effective at triggering the curiosity of some landholders to call the 
NE CMA and take the next step to seek further information. “Well yeah, it certainly 
triggered my curiosity enough to make the phone call and take the next step”-Landholder. 
However, although the brochure was effective for raising landholder awareness about 
the program, some landholders were not fully aware of the steps required of them if 
they were to join the program.  
 
There were some significant logistical problems with the letter that was sent to 
landholders. The ability to source complete and accurate landholder addresses seemed 
to be a big issue for staff as well as not being able to personalize some 
correspondence. There were numerous expressions of interest from ineligible 
landholders, which may indicate there were problems with the design of the initial 
communications. 

5.2.1.4. Reasons for expressing interest 
Landholder motives for expressing interest in the program were varied, but it seemed 
that some landholders were not fully aware of the process involved (tender) or the 
objectives of the program. “We saw the ad for the River Tender, we just wanted to 
know what it offered”-Landholder. 
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One landholder in particular felt that there was potential for financial gain to be made 
from entering the River Tender if he priced the works according to contractor quotes, 
but then attempted to do most of the work himself, thus making some profit out of the 
program. 
 
Other landholders who expressed interest were intending to complete the works being 
promoted by River Tender anyway and that the program simply made it possible to do 
the works in a shorter time at a reduced cost than would be the case if they were not 
involved in the River Tender. “The areas that we looked at, ….we were probably 
going to lock up anyway”-Landholder. 
 
The River Tender also seemed to be attracting people that were already aware of and 
interested in environmental issues. Some had already begun addressing the land 
management issues on their properties through works from other programs and some 
from conducting works on their own without funding support. 
 
Interestingly the phone survey found that the agency’s credibility was not an issue in 
whether people chose to participate in River Tender. The phone survey found that 
about 15% of riparian landholders thought NE CMA was inconsistent in its approach 
to land managers and stated that they thought the agency was not a good manager. 
However, there was no correlation between these statements and whether people 
participated in River Tender or not.  

5.2.1.5. Lack of understanding of program objectives / process 
It appears that the initial River Tender communications may have caused some 
problems with landholders. Some landholders had little idea of exactly what it was 
that the River Tender was trying to achieve. Landholders said that they did not 
understand the reasoning behind the objectives of River Tender, particularly the 
program’s focus on protecting significant riparian areas rather than the program 
restoring degraded sites. “My idea was that it was in fact a restoration program. It 
turns out though that it’s not really about restoration, it turned out to be about 
conservation of already pristine areas”-Landholder. Moreover according to a staff 
member the program was sometimes picking up landholders with little or no riparian 
vegetation on their properties.  
 
This was supported by the analysis of the readability of various media used by the NE 
CMA in the River Tender process (Figure 5.2 below). It shows the readability of the 
various media changed substantially. We have used three different scales to measure 
readability as there some discussion as to the validity of this assessment technique. As 
such, the data provided should be interpreted with caution and used in context with 
the qualitative data. 
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Figure 5.2: Readability of various media used in River Tender using three different 
measures. The higher the score the more difficult to read. A benchmark of an 
interpretive sign in a National Park is used for comparison. 
 
In sum, initial communications may have had limited success at outlining the 
programs processes (steps) clearly enough for landholders.  

5.2.2. Landholders Views related to River Tender 

5.2.2.1. Overall perception 
There were many positive perceptions about River Tender. “I think it’s a good way to 
do it, to get them in. And it seemed to be a pretty simple process”-Landholder.  The 
reasons for this were varied. One landholder in particular felt that the financial 
benefits available through the program were a better lure for landholders than through 
a fixed grant. The program’s ability to share all of the costs involved was mentioned 
by another landholder. Others who went through the process generally viewed the 
flexibility offered to them through River Tender as a major plus. “I think the process 
is a good one because it allows owners to kind of get in the drivers seat”-Landholder. 
 
Some landholders were not convinced that the ‘tender’ process was the way to go 
when it comes to funding land management works, with some expressing their 
preference for fixed methods of funding. The competitive nature of the tender was not 
favorable for some people as was the uncertainty surrounding costing and bid 
development. “Take competition out of the exercise…the improvement of our rivers 
should be a cooperative venture uniting government departments and locals adjoining 
the river”-Landholder. 
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5.2.2.2. Perceptions of Government and NE CMA  
It seemed that landholders with poor past experiences with government departments 
were still contacting the NE CMA about River Tender, thus landholder perceptions of 
the NE CMA seemed to have little influence on landholders seeking help with their 
land management issues. However some of the issues raised include: 

• One landholder discussed the problems associated with continual name 
changes for government departments.  

• A particularly sensitive issue for some landholders was the policy turn-around 
by the NE CMA regarding the recent push for willow removal, where in recent 
times landholders were encouraged to plant the willow trees. “They have done 
two things, they have thrown lots of rocks in places, but that’s obviously 
prevented erosion, but they’ve also grown lots and lots of willows, which they 
are now trying to cut out”-Landholder.  Several landholders were against the 
policy change regarding willow removal. There seems to be feelings and 
opinions among the community that the willows are good, and there is no 
reason to have them all removed. 

• One landholder who initially considered going through with the River Tender 
changed her mind in light of the ‘facts’ they received from a non-government 
organisation (Victorian Farmers Federation) about River Tender and the 
organisation’s view of the problems associated with water license issues. 
“Meanwhile we went to Landcare, ah not Landcare the Victorian Farmers 
Federation, and they put us in touch with the facts of life. They said we would 
have to be stupid and would have rocks in our head, we have one of the 
biggest water allocations in the district but we wouldn’t be able to use it”-
Landholder. 

• Conflicting messages from another government department (Department of 
Sustainability and Environment) were also responsible for putting off a group 
of landholders from going ahead with the Program.. “We got conflicting 
advice from the DSE, and that deterred some people in the group from going 
ahead with the program. The DSE didn’t even know about the program. They 
can’t get their act together”-Landholder. 

 
The lack of awareness of the River Tender program and its objectives within the NE 
CMA and between external agencies (VFF, DSE) was a key issue.  Indeed one 
landholder said “There was a cruel twist. At first, the DSE didn’t even know about the 
River Tender, and they were not enthusiastic. Just after the tenders closed for River 
Tender, the DSE changed their advice and recommended that we try again in the next 
round of the tender”-Landholder. This quote shows that the overlap of responsibilities 
and poor integration between government departments was an issue for landholders. 
There was a general appeal for more integration and cooperation from Government 
departments. 

5.2.2.3. Perceptions about land tenure 
Staff reported that landholders generally had poor knowledge of their Crown land 
boundaries and what their management responsibilities were for their licensed land. 
Currently a lot of people are using Crown land without abiding by the license 
requirements. One NE CMA representative suggested NE CMA, as part of the River 
Tender program, should be proactively informing landholders about their 
responsibilities regarding management of licensed Crown land. Indeed to some degree 
River Tender was viewed as only paying people what they are expected to do anyway, 
in terms of managing adjoining Crown land.  Despite this concern, there was a 
generally feeling among NE CMA staff that the program was good. 
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Some landholders expressed the view that it is about time a Government initiative 
helped landholders manage Crown land and the associated problems like the continual 
requirement to control weeds in the reserves. “It is about time something addressed 
Crown land. If I knew the work that it would take to live on the river, I don’t think we 
would have bought”-Landholder. 

5.2.2.4. Perceptions of NE CMA staff 
Generally the landholders involved with the study expressed their happiness about 
their interactions with NE CMA staff during the program, stating the staff attitude, 
professionalism and approach to their role were all positive aspects. “The NE CMA 
staff are great, they all seem to work well together”-Landholder. They also stated their 
satisfaction with the attitudes and positive approaches taken by the field staff during 
the program delivery.  
 
The key factors in creating this overall good impression were: 

• allowing the landholder make the decision about how they will manage their 
property; 

• Staff making a concerted effort to be positive in their communication style and 
language used, and for the most part took a positive approach when interacting 
with landholders; 

• The NE CMA acknowledging and complimenting the measures that 
landholders had already gone to in an attempt to manage their land better; 

• extension staff that were from farming properties themselves and therefore had 
sufficient knowledge on farm management issues, as well as relevant practical 
skills; and 

• The knowledge that NE CMA staff had about river restoration methods. 
 
This does not mean there are no areas for improvement. In some instances the NE 
CMA extension officers were not aware of what they were going to be looking at 
when they arrived at the sites. The information ascertained about the sites over the 
phone was often insufficient as numerous site visits were arranged with landholders 
that were not suited to the program. There were also issues with NE CMA staff 
promising a landholder to provide further information about an unrelated topic but not 
getting back to them.  Authoritative language use (repeatedly mentioning landholder’s 
responsibilities in an abrupt or negative tone) was also an issue with one NE CMA 
field officer. One landholder expressed their view that this extension officer wasn’t 
listening adequately to their needs and tried to commit the landholder to managing 
more land than they were comfortable with or able to manage.  
 
Another landholder expressed frustration over having to deal with different people 
from government departments all of the time and maintained that it is difficult to build 
a positive relationship with them. The project-focused nature of government 
department conservation efforts and the short-term job opportunities that result for 
staff are raising concerns for some landholders about having to deal with different 
people all of the time. 
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5.2.3. Difficulties in participating in River Tender 

5.2.3.1. Landholder views 
Landholders interviewed provided some opinions about how River Tender could be 
improved. One recommendation was that future communications should be designed 
with a focus on having more simple language, a reduction in jargon, and simpler 
communications in general. The landholder felt a simple explanation of the tender 
process is required. “(They should) possibly explain the process a bit more in layman 
terms you know, just at the very beginning, …especially for myself cause I had been 
up here 18 months and sort of didn’t know the jargon of what it all meant”-Landholder. 
Another landholder repeatedly mentioned that he felt the objectives of the program 
were not clearly stated in the communications, and only after he spent the day doing 
the site visit did he realise that the objectives were not consistent with what he first 
thought. 
 
Although some of the landholders that entered a bid in the tender expressed their 
satisfaction with the ease of the program in terms of a lack of paperwork, there was 
one landholder that felt the paperwork side of the program could be reduced further. 
The landholder cited the fact that excessive paperwork is likely to put many people in 
the rural sector off, particularly those landholders less adept at funding grants and 
their associated paperwork. “A lot of people shy away from the bookwork side of it 
and the paperwork”-Landholder.   
 
The lack of information provided for landholders in terms of help with designing bids 
was an issue for some landholders, with one in particular clearly expressing his 
feeling that more bidding guidelines would have been of benefit. 
 
One landholder felt that it would have been beneficial for him, and possibly for the 
NE CMA as well, to send all the landholders involved in the program a summary of 
the outcomes of the first round. The landholder believed this may be a way to get 
those people that were not prepared to commit to the program initially, and he thought 
it may get some of the fence sitters next time around. 
 
One landholder who was part of a group bid attempt felt frustrated that the program 
was not able to provide for the groups needs, and expressed that the works to restore 
river health should be community focused and group friendly. 
 

5.2.4 Key Success Factors 
A summary of the key findings in terms of the reasons why people progressed or 
dropped out of River Tender shows there are several key factors that explain why 
people submitted a bid (Figure 5.3) 
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Figure 5.3: The success of communication used in River Tender using persuasion theory  

5.2.4.1. Reasons why people submitted a bid  
1. Flexible Nature of Costing: The ability of the River Tender to cover the 

economic costs involved with changed land management practices and the 
flexible nature of the bidding process was considered by some landholders to 
be a key factor in them continuing through the program in an attempt to secure 
funding for works. “…you know they had an opportunity to offset the 
economical costs of it, cause the way I see it, the work you do to restore the 
health of the river will benefit everyone, and that shouldn’t have to come out 
of the pockets of just those people that are actually in charge of that bit of land 
at that time”-Landholder. 

 
2. Consistency with landholder goals: A reoccurring theme as to why landholders 

went through with the process was that the management actions described 
under the River Tender were consistent with the goals of the landholder, and 
the program was often viewed as a means of achieving the landholders 
property goals faster and at less cost than through other programs or if they 
were to undertake the works themselves. “I still went through with the 
process, cause it’s something that I wanted to do and I thought well if I could 
get assistance to help out, it’s not something I could do on my own back at the 
moment”-Landholder. 

 
3. Ease of being involved: The ease at which landholders were able to follow the 

steps through the program to its completion (submitting a bid) and the ease of 
the bid development stage in particular were strong determinants in some 
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landholders submitting a bid in the tender. “All the stuff that was sort of sent 
to us was easy to follow and, if I had a query I would simply ring NE CMA 1 
and if she wasn’t there she would just get back to me pretty quickly”-Landholder. 

 
4. Did not take too much time: Time issues and the lack of personal time 

required to complete the process on the landholders’ behalf was found to be a 
key reason for completing the tender process. “The reason that I’d proceeded 
from go to woe was that it wasn’t taxing on my time and it was something I 
could tackle without spending too much time on it”-Landholder. 

 
5. Lack of paperwork: The lack of paperwork that had to be completed by 

landholders and the fact that much of the hard work was already done for the 
landholders (by the NE CMA) was perceived as very beneficial and 
encouraged some landholders to stick the process out and submit a bid. “Yeah, 
I mean they basically did all of the hard work, for me anyway, I mean their 
report outlined everything, and all I had to do was the pricing”-Landholder. There 
was however, one landholder who felt overwhelmed when the draft 
management agreement arrived after the site visit. He claimed that the 
management agreement document and the accompanying information 
appeared daunting, and it wasn’t until he had spare time that he looked 
through it and realised that the MA was more straight forward and less time 
consuming that he first envisioned.  

5.2.4.2. Key reasons why people did not submit a bid  
1. Did not know about River Tender: Although NE CMA used a wide range of 

media (e.g. brochure, letter, radio, etc.) to tell the community about river 
tender, a large section of the community simply did not know about the 
program. This is not to say communication efforts were a failure, but simply 
that it is sometimes impossible for an organization to make everyone aware 
about a program. 

 
2. Conflicting goals: It was apparent that a reason behind some landholders not 

adopting the tender approach was that the program objectives were in conflict 
with the goals of the landholder. “I didn’t eventually put in a tender because 
the objectives of the thing were not consistent with my, with my best interests” 
”-Landholder. One landholder in particular was set on the River Tender being 
more of a weed control program rather than a conservation program, and the 
landholder’s anti-conservation views were at conflict with the objectives of the 
program. 

 
3. Lack of understanding: Some landholders interviewed during the study 

couldn’t understand the principles underlying the River Tender program.  One 
in particular couldn’t understand how the NE CMA could justify spending 
money on areas that were already in good condition at the expense of the 
degraded areas. “In reality I couldn’t understand how they proposed to make 
funds available to look after areas that were already in good shape”-Landholder.  
Another could understand some proposed management actions. “Their 
management plan had objectives like removing phalaris, and places, there is 
phalaris everywhere you know (laughs), I thought this is crazy you know, I’m 
not going to do that (laughs)”-Landholder. 
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4. Did not like bidding: One landholder expressed their view about the tender 
process being too secretive and that a fixed rate of funding works would be a 
better way to go for the program. “I do not think tender processes are a very 
good idea, either in real estate or in the tender processes. There needs to be 
fixed charges and rates…it is not really good for the buyer, and not very good 
for the seller either”-Landholder. 

 

Table 5.1. Summary of the key reasons for landholders either dropping out or 
continuing through the River Tender project 
 

Key reasons for dropping out Key reasons for continuing through 
• River Tender goals were in conflict 

with landholder goals 
• Landholders had lack of 

understanding / belief in River 
Tender principles 

• Landholders had anti-tender views 
and/or were in favour of fixed rates 

• Landholders had concern about the 
credibility of proposed River 
Tender management actions 

• Landholders received conflicting 
messages from sources they felt 
would be reliable 

• Landholders perceived River 
Tender as offering good cost share 

• Landholders perceived River 
Tender to be flexible to their 
needs and profitable in some cases

• River Tender objectives were 
consistent with landholder goals 

• Landholders perceived the process 
involved with River Tender as 
being simple and easy to follow 

• Landholders were in favour of the 
lack of personal time required 

• Landholders perceived the low 
amount of paperwork involved as 
a strength 

 

5.3. Conclusion 
River Tender generally attracted the interest of people who where not full-time 
farmers. The flexibility of the program in terms of being able to cost a range of on-
ground works and lack of time required to be involved were significant factors that 
allowed people, largely with full-time off farm work commitments, to participate. 
 
Some areas of the communication process need improvement. These areas include 
better communication/liaison with significant others (e.g. DSE, other NE CMA staff) 
and clarifying the written material so that technical language is reduced and the 
objectives of the program are clear. That being said, the communication efforts used 
by NE CMA can be regarded as successful. A substantial proportion of the 
community became aware of the program and the one-to-one liaison with landholders 
during the site assessment process not only significantly increased landholders’ 
positive perceptions of the CMA, but also enabled the organization to open 
communication channels with a different cohort of landholders other than the farming 
community. 
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6. Corporate Risk Analysis 

6.1. Introduction 
This component evaluated how NE CMA implemented the River Tender pilot 
program.  We have used a corporate risk analysis framework to cluster issues raised 
by staff and landholders involved in the program. Risk in this context is defined as the 
chance of something happening that will have an impact upon the organisation’s 
objectives (Australian/New Zealand Standard on Risk Management, AS/NZS 
4360:1999). As such all activities involve some form of risk, for example services 
might not be delivered or be delayed, there may be financial or economic loss, waste 
of public funds, inefficiency or the risk of lost opportunities (NSW Audit Office 
2002). 
 
Corporate risk analysis involves considering each component of an organisation’s 
tactical environment and relating aspects of program implementation to each of these 
components. The likelihood and potential impact of each particular risk is estimated 
and appropriate solutions (e.g. avoid, outsource, etc) are implemented.  Risk Analysis 
is particularly suitable to evaluate pilot programs because: 

1. Risk management is a comprehensive, structured and systematic process to 
evaluate and address how to improve a program in a cost effective way by  
identifying and assessing the potential for risks to arise; and 

2. It can identify opportunities for continuous improvement through innovation. 
 
Management texts (e.g. Davidson and Griffin 2005; Campling et al. 2004) divide an 
organization’s environment into several key areas including the economic, 
technological, political-legal, socio-cultural and human resource components (Figure 
6.1). This division provides a good framework with which to identify and cluster risks 
associated with River Tender. These different components can be defined as: 

• Financial Resources- financial management of the program; 
• Technological Resources- the methods used for converting resources into 

services; 
• Human Resources- the staff and other partners used; 
• Strategic Allies- the other agencies and organisations in partnership;   
• Governance- the legal/political framework and regulations within which the 

program operates; and 
• Socio-cultural- the customs, values and characteristics of the Ovens 

community.  
 

To explore these different components of corporate risk in the River Tender project 
the following methods were used:  

1. Document analysis of the relevant River Tender documents and NE CMA 
communications with landholders; 

2. Observation of the extension efforts of NE CMA field staff with landholders 
involved in the program during the site visit process; and 

3. Semi-structured interviews with the NE CMA extension staff involved with 
the River Tender process; 
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Figure 6.1: The Components of River Tender’s Tactical environment 
.  

The aim of this research is to guide NE CMA improve its implementation of River 
Tender in the second round. The two key research questions that arise from this aim 
are: 

1. What key elements contributed to the efficient and effective use of limited 
resources?  

2. What key elements might have better business practices in the next round? 
 

6.2. Results 

6.2.1. Financial Resources 
NE CMA managed financial aspects of River Tender well. In any new program there 
is there are always risks associated with cost estimates, securing funding, and 
achieving value for money.  
 
Staff suggested NE CMA have both the expertise and flexibility to capitalise on 
opportunities as they arise “they called for project applications for the Water Trust 
came up… and I just thought how about we try and push tender on targeting river 
health and trying to develop an index which matches to that and they liked the idea.  
That was a Wednesday afternoon, I think I wrote the project and submitted it on a 
Thursday afternoon and we went from there” -River Tender Staff member. 
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Having secured financial resources, there is always the chance for any program to run 
over budget or for the program to prove expensive to run. Indeed there is a higher 
probability that cost estimates to be wrong in River Tender, because any estimate 
involves second guessing landholder bids.  Much of issue was overcome in the 
planning phase by making estimates of the cost of likely works, determining the 
number of landholders eligible to put in a bid, and proportion of landholders likely 
submit a bid.  Additionally by selecting the Ovens River, where there is a long history 
of community/government interaction with respect to river management issues in the 
Ovens catchment, accuracy of any estimate was likely to be improved.  
 
However staff also believed successful financial management may have been an 
element of serendipity “At the end of the day and it’s a bit of a freaky turn of events, 
but there’s been a number of these types of programs run out across the state and 
country for that matter, but the ones that I’m familiar with, the level of catchment in 
terms of people, the catchment area in terms of numbers of people and dollars 
available and sort of numbers that you need to start with to get down to your budget 
and have a reasonable sort of success rate of 70% odd, it actually worked out 
perfectly……. If we had have had another 30 people or 40 people we wouldn’t have 
been able to process it, we wouldn’t not have been able to get them in and similarly 
we might have had higher or lower success rates that went way above budget, but 
meant that so many people were unsuccessful.  And the cost curve, when you start to 
look at your bids and your dollar for money, value for money, when you look at the 
marginal cost curve when you’ve got the bid against your projected outcomes, the 
money ran out right on the curve, which means that you wouldn’t want to be spending 
above.  If we had have had $700,000 budget, we wouldn’t have wanted to spend that 
$700,000, because we would have been buying things that cost a lot of money to buy, 
so we probably would have made a decision to cut it off at the budget we had anyway.  
So whether it was fluke or by good design or a bit of both…”-River Tender Staff member 
 
Under the tender process all bids are assessed at once. This placed a demand on the 
agency as it has to issue all funding dockets at once. By starting with a small area and 
piloting River Tender this issue was overcome by NE CMA, however this will be an 
issue if River Tender is expanded to other areas in the catchment. 
 
Yet to be determined by NE CMA is the strategic importance and place of River 
Tender as a policy tool. There at least six other sources of funding for landholders in 
the Ovens Catchment. As such the question arises whether River Tender has a 
strategic purpose within the mix of programs or whether it just has novelty value. The 
staff realise this– “Yeah it’s just another tool …  It’ll always be a one off, because it’s 
a tender process it’ll always be a defined market placement, defined time frame, 
unlike a lot of the other projects which are you know an annual grant or something or 
you just apply at any time for something” -River Tender Staff member. This is something 
that will need to be determined as the River Tender evolves. 
 

6.2.2. Technological Resources 
Technological risks cover all the mechanisms in place for delivering River Tender. 
The key points that arose from the interviews and document analysis are the 
limitations of the site assessment process and the lack of partnership arrangements 
between different the organisations involved in natural resource management in the 
Ovens Catchment. 
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Site assessment is a critical part of the River Tender because it creates a way of 
assessing the relative value of each bid. The current system (see box) takes 
considerable time, requires considerable training, and has limited application. Most of 
the staff involved believed “The assessment and the evaluation process can be 
smoother.” Similar statements include “So if the study area was going to be like that 
in the future, it needed to take into consideration some other sort of factors… there 
were lots of areas, particularly on the Ovens, of billabongs and all sorts of funny 
things that you can’t count as actually river frontage, because they’re not river 
frontage.” And “hopefully what will happen in the next round is that we can be a 
little bit more creative and imaginative” -River Tender Staff member.    
 
NE CMA staff mentioned some possible improvements with the site assessment 
procedure. This included reducing the detail and complexity, providing for urban 
landholders in the process, and creating a monitoring process of River Tender that 
ensures that changes to sites are measurable. “We have struggled with the detail and 
complexity, like when the sites have billabongs and wetlands as well as bush, do we 
need to assess it as say 5 different sites or just treat it as one? We need to keep it 
simple” -River Tender Staff member.  

 

The site assessment process  
The quality of native vegetation on each site is assessed using a habitat hectares method. 
This assists in developing the biodiversity significance score and the river significance
score for the riparian area of the property. The management actions discussed with 
landholders form the basis for the habitat services score and the river habitat 
improvement score, which represents the impacts of the proposed management actions 
on the sites terrestrial, and riverine conservation value and their contribution to water quality 
of the site and its adjacent water channel. 
 
The biodiversity significance score and the habitat services score are combined to create 
the Biodiversity Benefit Index (BBI). Likewise, the river significance score and the river 
habitat improvement score are combined with the length (the functional length) of the 
riverbank under management to create the River Benefit Index (RBI). These various 
scores, in association with the payment landholders nominate they require to implement the 
management actions in the bid will be combined into a final River Health Benefits Index
that will identify the ‘value for money’ for the management actions to be implemented at the 
site.  
 
An algorithm was developed to generate scores for each site (Biodiversity Benefits Index), 
based on the conservation value of the site, the level of landholder maintenance and 
improvement works, and the price of the bid. The algorithm is a way of scoring proposed 
projects relative to each other. All such methods ultimately rely on someone making an 
objective decision about what value to apply to any given parameter – be it environmental, 
social or spatial. 
 
The complicated bid assessment process and various calculations allow the NE CMA to 
objectively rank the landholder bids in order of best value for money. It ensures that very 
different sites and the various different management actions can be quantified and 
compared equitably. Bids will be funded in order of best value, until the money available 
runs out, at which time the remaining bids (less value for money) will not be successful. 
 

Source: NE CMA n.d 
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There were also suggestions for improvement that should be made when more time 
was available. This includes training staff for site assessments and better use of 
agency computer information management systems. “It would have been great if we 
had another two months to look at the index and test it.  Similarly it would have been 
great if we had another two months to develop the database and use Access and not 
Excel and those sorts of thing.  Those sorts of things which perhaps meant we, … to 
do the project, run the program, we used tools that were adapted from previous 
models, but it could have been better simply” -River Tender Staff member. 
 

6.2.3. Human Resources  
During interviews with staff there were many references to time (or lack of it) during 
the first round of River Tender. Staff were proud that the tight deadlines had no 
significant impact on the outcomes of the program: You could have easily said six 
months ago in February there is no way that this project is going to happen in any 
way shape or form before the end of June.  We were able to prove that you can 
actually do that”. However it is likely that the program was able to be delivered due 
to a fortunate combination of the staff skills and motivation. “Yeah I mean really we 
were squeezed for time, but I think in those first two months she was probably 
working in reality 11, 12 hours a day and she was doing a lot of extra hours” -River 
Tender Staff member.  
 
The short time frames arose due to various administrative issues early in the program.  
Once River Tender was underway staff, were over worked and pressed to meet 
deadlines. “I didn’t finish the management agreement sort of template until we were 
ready to send them out in May.  So yeah it was a bit of a scramble.” And “[we were] 
going to trial the hand held PDAs, but as I say that didn’t...  and then we went down 
to Colac and saw their system and that sort of stuff and we were going to use theirs, 
but it was too much of a rush” -River Tender Staff member. 
 
Implications for the second round of River Tender are that there will need to be more 
time and human resources allocated to both staff training and program delivery.  “I 
think it’s going to change for the next round, particularly if we’re going catchment 
wide, one field officer is not going to be any value to anyone.  … so there’s going to 
maybe be a bit more thinking about integrating with our river health project.  And. 
“There was a fellow from North Central CMA with two small areas (involved in a 
tender program like River Tender). They are employing more field officers than us 
and they are getting more training. We only had two days training. I knew only four 
species when I started” -River Tender Staff member. 
 
While the Ovens Catchment is relatively small and the people employed had local 
knowledge, there will be a need for staff to be better prepared in future. In many 
instances the NE CMA extension officers were not aware of what they were going to 
be looking at when they arrived at the sites. The information ascertained about the 
sites over the phone was often insufficient as numerous site visits were arranged with 
landholders that were not suited to the program.   

6.2.4. Strategic Partners 
Implementing River Tender requires building partnerships between various agencies 
and organisations. This is required to increase the efficiency and effectiveness the 
communication effort. The Department of Sustainability and Environment is needed 
in order to identify areas; local governments are needed to generate mailing lists; staff 
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working within the CMA and within the Department of Sustainability and 
Environment should give out clear and consistent messages.   NE CMA staff 
mentioned that the current communication networks within and between the various 
Government departments needs to be improved. “There should be better integration. 
We need to be able to talk about other opportunities [programs] with landholders” -
River Tender Staff member 
 
However there were also specific issues to do with River Tender. There was a lack of 
awareness of the River Tender program and its objectives within the NE CMA and 
between external agencies (VFF, DSE).  Some NE CMA staff were not aware of the 
River Tender when they were asked about it at a community meeting. Other staff 
involved the program said “Yeah, but a lot of people would say they didn’t know 
about it [River Tender] because they wouldn’t be comfortable talking about it, they 
wouldn’t know enough about it to talk”. 
 
The overlap of responsibilities and poor integration between government departments 
seems to be an issue for reported by landholders in both the interviews and phone 
survey. They appealed for more integration and cooperation from Government 
departments. “They can’t get their act together. We have all of these different 
government departments, but there is no integration between them at all. There is 
overlap and confusion, and this confuses the hell out of people like us”. And.  “The 
main problem was the lack of cohesion between two government bodies. The NE CMA 
have not made an effort to clear the willows, they are clogging up the river. The DSE 
have done some work off the river, but they haven’t come back…..they really need 
some harmony, they have to start working together” -River Tender Staff member 
 
Landholders also reported there was lack of communication by other agencies “There 
was a cruel twist. At first, the DSE didn’t even know about the River Tender, and they 
were not enthusiastic. Just after the tenders closed for River Tender, the DSE changed 
their advice and recommended that we try again in the next round of the tender… The 
whole process was a shamble… Conflict between messages from DSE were the main 
motivation for not going through with the bid” Another Landholder pointed out that 
there were conflicting messages given by community organisations “Meanwhile we 
went to ….. the Victorian Farmers Federation, and they put us in touch with the facts 
of life. They said we would have to be stupid and would have rocks in our head”. 
 
NE CMA staff also mentioned in the early meetings that the current partnerships and 
networks within and between the various Government departments needs to be 
improved when rolling out the program. The Crown Lands Department had limited 
ability to identify areas suitable for River tender. There were also some significant 
targeting problems with the letter that went out to landholders. The ability to source 
complete and accurate landholder addresses seemed to be a big issue for staff as well 
as some minor flaws in the design of the letter.  
 

6.2.5. Governance  
Governance issues occur when public sector agencies such as the NE CMA, find 
themselves making decisions or implementing programs on behalf or in collaboration 
with managers in other agencies.  The implementation of River Tender was overseen 
by a committee with representation from a number of agencies such as the 
Department of Sustainability and Environment. As there was number of stakeholder 
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groups involved in governance, there is the possibility for the program to be ‘pulled’ 
in a number of directions. 
 
There was a consistent understanding by the staff about the aims of River Tender, 
although this understanding manifested differently at different operational scales. 
Collectively they considered River Tender to be about testing a different approach to 
encouraging landholders to manage their riparian land in ways consistent with current 
environmental best practice. Components of this understanding were the pilot nature 
of the program, the centrality of the tender concept, and the appropriateness of 
targeting high quality land. For instance:  “to me the project is a four year project, 
which is a pilot and evaluating that pilot, that’s the project. And it’s because the end 
result is fundamental in getting land holders to doing the right thing on their 
property. The overall aim just put really simply was sort of to contact as many 
prospective people in the study area as possible and see if they would be interested in 
getting them signed up to look after a bit of river bank -River Tender Staff member 
 
Staff were very aware that this was a pilot, something which conferred both 
responsibility and latitude, and gave the project two main objectives, rather than one, 
i.e. achieving on ground works and learning about the River Tender process: It was 
actually called the pilot project or whatever...I probably didn’t ask very much about 
it, because my sense was they were still exploring it. Well there’s work, there’s also 
freedom and I guess there’s the ability to try new things and to push boundaries.  
Yeah it didn’t scare me at all, I think all the projects I’ve ever worked on is the first 
time we’ve ever done something, which is yeah you can always ask forgiveness. I 
guess because it was a pilot and because of the time frame, we perhaps didn’t do as 
much advertising or whatever as we could have. We didn’t really and that’s probably 
a failing and it’s probably the nature of the time frame and of the pilot process-River 
Tender Staff member.   
 
A Steering Committee was established early, but the understanding of their role 
appeared to vary between River tender staff and the Steering Committee, possibly 
because of anxiety about the project when it had initial staff problems and because of 
changes in membership of the steering committee- maybe no one thought to inform 
new members sufficiently.  
 
They didn’t have confidence initially in the project, I think because it took so long to 
get off the ground and then when they had a couple of meetings and maybe three 
meetings and then didn’t have anything for a while because the first project manager 
left and then [x] came… I just think you’d probably define the roles and the 
communication structure a little better.  I would say you only need to meet twice a 
year and their role is to be aware of or to at certain times check the boxes.  While they 
did have a discussion about roles and responsibilities, but half the steering committee 
had changed since that discussion and it was never really strongly about that I don’t 
think and there were some people on that group who thought they were really a 
decision making body and there were other people who thought that there wasn’t 
much role for the steering committee, it was really a communication exercise.  So I 
think it’s not a bad committee and I think what I’d do is just say look we really only 
need to meet once every six months or at key points. … we spent a lot of time being 
very specific about the roles and of the steering committee to the point that when they 
started asking these questions I had to say look we’ve got governance stuff in place 
and this is what you’ll be doing. - River Tender staff member 
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That River Tender achieved its goals in a very short time was partly in response to 
having a small team of staff who worked well together, sharing responsibilities and 
making processes as efficient as possible. “I don’t know how we really divided it up, it 
just sort of happened, it evolved, but it actually worked really well with the two of 
us… because I knew that bit and she knew that bit, I went on with that bit and she 
went on with that bit.  So that just evolved into me collecting all the information and 
communicating with the people and then her doing the actual writing up of the 
management plans and all that side of things.  So it actually worked out that we 
actually did quite well and it meant that we were able to get our things done in time.  
We just got a little bit more disjointed.  What normally happens or seemed to have 
happened with a lot of bush tender things is that the person who went out and did the 
interviewing and the assessing then came back and wrote the management plan.  but 
yeah because that time was short, having to be able to fix X amount of people in a 
week was the priority.  I didn’t really even have the time then to be able to stop and 
write the management plans, whereas Jane just stayed in the office and she just did 
them.  she got her template happening and she was able to sort of churn them out 
really quickly.  Whereas you know what it’s like when you’re stopping and starting 
jobs, changing jobs you’re always a bit slow.  Whereas we sort of got it quite 
streamlined, we actually really got quite quick at it.  She got really quick at churning 
out management plans, so it was much better that way” -River Tender Staff member. 
 
Because it was a small project, with a small team, transaction costs of communication 
were low, and little time was needed to develop appropriate communication 
strategies. However, the word ‘disjointed’ in the above quote, combined with the 
issues raised by the Steering Committee,  sounds a note of caution; even in a small 
project such as River Tender communication between team members at all levels is 
important. If the project becomes larger this aspect of governance will require careful 
reconsideration. 

6.2.6. Socio-Cultural Environment 
Project staff had a few thoughts about the type of people they were attracting through 
River Tender “they’re sort of outside the system.  They’re either new to the area or 
they’re just interested in, you know they’re not really a member of our environmental 
or land care agricultural community” This highlights the opportunity for River 
Tender to allow NE CMA to communicate with a group of landholders not covered by 
other programs. 
 
Building relationships with landholders was mentioned as being a major goal of the 
NE CMA, and also the staff “The connection and maintaining a relationship with 
landholders that help us look after our rivers is the main focus of the NE CMA”. 
However having different staff with varied views on how to deliver the program could 
have been an issue. “Because he (the landholder) had a different assessor who didn’t 
know the context of our project, you see we would have assessed it for him regardless. 
It could have produced a low bid and may have got into the tender” NE CMA 2(meeting). 
One NE CMA extension officer who conducted a small number of site visits 
apparently left the area before any follow up was made from her visits and before the 
site visit field sheets and accompanying information was passed on to the River 
Tender management staff. One Landholder said: “Yeah, and they then disappeared 
before she gave us the plan… (laughing)”. Other landholders said “I sort of rang NE 
CMA  and, ahh, this was in my diary to ring cause I had heard nothing back and I 
knew time was running out, and she said that, no, she had to suddenly go over seas or 
something, she hadn’t did it, so they sent another girl out who did it again, who just 
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did that area again and she was in here in a day or two, and it was just a sort of slip 
up sort of thing,  yeah we never got the original one”. Another landholder expressed 
frustration over having to deal with different people from government departments all 
of the time and maintained that it is difficult to build a positive relationship with them. 
The project-focused nature of government department conservation efforts and the 
short-term job opportunities that result for staff are raising concerns for some 
landholders about having to deal with different people all of the time. 
 
The site visits were conducted by numerous extension officers (approximately four 
staff in total), one of whom was not part of the NE CMA. This appeared to have 
caused several issues among landholders and NE CMA staff, the main one being 
concern over the lack of consistency in program delivery in general. Landholders 
were left with little information about their commitments or possible works (draft 
management plan) after the site visit. Particularly noticeable was the reaction of some 
landholders when they were not offered copies of the notes taken down by the 
extension officer during the discussion about proposed management actions on their 
property. Many of them asked doing site visits “So I will get this list at the end (of the 
meeting) to work off?”  

6.3. Conclusion 
Corporate risk analysis provides a systematic process in which to identify ways to 
improve the program. It involves looking at each component of an organisation’s 
tactical environment and relating aspects of program implementation to each of these 
components.  By divide an organization’s environment into several key areas 
including the economic, technological, political-legal, socio-cultural and human 
resource components we have been able to identify areas for improvement to River 
Tender. Our research shows that although NE CMA was able to deliver River Tender 
on time with a good outcome, there was considerable risk in terms of the strategic 
alliances, and the technological and human resource needed. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 6.2: Suggested improvement of Risk Management in future River Tender 
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Appendix 1: The Research Brief 
In February 2005, North East CMA staff and the CSU team settled on seven tasks that 
would guide the social research to underpin implementation and evaluation of River 
Tender. A summary of these tasks and how the information was provided is given 
below. 
 

• What existing or additional information can the CSU researchers provide to 
assist the North East CMA River Tender Program team develop their 
communication and extension approach? This work was completed at the 
February 2005 Workshop at CSU, Thurgoona. 

 
• What baseline information should we collect and how do we do that so that we 

can assess the extent that landholder engagement through River Tender 
process has/ is expected to contribute to stronger, longer commitment to 
enhanced riparian management? This work will be completed in 2007 after the 
2005 survey is repeated. Baseline or 2005 data is presented in this report as 
part of the landholder survey. 

 
• Is River Tender engaging a different cohort of landholders compared to the 

FGIS? In other words, is River Tender likely to engage a broad cross section 
of landholders and therefore represents a general policy tool, or is it engaging 
a different cross section of landholders and therefore adding to the range of 
policy tools? This work is completed in this report as part of the landholder 
survey (i.e. section 5 of this report). 

 
• Is River Tender market-based approach more effective (more interested; larger 

areas committed; more cost-effective) than a FGIS? This work is completed in 
this report as part of both the landholder survey and the interviews of 
participants (i.e. sections 4 and 5 of this report). 

 
• Are the communication and extension approaches employed by the CMA staff 

sound and effective? In particular, has North East CMA team established 
relationships that enabled River Tender participants to open up options, 
enhance commitment to longer-term riparian management? This work is 
completed in this report as part of the interviews of with participants (i.e.  
section 4 of this report) 

 
• To what extent did participants collude to develop bids and if so, did this 

undermine longer-term commitment to improved riparian management and the 
cost-effectiveness of the market-based approach or has/ could it benefit 
outcomes in the longer term? This work will be completed in 2007 

 
• Did River Tender approach achieve established targets for onground work? 

This work is completed in section 3 of this report. 
 



 


