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Executive Summary 

The Victorian Volcanic Plains Bioregion, which stretches from Melbourne to Portland, was one of 15 ‘biodiversity 
hotspots’ nominated by the Australian Government as priorities for funding under the 2003/04 Competitive 
Regional Funding Component of the Natural Heritage Trust. Developed as a multi-regional bid between 
Corangamite, Glenelg-Hopkins, North Central and Port Phillip CMA, the Victorian Volcanic Plains Land and 
Ecosystem Stewardship Project (VVP PlainsTender) received funding for 4 years to protect and enhance the 
remnant vegetation across the bioregion. A major component of the project is an incentive scheme 
(PlainsTender) to support landholders in the conservation and management of native vegetation. To implement 
the incentive scheme, a Market Based Instrument (MBI) was adopted in the form of a tender process whereby 
contracts were purchased through a competitive single-bid tender process. Two rounds of the tender have been 
held, the first in Spring – Summer 2004 and the second in Spring – Summer 2005. 

Preferred sites were determined by a measure of biodiversity value for money based upon the current 
conservation value of the landholder’s site, the amount of service offered by the landholder and inversely upon 
the price bid by the landholder. Successful landholders signed 4 year management service agreements 
specifying the commitments and activities they are to carry out over the period of the contract.  

As a result of both rounds of PlainsTender, contracts have now been signed with 54 landholders, to manage 
4,380 hectares of land across the Victorian Volcanic Plains for biodiversity and conservation. Across this area, 
landholders have undertaken a number of commitments and actions to improve the quality of the vegetation. 

 Twenty-two different Ecological Vegetation Classes (EVCs) are covered by these agreements, all but three of 
which are classed as vulnerable or endangered. Permanent protection, registered as a covenant on title, on 11 of 
these highly threatened EVCs will be placed over 580 hectares by landholders. 

In a survey of 45 landholders participating in PlainsTender, the majority of respondents rated the tender process 
as good to very good. Landholders who were not totally satisfied with the process gave reasons that there was 
no assistance with tender prices and not enough information about the original vegetation as the main reasons 
for their dissatisfaction. Overall however, landholders in the survey felt that the scheme was a good idea as it 
preserves and restores native vegetation, encourages people to look after the land and also provides financial 
assistance. 

While the tender process appears complex and requires careful planning, there are many advantages including 
the ability to select projects based on best value for money and to finalise agreements easily. In addition, the site 
assessments can provide data and vegetation mapping which can be used to improve existing data. The tender 
also provides a key opportunity to provide extension to landholders regarding their native vegetation and how it 
can be improved through management. 

A number of tenders have been run through Victoria and Australia, each developed to suit the aims and 
objectives of that project. However, the tender process remains similar between each scheme. With each tender, 
the process is being refined and improved through lessons learned from previous tenders. At the same time, 
landholders are also learning more about the process, encouraging a competitive market and improved 
management and quality of our natural resources. 
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1. Background 

The Victorian Volcanic Plains Bioregion, which stretches from Melbourne to Portland (Figure 1), was one of 15 
‘biodiversity hotspots’ nominated by the Australian Government as priorities for conservation. The bioregion 
covers approximately 2.3 million hectares, extending over 32 local government areas and five Catchment 
Management Authority Regions. The native vegetation remaining covers 4.5% of the area, of which 1.2% is 
managed in reserves. The bioregion includes 65 nationally threatened species and 173 species listed as 
threatened in Victoria. Eleven of the lakes within the Volcanic Plains are recognised under the Ramsar 
Convention and 26 lakes are listed in the Directory of Important Wetlands in Australia (DIWA). 

The remaining areas of native grasslands, wetlands, stony rise woodlands and grassy woodlands, although 
fragmented, are crucial for the conservation of endemic flora and fauna species. However, Victorian Volcanic 
Plains Bioregion is a highly productive agricultural region and the task of maintaining and developing agricultural 
production while at the same time protecting and enhancing biodiversity assets, presents a significant challenge. 
Private landholders and community groups play a significant role in protecting the native remnants and their 
contribution needs to be recognised, valued and supported. 

Through the Victorian Volcanic Ecosystem and Land Stewardship (VVP PlainsTender) Project, a range of 
activities and programmes are being implemented in order to reward and support landholders who are 
conserving Victorian Volcanic Plains ecosystem remnants and to encourage others to adopt similar ecologically 
sustainable practices. 
 
 
 
 
Figure 1: The Victorian Volcanic Plains Bioregion 

 
 
 
 

Victorian Volcanic Plains Bioregion 
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2.   Introduction 

The Victorian Volcanic Ecosystem and Land Stewardship (VVP PlainsTender) Project was successful in gaining 
funding under the Australian Government’s Natural Heritage Trust (NHT) regional competitive bid process in 
2003-04.  The project was developed as a multi-regional bid by the Corangamite, Glenelg Hopkins, North Central 
and Port Phillip Catchment Management Authorities (CMA’s).  The project development and delivery has been 
led by the Corangamite CMA, which acts as an agent for all other project CMA’s and the project has been 
strongly supported by the Department of Sustainability and Environment (DSE). 

The project has three major components: 

�  Research that aims to provide a better understanding of the ecosystems on the VVP, and appropriate 
practices which can encourage conservation on productive properties; 

�  Community engagement to create awareness of the uniqueness of the Victorian Volcanic Plains 
Bioregion and its ecosystem and encourage landholders and communities to help in its conservation; 
and, 

�  An incentive scheme to support landholders on the VVP to manage and conserve the remnant native 
vegetation. 

This report aims to provide an understanding of the incentive scheme ‘VVP PlainsTender’, including participation 
in the scheme and the results achieved through it. 

 

3. VVP PlainsTender Process 

To implement the incentive scheme, the Project adopted a Market Based Instrument (MBI) in the form of a tender 
whereby contracts were purchased through a competitive single-bid tender process. As with any tendering 
process it was necessary to ensure an equitable, justifiable and sound process according equal opportunity for 
all bidders. With the assistance of a Probity Advisor, an evaluation plan was developed detailing the probity 
issues and the actions to be taken throughout the tender to ensure that the probity principles were followed. 

A two stage process was utilised;  

�  Stage 1:   Request for Expression of Interest (EOI); and 

�  Stage 2: Bidding process whereby landholders had 14 days from the date they received the  
management plan to return their bids.  

 

3.1 Stage 1: Request for Expression of Interest 

Private landholders, volunteer groups and communities prepared to increase both the quality and extent of 
indigenous vegetation and to strengthen biodiversity by boosting the number and variety of indigenous flora and 
associated fauna were offered the opportunity to become involved in the project. Two rounds of PlainsTender 
were held, the first in Spring – Summer 2004, and the second in Spring - Summer 2005.  

Each round of PlainsTender was launched with a call for landholders to register an Expression of Interest. 
Landholders registered with the programme through a phone call. To be eligible for PlainsTender, landholders 
were required to have patches of remnant vegetation (of any Ecological Vegetation Class (EVC)), located on 
freehold land on the Victorian Volcanic Plains Bioregion. If eligible, landholders were sent a pack providing 
information about the programme, and site assessment procedure. If not eligible, landholders were directed 
towards other programmes with the relevant CMA. 
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Figure 2: Discrete habitat zones within a site 

 

 

Within a property, a landholder could offer one or more patches of remnant vegetation. Remnants that formed 
discrete patches, i.e. that were separated by physical features such as paddocks, rivers or made roads, were 
classed as separate sites. Within a patch of vegetation, areas of significantly different management were also 
defined as separate sites (see Figure 2). Within each site there may be one or more discrete habitat zones, (an 
area of the same Ecological Vegetation Class with similar average quality). An assessment was made for each 
habitat zone using Habitat Hectares, a vegetation quality assessment tool developed by DSE.  

In addition to the assessment of quality made on-site, sites were also assessed for their significance or 
conservation value at a regional scale. This assessment combined information from CMA’s and DSE’s flora and 
fauna database records, vegetation maps and on-site assessments into the valuation factor known as the 
Biodiversity Significance Score (BSS). 

This was determined on the basis of: 

�  the type and quality of vegetation (EVC) present; 

�  the occurrence and status of flora and fauna species present; and  

�  the importance of the patch of native vegetation in the broader landscape in providing habitat for a 
range of key fauna species.   
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A management plan for each site was developed through discussions between the landholder and the 
PlainsTender field officer, taking into account the characteristics of the site, the threats to its conservation values 
and the landholder©s vision for the management and restoration of the site.  The total amount of service offered 
by the landholder was converted to a points score known as the Habitat Services Score (HSS).  This HSS was 
based on the predicted gain in condition as expected through the contracted management activities (in this case 
4 years of activity) and the total area of the site. 

When the management plan for a site was prepared, it was sent to the landholder along with the associated HSS 
and information on the site©s conservation value.  The landholder was invited to submit a bid nominating the 
landholder©s price for the provision of these services for the period of the agreement (4 years). Landholders also 
had the option of permanently protecting their site through a conservation covenant. While field officers were not 
able to provide details to landholders on how much to bid, during the site visit landholders were told what they 
may want to consider when formulating their bid. This included the cost of materials, the cost of labour and the 
cost of foregoing any entitlements. It was also suggested to ensure that they could implement all of the actions 
not to undervalue their bid and to determine what it was worth to them, but to remember that it was a competitive 
bid process. This information was provided to all landholders as part of site visits. 

 

3.2 Stage 2: Bidding process 

An Independent Evaluation Panel comprising representatives from each Project Catchment Management 
Authority and the Department of Sustainability and Environment, was delegated responsibility for the equitable 
and transparent execution of the bid selection process, for the evaluation of PlainsTender bids and the selection 
of preferred tenderers. 

The evaluation plan specified that contracts were to be awarded to bidders who provide “best value” in terms of 
an objective measure which included the price, current site conservation value and amount of service offered 
(the Biodiversity Benefits Index (BBI)). Contracts in each round were to be awarded up to a particular value, 
however, the project reserved the right to raise or lower this figure if it is not in the project’s best interests to 
make offers at that cut off.  For example, if the value for money offered by some bidders was below acceptable 
levels or if, based on value for money, it was in the project’s best interests to accept bids above the cut off. 

The evaluation of bids occurred after the completion of the bidding period for the last site assessed in each 
round.  This was after at least 14 calendar days had elapsed from the date of receipt (by the landholder) of the 
Management Plan for the final site assessed. All bids were passed to the Chair of the Evaluation Panel 
unopened, on the day of Evaluation.  

The database listing each site with its Habitat Service Score (HSS) and Biodiversity Significance Scores (BSS) 
was provided to the evaluation team by the Project Leader. As each bid was opened, the price was entered into 
the database against the relevant site. A BBI score was calculated for each landholder bid and the available 
funds are allocated in order from the highest BBI score downwards. The marginal cost curve was used in the 
determination of the optimal cut off point for successful bids. 

On completion of the bid evaluation, the Evaluation Panel prepared an Evaluation Report with a recommendation 
of the preferred tenderers.  The evaluation outcome was then submitted to the Steering Committee seeking its 
endorsement of the recommendations prior to submission of the Evaluation Report to the Designated Decision 
Authority (the Chief Executive Officer of Corangamite CMA). 

The Designated Decision Authority was responsible for: 

�  considering the Evaluation Report and accepting the recommendation; or 

�  requesting the Evaluation Panel to conduct further evaluation pending preparation of a further report; 
and 

�  advising the Project CMA Boards of Management of the outcome of the tender evaluation process. 

Landholders were offered four year management agreements for each site recommended in the Evaluation 
Report. Landholder payments, based on their bid price were divided into six-monthly payments to be paid up until 
June 2008. Higher payments are made at the beginning of the contract, where most of the up-front costs are, 
and at the end of the contract. If a landholder has agreed to placing permanent protection on title, then they 
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receive part of their bid price upon signing of the covenant.. If a site was not successful in the tender process, the 
landholder was notified in writing and given a broad indication of how their bid compared with other bids. They 
were advised that the management plan developed with PlainsTender provided a strong basis to seek alternative 
funding and to contact their relevant CMA to learn about other programmes which could assist them. 

 

4. Tender Results 

4.1 Expression of Interest and Assessments 

VVP PlainsTender was marketed through advertising and advertorials with local and regional newspapers 
throughout the Victorian Volcanic Plains. Interviews were also conducted on ABC and local radio stations. While 
the level of direct advertising was similar between the two Rounds of PlainsTender, given the success of the first 
Round, and a higher profile amongst the CMAs and community, there was a greater level of awareness during 
the second Round. In Round Two, there was also a stronger local push to get landholders involved in two areas 
(Port Phillip Region and the Mortlake/Penshurst areas) which showed little interest in the first Round. 

During Round One, 59 landholders (with approximately 6,000 hectares of remnant vegetation) and 76 
landholders (with approximately 6,000 hectares of remnant vegetation) in Round Two contacted PlainsTender to 
register an Expression of Interest. These landholders included farmers and other landholders as well as 
Community Committees of Management and Trusts. However not all landholders met the criteria of; freehold 
land, native vegetation and site location within the Victorian Volcanic Plains Bioregion. Ineligible landholders were 
directed towards their CMA or other schemes for alternative opportunities. If the field officer visited a site, which 
was then determined to be ineligible, a site assessment was still conducted, and a management plan provided to 
the landholder if they were interested. 

Field Officers conducted 174 assessments across 85 sites during Round One (Table 1, Figure 3). This 
represented a total of 3,640 hectares of land and a range of 18 different ecological vegetation classes (EVCs). 
Sites ranged from 0.7 to 729 hectares, with the average site 68 hectares in size. In Round Two, 385 assessments 
were conducted across 235 sites (4,278 hectares) and 19 different EVCs. Sites in Round Two were smaller on 
average than Round One, with 18 hectares the average size. This was within a range of 0.2 to 190 hectares.   

 

4.2 Landholder Tenders 

In Round One, 27 landholders submitted 59 bids, with each bid for a single site.  The sites were ranked on order 
of best value for money based on their Biodiversity Benefits Index (BBI) and the marginal cost curve was used to 
determine the best value for money (Figure 4). It was recommended that the cut-off point which provided the 
most strategic use of the funds was $1,007,175 and that there was no justification in increasing the allocation 
above this as it would not achieve a significant gain in biodiversity. This point was mid-way on the bend in the 
marginal cost curve. This decision meant that 73% of the bids were successful, and almost 80% of landholders 
who participated in Round One were offered contracts under PlainsTender. Three of these landholders agreed to 
place covenants over their sites (9 sites in total). 

In Round Two, 53 landholders submitted 100 bids, where each bid could be for one or more sites (124 sites 
included in bids). Based on the BBI ranking and the marginal cost curve, the allocation was cut-off at a total of 
$1,255,330, as the next bid took the cumulative allocation to a level which exceeded the funds available. This 
point was prior to the significant upward turn on the cost curve. In this Round, 65% of the bids were successful, 
and 69% of participating landholders were awarded contracts.  

There were some landholders who registered with PlainsTender, received a site visit and management plans 
however decided not to bid in the tender or did not bid on all sites assessed. Landholders, particularly in the 
Second Round were aware of how much work they could undertake and only developed bids for sites which were 
of more importance to themselves, or of higher quality. Some landholders who did not bid, explained during the 
process, that they wanted to participate in PlainsTender, and wanted some-one to come out and look at their 
sites and provide some guidance to improve the quality of the site, but did not wish to receive any funds to do 
this. 
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Table 1: Summary of Round One and Round Two tenders and recommendations 

 Round One Round Two Total 
Number of bids received 59 101  
Number of recommended bids 43 (73%) 65 (65%)  
Number of Landholders who submitted bids 27 54  
Number of landholders with recommended bids 21 (78%) 37 (69%) 55 
Number of hectares submitted in bids 3,039 2,291.2  
Number of hectares of recommended bids 2,640 1,922.6 4,562.6 
Total gain offered in bids (Habitat Hectares) 410.9 273.2  
Total gain of recommended bids (Habitat Hectares) 366.1 248.9 615 
Total dollars of bids received $1,721,917 $2,031,206  
Total dollars of recommended bids $1,007,175 $1,255,330 $2,262,505 

 

There were some landholders who participated in both Rounds of the tender. Five of the landholders who were 
successful in Round One with some or all of their sites, subsequently registered new sites or the unsuccessful 
ones again in Round Two, with most of them successful in that round. In entering the same site again, three 
landholders were able to learn from their experience and they increased their chance of success in the tender by 
offering extra commitments such as a covenant registered on title or by decreasing the price of their bid, to 
become successful in Round Two. Seven landholders who registered but did not bid in Round One, re-registered 
in Round Two, however only 3 of them submitted bids.  

Figure 4 compares the marginal cost curve of Rounds One and Two of PlainsTender. The shape of the two 
curves is quite different; with the Round One curve considerably longer (has higher cumulative HSS x BSS 
scores). There are several factors which may have influenced these curves.  

�  Several large sites of Stony Rise Woodland and Plains Grasslands with high Habitat Service Scores (of 
which area is a factor) were offered in Round One, pushing the cost curve across to the right. Similar 
sites were not offered in Round Two.  

�  More sites were offered in Round Two, and the average site (18 hectares) was over 3 times smaller 
than the average site in Round One (68 hectares), leading to lower Habitat Service Scores. 

�  Round Two included sites which were on the eastern section of the Volcanic Plains (within Port Philip 
Catchment), an area of the Volcanic Plains which had received very few Expressions of Interest in the 
first Round of the Tender.  Land prices are generally higher in the eastern section of the VVP than the 
western sections and this may lead to higher bid prices.  

�  The cost per hectare offered was higher in Round Two than in Round One. This may reflect a changing 
or more aware market, or may be the result of different EVCs with their varying costs associated with 
management or economic value being offered. Smaller sites may have a higher cost per hectare when 
compared to larger sites.  

 

4.3 Landholder contracts 

Following evaluation of the tenders in Round One, offers were made to 21 landholders for 43 bids (43 sites). Six 
offers were not accepted (Table 2). Three of these unaccepted offers were to one landholder, who felt he could 
not make any decision at that time due to his current farming situation. The three other offers were to two 
landholders who received offers for one or more bids, some of which they took up, others they did not, not 
wanting to have an additional workload which was too heavy for them. Subsequently offers were made to the 
next sites on the ranked BBI list, which offered equivalent costs. In Round Two, offers were made to 38 
landholders for 65 bids (77 sites). All offers were accepted.  
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Figure 3: Map of sites assessed in PlainsTender 
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Figure 4: Marginal Cost Curves of PlainsTender Rounds One and Two 
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Table 2: Summary of Round One and Round Two Contracts 

 Round One Round Two Total 
Final contracts signed (may include multiple sites) 39 65 104 
Final number of sites under contract 39 77 116 
Final number of landholders under contract 20 37 54* 
Final number of hectares under contract 2,457 1,922.59 4,379.59 
Final gain (Habitat Hectares) 351.2 248.9 600.1 
Final dollar allocation $1,009,012 $1,261,330 $2,270,3412 

*Four landholders were successful in both rounds of the tender 

 

As part of PlainsTender, landholders had the option of agreeing to place permanent protection via a covenant on 
their site of native vegetation. This was in addition to the four years of active management which was standard. 
This option gave the site a higher weighting in the tender, for gains in the security of the site and ultimately a 
higher Habitat Services Score. Thirteen landholders took up this opportunity, with 46 sites to be permanently 
protected.  

Since signing management agreements, an additional 2 landholders have decided that they will also place sites 
under covenant, in addition to their existing commitments with PlainsTender. While the number of sites seems 
high, they can be attributed to individual landholders with a number of sites offering to place permanent 
protection over all of their sites. Several landholders indicated that they were willing to place a covenant on their 
sites to improve their chance of success in the tender. Others had already been considering placing a covenant 
on their property and this project provided the right incentive to do so. Based on the success of Round One, 
Round Two was also promoted by Trust for Nature, encouraging landholders in their networks who were 
interested in permanently protecting their sites.  

 
Table 3: Landholder contract type   

 Round One Round Two Total 
Four years of active management 30 40 70 
Four years plus permanent protection 9 (3 landholders) 37 (11 landholders) 46 (13 landholders*) 

* One landholder was successful in both rounds of the tender 

 

4.4 Landholder management services 

Landholders in the tender signed four year management service agreements for each successful site. The 
agreements were based on the site management plans developed during the assessment and covered a range 
of land use commitments, i.e. foregone entitlements (most of which were mandatory depending on the EVC) as 
well as management actions (depending upon the site condition and threats at the site) that the landholder 
agreed to implement over each season and year of the contract (indicating particular species e.g. weed species 
as determined by the plan). Table 4 lists the different commitments and management options recommended. It 
shows the per cent of sites where the commitment or management action is being undertaking, where it is 
relevant to that site. In general, Landholders agreed to the recommendations provided by the assessment 
officers.
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Table 4: The per cent of sites with each management services being implemented for each EVC (key to EVC provided on page 15) 
Action/EVC 16 20 22 23 48 55 56 68 125 132 175 203 292 647 649 653 654 656 705 793 803 
Land use Commitments                      
No fertilizer applications 
(mandatory) 

100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

No soil disturbance 
(mandatory) 

100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

No drainage alteration 
(mandatory) 

100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

No rock removal 
(mandatory) 

100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

No artificial feeding 
(mandatory) 

100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

No cropping (mandatory) 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 
Retain all large trees – 
dead or alive 
(mandatory) 

100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 n/a n/a 100 100 100 n/a 100 n/a n/a n/a 100 100 100 

Retain all canopy trees – 
dead or alive 

100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 n/a n/a 100 100 100 n/a 100 n/a n/a n/a 100 100 100 

Retain all fallen 
branches and leaf litter 

100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 n/a n/a 100 100 100 n/a 100 n/a n/a n/a 100 100 100 

Retain all logs 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 n/a n/a 100 100 100 n/a 100 n/a n/a n/a 100 100 100 
                      
Active Management 
Commitments 

                     

Lay branches along 
contour (if slope > 20
) 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 n/a n/a 0 0 n/a n/a 0 n/a n/a n/a 0 0 0 

Control all grazing 
threats 

100 100 100 86 100 100 100 100 n/a n/a 100 84 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 100 100 100 

Control any identified 
threats e.g. pest animal 
control 

100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 



 

 12 

Action/EVC 16 20 22 23 48 55 56 68 125 132 175 203 292 647 649 653 654 656 705 793 803 
Exclude stock  100 100 100 86 100 100 100 100 21 n/a 100 84 100 100 100 64 86 100 100 100 100 
Biomass reduction at 
agreed timing/frequency 
(through burning or 
slashing) 

n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 0 9 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 

Defer grazing during 
spring to early summer 

n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 56 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 

Defer grazing during 
winter to spring (when 
wet) 

n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 55 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 

Maintain total vegetation 
cover > 70% 

n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 24 35 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 

Reduce woody weed 
cover to < 1%  

100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

Reduce high threat 
grassy weed cover to < 
1% 

100 0 0 29 100 0 0 0 27 10 0 0 0 25 0 23 19 50 0 0 0 

Ensure high threat weed 
cover does not increase 

0 100 100 71 0 100 100 100 73 90 100 100 100 75 100 77 81 50 100 100 100 

Supplementary planting 
of understorey species 

0 0 0 14 0 30 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 

Supplementary planting 
of overstorey species 

0 0 0 14 0 30 0 0 n/a n/a 0 0 0 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 0 0 0 

Erect fence (either 
electric or standard) 

0 0 0 0 0 30 0 13 48 15 13 67 0 8 8 64 43 50 0 0 0 

Establish/move water 
troughs 

0 0 0 0 0 10 0 13 15 5 0 42 0 0 0 8 5 0 0 0 0 

Permanent protection 
placed on site 

0 100 100 29 0 20 0 13 38 20 25 0 0 33 54 18 71 25 0 0 0 
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4.5 Landholder Progress  

Every six months landholders are required to report on their progress against actions within their management 
plans, and on any changes they see in their native vegetation. Landholders are sent a basic form, detailing their 
management tasks from the previous six months, which they must fill in and return. While the report is a simple 
table which the landholder fills in for each site under contract, many landholders have supplied further 
information. This has included photos of the works they are undertaking, photos of flora species found on their 
site which they have never seen before, and some have even taken the time to develop a more comprehensive 
report of the work they are doing.  

The six-monthly reporting is complemented with annual monitoring visits by project staff. This provides an 
opportunity for landholders to discuss any issues about their particular sites and to show the achievements they 
have been making in improving the quality of the remnant vegetation. Landholders are also encouraged to call 
project staff at any time to discuss any concerns they may have. 

In response to a request by many landholders, a regular forum has now commenced where landholders with 
PlainsTender management agreements can get together to discuss their sites, share and learn what other 
people are doing learn more about native vegetation and its management and conservation as well as talk to the 
project team. An initial event has been held, and the enthusiasm of landholders was overwhelming. Many took 
the opportunity to present to other landholders about their site, explaining why they participated in PlainsTender, 
what kind of site they have and what management activities they are undertaking. Landholders made the most of 
the opportunity to talk and learn from each other with discussions including electric fencing techniques, impacts 
and changes they are seeing with strategic grazing regimes, fauna and flora they are now observing and offers of 
assistance to each other from flora identification to setting up cell grazing. As an indication of how pleased they 
are to be identified with the project, the event ended with a request from landholders for VVP signs to put on their 
farm gates. 

 

5. Transaction Costs 

There are a number of different transaction costs associated with running a tender such as PlainsTender.  The 
costs listed in Table 5 are the costs associated with designing and implementing the tender up to the contract 
signing stage. Costs associated with monitoring or follow-up work once a site is under contract have not been 
included. PlainsTender received in-kind support from the Department of Sustainability and Environment for the 
development and design of the tender, as well as training of assessment staff and landscape preference data. 
Estimates of these costs are included. In terms of running the second round, some cost savings were made due 
to necessary equipment and data having been developed and purchased for the first round. Potentially further 
savings could be made if the same field staff were used for assessments in both rounds. 

As part of PlainsTender, a database called the ‘Conservation Tender Management Database’ was developed 
which enables management of data from setting up a tender, site assessments and the development of 
management plans and contracts, to monitoring and payments schedules of each contract. The use of the 
database has possibly reduced the cost of assessment staff through the ability to produce management plans 
quickly and make changes to them easily. These costs are not shown as, being a once off cost to develop the 
programme which can be used by any number of tender schemes and would not be a major cost associated with 
any new tender scheme (although some adaptation may be required for different scoring methods). A new tender 
scheme focusing on other outcomes would need to include some costs for the development of a ‘plug-in’ metrics 
and then be able to utilize the other components and functions of the database.  
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Table 5: Transaction costs for a round of PlainsTender 

Item Round One Round Two Costs for one 
round  

Development and design  $10,000  $10,000 
Equipment (incl. mapping, PDA and software) $17,000  $17,000 
Field staff   $140,000 $140,000 
Tender Management   $35,000 $35,000 
Training  $12,000 $12,000 
Advertising/printing etc.  $10,000 $10,000 
Probity  $8,000 $8,000 
Evaluation of tenders  $1,000 $1,000 
    
Total Transaction Costs for one round   $233,000 
    
Grants to landholders  $1,261,330 $1,261,330 
Transaction costs as per cent of grants   18.6% 

 

6. Distribution of sites 

While there were weightings placed on biodiversity significance or preferences, as part of the metrics developed 
for the tenders, there was no weighting or preferences for location or CMA region. However, equal opportunities 
were provided to landholders in each region through broad-scale advertising in state (The Weekly Times, The 
Stock and Land) and local newspapers (as nominated by each CMA), as well as CMA newsletters, presentations 
to extension staff and interviews on the ABC and other local radio stations. Most landholders became aware of 
the scheme through the advertisements and editorial in The Weekly Times.  

The majority of successful sites in the tender were located in Glenelg Hopkins and Corangamite CMAs., with a 
significantly smaller number of sites located in North Central and Port Phillip and Westerport CMAs. This result 
reflected the proportion of VVP bioregion (by area) in these CMA regions. This pattern is also reflected in the 
funds which were allocated to each region through the tender as shown in Table 6. 
 
Table 6: Summary of distribution of funds across CMA region 

Catchment # ha on 
the VVP 

% of 
VVP 

Funded 
sites 

Sites with 
covenants 

Total $$ 
allocation 

% of $$ 
allocated 

VVP 2,356,187 100% 116 46 $2,270,341.35 100% 
Corangamite 665,568 28% 45 5 $962,401 42% 
Glenelg Hopkins 1,223,766 52% 56 31 $1,072,900.35 47% 
North Central 162,230 7% 6 5 $69,500 4% 
Port Phillip 302,251 13% 9 5 $165,540 7% 
Wimmera 2,372 <1% 0 0 $0 0% 

 

7. Ecological Vegetation Classes 
Assessments using Habitat Hectares (a standard metric developed by DSE) were made across 21 different 
Ecological Vegetation Classes (EVCs). The land now under contract includes each of these EVCs (Table 7), with 
the major proportion of services to be carried out on Plains Grassland (1,608 ha), Stony Rise Woodland (1,032 
ha) and Plains Grassy Wetland (633 ha). Round One contracts included large areas of Stony Rise Woodland 
(965.9 ha), as well as Plains Grassland and Plains Grassy Wetland. In Round Two, while there were still high 
numbers of Plains Grassland, there was little Stony Rise Woodland, instead a broader range of EVCs were 
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secured including a number of different wetlands and forest/woodland EVCs. The EVCs assessed and now 
supported through PlainsTender represent a small proportion (24%) of all the 88 Ecological Vegetation Classes 
on the Victorian Volcanic Plains Bioregion. As many of these EVCs have very low numbers of hectares 
remaining on the VVP Bioregion (most are classed as Endangered), a large number of sites would need to be 
assessed to ensure that all EVCs were included in the tender. The process of site assessments has also 
provided important condition and extant data on many previously poorly sampled EVCs. This data has been used 
in the development of a model of vegetation condition and also to improve the existing layer of EVCs distribution. 

The tendering process has provided an effective mechanism to secure large areas of remnant vegetation under 
covenant, with almost 600 hectares secured. The 46 sites which landholders have agreed to place under 
permanent protection will help to achieve the Regional Catchment Targets for 11 different Ecological Vegetation 
Class across the Victorian Volcanic Plains (Table 8). Over 100 hectares of Plains Grassland and Creekline 
Tussock Grassland and 82 hectares of Plains Grassy Wetland are being placed under a covenant across the 
four CMA regions.  

 
Table 7: Ecological Vegetation Classes (EVC) supported with PlainsTender management service agreements  

EVC 
VVP 

EVC Name EVC 
Status* 

Pre 1750 
hectares 

Total extant 
hectares 

Round 1 
# of ha  

Round 2 
# of ha  

Total ha 

- - - - - 2,457 1,923 4,380 
16 Lowland Forest LC 32,810 29,477 0 21 21 
20 Heathy Dry Forest LC 4,101 987 0 10 10 
22 Grassy Dry Forest D 6,094 718 31 34 65 
23 Herb-rich Foothill Forest V 81,278 16,139 0 50 50 
48 Heathy Woodland V 901 784 0 4 4 
55 Plains Grassy Woodland E 843,045 14,945 91 72 163 
56 Floodplain Riparian Woodland E 19,433 1,025 4 0 5 
68 Creekline Grassy Woodland E 30,711 566 5 53 58 
125 Plains Grassy Wetland** X 41,309 180 415 217 633 
132 Plains Grassland E 256,169 5,240 877 741 1,618 
175 Grassy Woodland E 39,974 1,796 1 53 55 
203 Stony Rise Woodland V 108,049 19,462 966 66 1,032 
292 Red Gum Wetland E 1,452 170 0 119.2 119.2 
647 Plains Sedgy Wetland  E 29,263 412 12.2 43.73 55.93 
649 Stony Knoll Shrubland E 166 0 39.9 16.43 56.33 
653 Aquatic Herbland E 196 96 0 61.6 61.6 
654 Creekline Tussock Grassland** E 2,547 5 35.87 179.98 215.85 
656 Brackish Wetland** X 807 6 17.74 89 106.74 
705 Basalt Creekline Shrubby 

Woodland 
E 3,997 1 3.9 0 3.9 

793 Damp Heathy Woodland V 67 54 0 5.39 5.39 
803 Plains Woodland E 40,620 188 0 44.29 44.29 

*EVC status refers to the EVC Bioregional Conservation Status whereby X – Presumed Extinct , E – Endangered,  
V – Vulnerable, D – Depleted, R – Rate, LV – Least Concern 

** The Project was able to better define these EVCs (which occur as smaller areas in a broader dryland vegetation matrix) 
at the property scale, hence the difference to the regional extant figures which have been based on modeled information at 
a 1:100,000 scale. 
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Table 8: EVCs to be placed under permanent protection 

EVC EVC Name EVC 
Status 

CCMA GHCMA NCCMA PPWPCMA Total ha 

55 Plains Grassy Woodland E   55.88  55.88 
68 Creekline Grassy Woodland E 16.98    13.98 
125 Plains Grassy Wetland X 36.63 44.2 1.14  81.97 
132 Plains Grassland E 8.17 121.52 0.76 26.98 157.43 
175 Grassy Woodland E 17.28    17.28 
647 Plains Sedgy Wetland  E  38.59   38.59 
649 Stony Knoll Shrubland E  2.24  9.93 12.17 
653 Aquatic Herbland E  12.58   12.58 
654 Creekline Tussock Grassland E  129.13   129.13 
656 Brackish Wetland X  44.14   44.14 
803 Plains Woodland E    18.47 18.47 
 Total Hectares  76.06 392.4 57.78 55.38 581.62 

 

8. Landholder Survey 

A survey was sent out to all landholders who received an information pack in both Rounds of PlainsTender in 
order to evaluate the tender process and gain an understanding of their background and their beliefs towards 
biodiversity and native vegetation. Surveys were sent out to the 113 landholders from both rounds, once tenders 
in each round had been received. Forty-five (40%) landholders responded to the survey. 

 

8.1 The tendering process 

When asked how they felt about the tender process, most respondents rated the information provided, guidance 
and the site assessment process as good to very good (84%) and felt similarly about the length of time involved 
to complete the process (73%). 

 
Figure 5: Respondents rating of the tender process 
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Sixty per cent (60%) of respondents were completely satisfied with their site visit. Those that were only 
somewhat satisfied (35%) or not satisfied (5%) commonly responded that there was not enough information 
provided regarding the original vegetation in their area (44% of those somewhat or not satisfied) or that they 
were given no assistance with tender prices (44% of those somewhat or not satisfied). When asked what could 
be done to improve the process, there were few suggestions provided. Some respondents did suggest that 
guidelines as to bid amounts or more information be provided. 

 
Figure 6: Reasons why respondents were left somewhat satisfied (35%) or unsatisfied (5%) from site visit 

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

Left feeling confused Not enough information
on original vegetation

No assistance with tender
prices

No information about next
tender

Other

# 
of

 R
es

po
nd

en
ts

 

Eighty-three per cent (83%) of respondents decided to submit bids for their site/s. The primary reason that 
landholders decided to bid was because they are interested in conservation and preserving native vegetation. 
However, financial assistance, listed by landholders as the secondary reason for submitting bids, may be the key 
in encouraging landholders to convert that interest into action. Landholders felt that PlainsTender was a very 
good idea because it preserves and restores native vegetation (67%), encourages people to look after the land 
(33%) and provides financial assistance as well (33%). Those that did not submit a bid responded that either the 
time frame was too short (and they themselves did not have the time to follow-up) or that the conditions that went 
with the contract did not suit. Overall however, the landholders who did not bid still felt that the scheme was a 
very good idea and may consider bidding in future tenders. 

Respondents anticipated that on average 173 hours (< 10% of working year) per year (20 (1% of working year) – 
500 (40% of working year) hours per year) would be spent on the actions set out in the site management plans, 
generally to be undertaken by the landholder themselves, taking time away from other activities such as farming 
in particular, or recreational activities. 
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Figure 7: Reasons why respondents submitted bids 
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8.2 Landholders, their properties and activities in Natural Resource Management 

Property sizes of the respondents ranged from 5 hectares to 2,000 hectares, with an average property size of 
599 hectares. This indicates a range of property use from lifestyle to primary production. Properties were 
commonly managed by a male and female partnership, where at least one of them (58%) had a formal education 
or training in agriculture or land management. The most common farm enterprises amongst landholders were 
sheep/wool, beef cattle, cereal crops and oil seed crops. However, as is becoming more and more common, 
many have other jobs or off-farm enterprises with 58% of landholders receiving 50% or more of their income from 
the property. 

Most landholders were long term residents of their area, having lived there on average for almost 30 years 
although some had only recently moved to the area (ranging from 1.5 -77 years in the area). Sixty-two per cent 
(62%) of the landholders indicated they had observed a noticeable decline in the amount and/or quality of the 
vegetation since they had lived in the area. Poor management, land clearance and weed infestation were listed 
as the main reasons for the perceived decline and poor condition of the vegetation. Within their own property, 
89% of landholders responded that they are managing and protecting existing native vegetation, and sometimes 
increasing the amount of native vegetation on their land. Most landholders felt that it was their responsibility to 
encourage native vegetation regrowth and biodiversity (90%) and that landholders should take more 
responsibility for this (87%). Only 17% of respondents believe that native vegetation is more of a government 
responsibility rather than a private landholders’ responsibility. The landholders are interested in learning more 
about biodiversity and the management of native vegetation (87%), and are prepared to put a proportion of their 
profit towards native vegetation projects (91%). 

Landholders listed weeds and pest animal control, excluding stock, tree planting and grazing as the most 
common activities they carry out in their native vegetation. Other activities included firewood collection, 
recreation (walking, horse riding etc.) and sheltering stock. 

Most landholders (77%) are members of a group concerned with land protection or the environment, in particular 
Landcare, while some landholders were members of Land for Wildlife or Trust for Nature. Some landholders had 
participated in the activities in the last three years (62.5%), however for others it had been ten years or more 
(37.5%) since they had actively participated in a programme such as these. In addition 53% were members of an 
agricultural organisation, most commonly, the Victorian Farmers Federation. 
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Figure 8: How landholders feel in regards to native vegetation and biodiversity management on their own property 

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90%

100%

It is landholders©
responsibility to

encourage biodiversity

I am prepared to put %
profits to native

vegetation

Native vegetation is
more government than
private responsibility

Landholders should
take more

responsibility for
managing biodiversity

on their property

I have had a positive
impact on biodiversity

on my property

Disagree
strongly

Disagree
somewha
t
Neither
agree nor
disagree
Agree
somewha
t
Agree
strongly

 

In conclusion, the landholders who participated in PlainsTender were generally long term farmers on the VVP, 
running commercial properties. They are interested in conservation, and PlainsTender has provided sufficient 
financial incentive to make this viable. They found the tender a good process, and one they would participate in 
again. 

 

9. Lessons Learned 
The tender process appears complex, but in reality it requires careful preparation, planning and implementation 
that should form part of any public incentive programme. It is important to note that there are a number of key 
steps and minimum requirements to ensure success. For example, careful design of scoring metrics including 
analysis at site and regional scales and development of probity processes. A carefully designed and 
implemented tender project has many advantages. It allows landholder properties to be objectively selected on 
the basis of ‘best value for money’ and can provide sites to help achieve regional catchment targets. It also 
provides a mechanism for ‘closing the deal’ with many landholders. To participate in the tender, landholders are 
required to send in a costing for what they want to be paid, by a certain deadline. Once this deadline has been 
met, there is no negotiation. Therefore this helps to overcome potentially lengthy one-on-one negotiation 
processes to finalise and sign contracts, as a lot of the thinking and decision making on behalf of the investor 
before the implementation of the tender itself, and by the landholder before they submit a bid for what they want 
to be paid to undertake the management plan.  

The assessment process also provides vegetation quality, threatened species sightings and Geographical 
Information System (GIS) mapping data which can significantly add to current information. This information has 
significantly improved the mapping, and knowledge of grassy ecosystems, available for the Victorian Volcanic 
Plains Bioregion, which, given the difficulties of differentiating between native and introduced grassy ecosystems, 
was of poor quality.  

Field officers appreciated the tender approach, which is objective and has a clear structure for discussions with 
the landholder.  Other than to suggest what a landholder may want to consider when developing their bid, there 
is no discussion of dollars with the landholder. This reduces the pressure on the field officer and allows them to 
enter into the negotiations or discussions focusing on how best to improve the vegetation. The field officer is not 
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there to ‘tell the landholder what to do with their land’ (as many landholders fear), instead the decisions are left 
up to the landholder, however the more management service they agree to do in line with the project’s 
recommendations, the higher their chance of success in the tender. 

Programmes such as PlainsTender can form a key extension tool to assist with promoting the conservation and 
management of native vegetation and biodiversity.  The one-on-one site visits provide ideal opportunities to for 
landholders to discuss their specific sites, issues, experiences and exciting finds. They receive feedback on their 
site and current activities and are provided with ideas of how they can improve the site through management. 
Some landholders participated in the programme to receive the site visit rather than to receive any financial 
assistance!  

A number of tenders have now been run throughout Victoria and Australia, each developed to suit the aims and 
objectives of that project. The process for running a tender however is very similar, and each future tender can 
learn from the previous experiences. Below is a list of points from the PlainsTender experience which may assist 
others in their planning. 

�  When registering landholders, keep a tally of the number of ‘patches’ of native vegetation as well as the 
number of hectares landholders are interested in including. This can be compared with a pre-
determined estimate of the number of hectares required in the tender (a cost estimate based on the 
results from other BushTender-like projects may assist in this estimate), and the call for expressions of 
interest closed when tally’s reach these figures. 

�  Records should be taken of all discussions with landholders, including minor conversations. You can 
never be sure of what will arise during or after the tender and it is good to have a record to refer to. 

�  Field staff with good extension skills are key to the success of the project. The staff provide the 
interaction with the landholder and can make the experience a good one for the landholder through an 
exchange of ideas and by providing feed back on the quality of the site and what has been found. Field 
staff need to ensure that the management plans reflect what the landholder wants to do and is capable 
of undertaking. 

�  Emphasis should be placed on the need for landholders to start preparing bids as soon as possible after 
the site visit rather than waiting for the date it is due – contractors may not be available to give quotes 
with only short notice for example. To overcome this try using a duplicated ‘tick a box’ form of 
management tasks which is filled in during the landholder discussion, with one copy left with the 
landholder (for them to start developing their bid) and the other by the assessment office to help in the 
development of the management plan. 

�  If bids are to be returned by landholders within a certain time frame, based on receipt of draft 
management plans, ensure that there is a clear means of determining the date received. Postal services 
including Registered Post, cannot guarantee this. A courier (or field staff) may be a better means of 
ensuring receipt dates of the management plan by the landholder.  

�  While PlainsTender field officers provided advice on what landholders may want to consider including in 
their bids, some landholders desired more information on what to bid. Any further advice which could be 
provided would need to be explored from a probity perspective. 

 


