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I am a member of the Mornington Peninsula Round Table committee and last night attended the information session at Rosebud which was called by Greg Walker.

I am not passionately committed to any particular "model" for the Foundation but some of those attending last night obviously are.  Personally I have no problem with the current arrangement as I believe the structure will not make people work together if they do not wish to and personality issues will always outweigh any structural "fix" for perceived organisational issues.

Having said that it seems there are enough people with specific concerns about the current structure that some change needs to be contemplated.  I won't go through all of the options boxes in the options paper and it seems that for the main concerns (at least those discussed in depth last night) there is a box or two missing.  There was lengthy discussion about government representation on the board and concern that the "appointment" of govt reps is in some way "undemocratic".  My understanding is that the three levels of government all need to approve or at least be on-side with the Biosphere for it to continue to exist under UNESCO.  Thus their involvement is critical, probably for their own peace of mind as well as support for the Biosphere.

The most positive comments last night were around a variation of the corporate model.  This included a slimmer board that dealt specifically with legal, due diligence matters and a larger "council" that dealt with operational matters and facilitated the "doing" things in the Biosphere.  It seems that groups such as local government would be represented (I assume on the board and/or council) by one of their members, not five as is currently the case.  This is a very basic description but the organisation used as an example of how this might work was NATA (one of our members is a member of NATA).

As a basic model I favour the company model used at present for the reasons outlined in your "primary advantages" comments.  If we can nudge it towards the NATA type of structure, without major expense, time and effort by those actually making it happen, then that would seem to be a good compromise.  One suggestion was to "start again" and my concern with that is that it will satisfy some individuals (hopefully they respond to your e-mail so you will know the number concerned) but could well kill off the Biosphere totally.  I don't believe we have the number of people with the time, expertise and common vision to successfully run the larger Biosphere organisation like one of the "Friends of..." groups, it would fall in a heap and would most likely not get the broader government and business support that will be important in the long term.  After all, the passion of the original people who started the Biosphere had to be nurtured by some pragmatic, administrative type folk to get it through all the bureaucratic processes to eventual sign-off.  All of the early funding was provided by MPSC and I assume some still is.

On more specific items where I would like to make a comment.
· Options for Roundtables:  It may be  a good idea to allow interest groups to be recognised as it seems the  geographic round table approach struggles for support.  We are the  biggest and sometimes get 20 or fewer people to a meeting.  This is where  the NATA approach might allow such flexibility with associated groups rather  than a specific structure all the way through the organisation.  I don't  agree with a special business group which is likely to have less homogeneity  than already existing groups such as a Chamber of Commerce. 
· Funding: I'm not sure about this, it probably depends  on which model we end up with but if the current approach can be made  efficient and effective it seems to provide the most security for all  involved. 
· Membership:  I don't see a problem with annual  membership fees.  We need a streamlined process to administer this at the  executive level. 
· Communications:  This has been an area of  concern to put it mildly but seems to be on the improve.  I don't know  for sure but suspect that we may have a mismatch between expectations of us  members and the resources available to service these expectations.   Timely (within a few days) minutes of board meetings and similar  speedy responses to enquiries (even if it is a holding comment) are  essential.  Hopefully this requirement can be met without the few  individuals involved being burnt out.
Thank you for the opportunity to comment.
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