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1. DISCUSSION PAPER

The process for engagement for the organisational review is flawed in a number of ways. They are:

· The short time frame for comment on the discussion paper limits the capacity for wide distribution and comment through the community of the Biosphere. The paper only appeared in late August leaving only a few days to comment.  In addition, the 2 workshops on this paper are both being held on the western side of the biosphere - again limiting the scope for representative comment across the area.

· The fact that it has taken nine months to produce this paper, leaving about three months to do the work that is needed must be questioned.  It appears to be symptomatic of the operation of the biosphere to date with an inability to move on without revisiting the past. Many of the questions posed in the discussion paper are inappropriate in this regard and undermine decisions that were formulated with due process, and with the approval of the majority. Unfortunately, this did not satisfy the ambitions of a small and tight knit group of participants in Frankston and northern Peninsula locations.

· The discussion paper reflects an obsession with the power of control, which exists within a part of the biosphere, which unfortunately, diverts the energy away from being performance oriented.   Nowhere does the paper suggest a comprehensive evaluation of board and membership performance to date. Surely, no company or organization would undertake an organisational review without an evaluation of performance!  

· It is unclear how the work of other independent contributors is being incorporated into this review, including the following people:

#
The organisational structure of the biosphere involved the engagement of an independent legal consultant from Maddocks, Miriam McDonald, who carried out a broad engagement process of the community of the Biosphere at the cost of nearly $100K, and many months of negotiation and meetings. The organisation of the Biosphere is the result of this work.  It is suggested that comment from Ms McDonald is incorporated into this review.

#
Post-graduate student from the Sorbonne, Glen Hyman conducted a series of interviews with key players for his thesis published in December 2004, which supports claims made in this submission. His well-documented observation on Biosphere process from nomination to operation  was  ‘bridled enthusiasm changing to stagnant success.’

· The key questions given for the workshops to consider in the discussion paper simply invite yet again another ‘Biosphere talk fest’ revisiting many issues already comprehensively addressed in the preparation of the nomination and the formulation of the charter. The further work should be focussed on identification of what needs fixing!

2. WHAT NEEDS FIXING?

· Clearly, the issues raised in the attempt to force an extra-ordinary meeting before the 2004 AGM need to be responded to.  These proposed changes were being forced on the membership without consultation with many of those affected, including the Research group. What was lacking then and now is a justification that these changes will actually improve the operation and productivity of the Biosphere. This case still remains to be made!   

· Non-performance is an issue.  For example, strategic planning was an immediate issue after the creation of the biosphere foundation, and is now no closer to starting!  Similarly, there is no clear guideline yet as to how the UNESCO designation might add value to appropriate projects in the biosphere.  

· The importance of control needs to be put clearly into perspective.  Undoubtedly, the largest and most successful biosphere undertaking to date was the preparation of the nomination to UNESCO along with the associated negotiations with local, state and federal government agencies. This was done within a tight deadline and without any formalised administrative structure or charter.  It was successful because the participants shared a commitment and common purpose.  This is no longer the case, as an objective review of the subsequent history of the biosphere  (including the thesis of Glen Hyman) would show.

·  Appendix 3 of the discussion paper claims to give examples of supposedly comparable organizations. The biosphere in fact has different demands!!  It is a declared geographical entity with the 250 000 - 500 000 people living in the biosphere as its constituents. This means that the Foundation must structure itself to address this challenge to influence this population in accord with clearly defined international ideals. It should not regard its obligations in the same way as interest groups who may exist to serve the values of their members. Co-operation, not control, is the recognised vehicle to address this challenge.  Loose not rigid administration structures are consistent with this philosophy.  The Foundation needs a flexible structure that encourages co-opting and delegating in order to succeed in embracing the wider community.

· A culture of intimidation exists within the biosphere. Actions of bullying and harassment have occurred.  These instances are documented. In addition, action has been taken to stop a planning project approved by the board by undermining the submission for funding through taking independent action outside of board process.   Governance is therefore an issue that must be addressed.  The culture of intimidation is closely linked with the obsession about control.

· Achieving ‘geographical equity’ is another issue that should be addressed.

This issue is not simply due to the tyranny of distance, rising fuel prices, or the physical barrier caused by Western Port.  There needs to be affirmative action that ensures the board support is evenly balanced across each of the six geographical units of the biosphere.  This achieving of equity also means that allowance should be made for differing membership levels of individual round tables and addressed in board decision making. In other words, the largest and closest round tables to the administrative centre of the

Biosphere should not be allowed to dominate for these reasons alone.

3. CONCLUSIONS

· The organizational and administrative requirements of the Foundation can be regarded as having unique requirements that warrant co-operative rather than rigid control mechanisms to achieve outcomes.

· The review process should produce a statement on what needs to be fixed and why as a preamble to the options paper.

· The review should be performance based and identify the strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats to biosphere that the options are responding to.

· The review process should be at ‘arms length’ from board members and seek to attain the diverse range of views that exist across the biosphere.

· A comprehensive evaluation of board and membership performance to date should be undertaken covering:

*    extent of sustainable out comes achieved across the biosphere.

*    increase in public awareness.

*    growth in membership.

*    degree of interaction with the community

*    influence achieved on decision making and effecting cultural change.

*    amount of funds spent since the biosphere was declared over 2.5 years ago.                 
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