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Summary   Across Victoria, local government is 
actively involved in weed management as a land man-
ager, community leader and educator, priority setter, 
program coordinator and advocate. However, there 
are varying levels of awareness and capacity within 
local government to undertake these activities. A 
lack of opportunities for information sharing between 
municipalities has been identified as a barrier to an 
improvement in weed management performance. 

To increase opportunities for improved informa-
tion sharing across the sector, the Municipal As-
sociation of Victoria (MAV), with funding from the 
Victorian Government, undertook a study revising and 
recording change in local government circumstances 
and approaches over the past three years. The project 
has a statewide focus, detailing local government 
activities in weed management across metropolitan 
and rural areas. 

The MAV study found there is growing consid-
eration of weed management as a high priority issue 
across Victorian local government. Consequently, 
there is a marked increase in the number of councils 
adopting strategies and local laws to progress weed 
management. 

While councils are becoming more involved in 
weed management there are still a number of bar-
riers affecting the ability of local government to 
participate in weed management activities across the 
state. These barriers include issues such as capacity 
and resource limitations and confusion over roles and 
responsibilities.

The outcomes from the MAV study are expected 
to encourage information sharing between councils 
and other land managers, improve collaboration and 
reduce duplication of effort in weed management ap-
proaches. This will better place the sector to undertake 
activities in line with overarching strategies, and as-
sist with the development of effective management 
programs and policies.

Keywords    Victorian local government,  weed 
management policy.

INTRODUCTION
In Victoria, local government has broad powers in 
environmental management and more specifically in 
weed management. The vital role the sector plays in 
weed management is acknowledged in various govern-
ment strategies at a statewide and regional level. The 
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National Weeds Strategy, Victorian Pest Management 
Framework, Victorian Weed Management Strategy and 
Regional Weed Action Plans list local government as 
an important stakeholder in the effective management 
of weeds across the state. Local government also has 
legislated responsibilities under the Catchment and 
Land Protection Act 1994 (CaLP Act) and the Crown 
Land (Reserves) Act 1978, Land Act 1958 and the Flora 
and Fauna Guarantee Act 1988.

The Municipal Association of Victoria (MAV), 
as the peak body for local government in Victoria, 
completed a study to establish an understanding of 
the drivers, constraints and institutional arrangements 
influencing local government participation in weed 
management. This work has shown that councils have 
varying levels of awareness and capacity to contribute 
to effective weed management. Various factors deter-
mine the capacity of local government to undertake 
weed management programs. This is influenced by, but 
not limited to, the economic and technical resources 
at the disposal of each council, as well as council and 
community attitudes to the problem.

The MAV has developed a series of case studies 
to help raise the capacity of Victorian local govern-
ment to participate in weed management activities. 
The case studies focus on a range of initiatives from 
the development and delivery of strategies and plans 
to guide council actions through to incentive programs 
for the community, partnership approaches, mapping 
programs and local laws. The case studies focus on 
processes for successful project development and 
delivery, exploring issues such as drivers, risk man-
agement, resourcing, implementation, monitoring and 
review and future directions. Importantly the case 
studies also outline a number of steps to guide program 
development in other municipalities.

METHODS
This research project was designed to ascertain the 
current activities, priorities and capacities of Victo-
rian local government in weed management. It also 
sought to identify best practice models and examples 
of innovation in weed management by Victorian local 
government.

Local government Environment Survey 2005   Eve-
ry three years the MAV undertakes a survey of all 
Victorian councils on a range of environmental issues. 
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The findings from the most recent survey in 2005 were 
compared to the results from 2002 to give an indication 
of change in local government weed management ac-
tivities and approaches over time. The 2005 survey was 
completed by 75 of the 79 Victorian local government 
authorities in late 2005. Councils that did not respond 
to the full survey were later contacted to provide re-
sponses to the questions dealing specifically with weed 
management issues, thereby achieving 100% response 
rate for this section of the survey.

Interviews   Councils across the state were invited to 
participate in a series of semi-structured interviews. 
In addition, the MAV approached a sample of councils 
who were known to have good weed management 
programs. In determining a research sample the MAV 
sought to ensure geographical representation of coun-
cils interviewed, and diversity in council type: rural, 
interface, regional city and metropolitan.

Data collection   Interviews were undertaken from 
February-April 2006 and ranged from 45–90 minutes. 
The interviews explored management approaches, 
institutional arrangements, key lessons and future 
directions for programs. 

Limitations   Some pockets of the state are not well 
represented in the interview sample, e.g. western 
Victorian councils, due to resource limitations af-
fecting their ability to be involved in a range of weed 
management programs. However, the data collected in 
the survey provides representative information from a 
statewide perspective.

LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACTIVITY LEVELS
Data from the 2005 MAV Environment Survey shows 
that Victorian local government activity in weed 
management has increased between survey periods. 
The number of Victorian councils that consider weed 
management to be a high priority issue has grown from 
46% in 2002 to 57% in 2005, with the most significant 
rise occurring in rural Victoria.

The number of councils with a weed management 
strategy has also increased, more than doubling from 
20% in 2002 to 42% in 2005. A further nine councils 
are currently developing a weed strategy, meaning that 
over half of all Victorian councils will have a weed 
management strategy in place in the near future.

The number of councils in Victoria with a local law 
that gives consideration to weeds increased from 20% 
in 2002 to 32% in 2005. This includes local laws that 
specifically deal with weeds, as well as general laws 
that make reference to pest plant or weed control as one 
of many activities to be enforced by a council.

COMMON ISSUES FOR COUNCILS
Interviews revealed that councils are undertaking a 
breadth of valuable initiatives and mechanisms to help 
progress weed management in their municipalities. 
These include on-ground control programs, monetary 
incentives, educational materials and local laws.

Drivers for involvement   A variety of ‘drivers’ were 
identified as contributing to the high level of council 
involvement in weed management activities across the 
state. Community expectations as well as councillor 
and/or staff understanding of the issues associated with 
weeds have been major drivers for local government 
involvement in weed management programs. 

Many councils strive to be recognised as good land 
managers and are developing programs to achieve this. 
These councils are leading by example in the hope 
of encouraging further weed control efforts in the 
community. Community expectations can also lead 
to increased pressure for councils to do more in weed 
management, particularly where there is a perception 
that the Victorian State Government is withdrawing 
services and resources for weed management on 
private land.

Access to external funding programs has assisted 
many councils to become involved in a range of ac-
tivities. This is especially important for councils with 
limited resources. 

Enforcement vs. education   While a large number 
of Victorian councils have developed local laws 
for weed management, most councils interviewed 
expressed a preference to use community education 
and encouragement rather than regulation. Education 
is considered of greater value in the long term as it 
often results in sustained behavioural change through 
a community participation ethos. 

All councils that were interviewed felt that en-
forcement should rest with the State Government, as 
set out in the CaLP Act 1994. However, many councils 
believe local laws can provide opportunities to address 
issues of significance to the local area. Traditionally, 
the focus of the State Government’s compliance effort 
has been on productive land (generally properties 
greater than two hectares) and certain classes/spe-
cies of weeds. Local laws can compliment this effort 
by targeting other weeds that pose a threat to the 
environmental values of the municipality or targeting 
properties that are not the focus of State Government 
activities. 

Partnership approaches   Councils across Victoria 
are working in partnership with neighbouring munici-
palities, various state government agencies, industry 



109

Fifteenth Australian Weeds Conference

and community groups to help generate a coordinated 
approach to weed management at the local and regional 
level. Partnerships provide important opportunities to 
develop strategic approaches to weed management, 
share knowledge and resources, and raise the profile 
of the issue in the community. Councils are actively 
maintaining these partnerships through supporting and 
organising meetings between parties, regular com-
munication at the officer level and newsletters to the 
community, as well as dedicating staff and councillor 
time to out-of-work activities such as planting days, 
education forums and field days.

Willingness to share experiences   Across the state 
local government is keen to share their experiences 
in weed management with other councils, state and 
federal agencies and the community to develop mutual 
understanding of the context in which they operate and 
decisions are made, to overcome resource constraints 
and to help raise the capacity of all land managers to 
undertake strategic programs.

BARRIERS AND WAYS FORWARD
For weed management to be effective there must be 
a coordinated management approach between state, 
regional and local activities. This requires a level of 
understanding of each other’s roles, responsibilities 
and opportunities to work together to deliver successful 
management outcomes.

Roles and responsibilities   On the ground there is 
some confusion over the exact role of local government 
in weed management. Local government has identified 
a need to clearly define the responsibilities between 
Catchment Management Authorities (CMAs), state 
departments and local government to avoid duplication 
of effort and inconsistent approaches in weed manage-
ment. Weed management on roadsides is particularly 
vexed by confusion over responsibilities, varying in-
terpretations of the current legislation and difficulties 
enforcing compliance with legislation.

There is concern that, as local government be-
comes more involved in weed management programs 
and these become increasingly successful in address-
ing threats to natural assets, the State Government 
will amend the CaLP Act 1994, shifting further weed 
management responsibilities to local government. 
Councils are highly concerned that any transfer of 
enforcement responsibilities will put significant pres-
sure on operational budgets and negatively impact 
on the positive relationship councils have built with 
their communities. Further, it can be anticipated that 
a consequence of a shift of additional responsibilities 
to local government will see decisions about resource 

allocation and management efforts determined increas-
ingly by locally based political and community expec-
tations, thereby reducing responsiveness to regional 
and statewide priorities. 

External funding opportunities   Councils welcome 
external funding programs to assist their efforts to 
deliver strategic weed management programs. How-
ever, current programs are often short-term and do not 
address or necessarily ease the continuing resource 
constraints of local government. It is often difficult 
for councils to fund programs beyond the life of the 
grant. As a result programs become more limited in 
their scope to fit within council budgets, or they may 
be abandoned entirely. The nature of short-term funded 
initiatives can lead to unfair pressures on councils 
where the community has an expectation of continued 
service. As a result, councils in most need of assistance 
may not participate in a grant program because they 
are financially unable to continue the program into the 
future and do not wish to face the dissatisfaction of 
the community when an initiative ceases.

Councils have also identified a need to better 
align program applications and timelines with coun-
cil budget cycles and the life cycles of weed species. 
There is also a need for further research to guide 
future management approaches. For example councils 
feel there is an absence of research into how climate 
change will effect species distribution and manage-
ment in the future. 

Consultation with the sector   While many federal 
and state government documents clearly state that local 
government plays an important role in weed manage-
ment there are limited opportunities for the sector to 
provide input into federal and state government policy 
development, priorities and directions. Councils be-
lieve there needs to be greater consultation with the 
sector to ensure successful translation of national and 
state policies into local action, local priorities and 
conditions are incorporated into management strate-
gies, and roles and responsibilities are appropriately 
given to the sector.

State resourcing   Councils have identified a need for 
improved funding for state government agencies to 
better manage public lands, enforce compliance under 
the CaLP Act 1994, and provide extension services 
to private land mangers. For example, resource con-
straints are inhibiting the ability of state agencies to 
control incursions of established weeds in new areas. 
As a result local government is under pressure from 
their communities to respond to this management gap. 
Improved funding arrangements will help support 
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the activities of other land managers, and provide 
opportunities for improved partnerships and strategic 
approaches to management at a local, regional and 
statewide level. 

CONCLUSION
The MAV study has identified that weed management 
is an important issue for Victorian local government. 
The last three years has seen more councils regarding 
it as a high priority issue, and consequently developing 
strategies to guide weed management and adopting lo-
cal laws to assist the efforts of local land managers.

Local government programs and partnerships are 
delivering positive weed management outcomes across 
the state. However, there are a range of barriers affect-
ing local government’s ability to undertake further 
weed management activities. With increased and better 
coordinated funding programs, sharing of resources 

and expertise, and partnership approaches between 
federal, state and local government, industry and the 
community, there is potential to build on these efforts 
to deliver effective and sustainable weed management 
approaches and programs into the future.

It is hoped the case studies developed out of this 
study, with funding from the State Government, will 
provide good examples of collaboration, information 
sharing and innovative approaches to guide future 
directions in weed management at the national, state 
and local level.
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