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1 Introduction 

In accord with s 20(12)(b) of the National Parks and Reserves Management Act 2002 

(NPRMA), a draft management plan for the Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area 

(TWWHA) was made available for comment by members of the public and the National 

Parks and Wildlife Advisory Council (NPWAC) from 19 January 2015 until 22 March 2015. 

The NPRMA requires that the Director of National Parks and Wildlife (the Director) reviews 

any representations made during the public comment period (s 21). This review is to be in 

the form of a report containing a summary of the representations, the Director’s opinion on 

the merits of the representations, including an indication of whether the representations are 

of sufficient merit to warrant modification of the draft management plan, a summary of any 

proposed modifications and any additional information the Director considers relevant (s 

21(b)). This report (the Director’s Report) is intended to satisfy that requirement. 

2 Background 

The TWWHA exceeds 1.58 million hectares and comprises six national parks and 45 other 

reserves (in the reserve class of State reserve, game reserve, nature recreation area, 

historic site, conservation area and regional reserve) proclaimed under the Nature 

Conservation Act 2002 (NCA). There are also a number of other tenures within the TWWHA. 

The TWWHA is a listed World Heritage property recognised as having Outstanding 

Universal Value (OUV) on the basis of four natural and three cultural criteria, values related 

to integrity and authenticity of the property and the nature of the management regime and 

the protection it affords the World Heritage values. The OUV of the property is its value to 

the world. The expression ‘World Heritage values’ is defined in section 12 of the 

Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (EPBCA) to mean cultural 

heritage and natural heritage, as defined in Articles 2 and 3 of the World Heritage 

Convention (the Convention). References in the report to the values of the TWWHA more 

broadly include those values relevant to the management objectives under the NPRMA as 

well as other values or characteristics that may have importance to the community. Not all 

such values are World Heritage values or contribute to the property’s OUV but they are 

nonetheless important in their own right. 

The draft management plan was formulated in accord with s 20 of the NPRMA. The draft 

plan applies to land in the TWWHA that is reserved under the NCA and for which the 
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Director is the managing authority as defined by the NPRMA (s 29). These reserves account 

for approximately 97% of the area of the TWWHA. 

While it is the statutory management plan for those reserves it must also provide 

management direction for the TWWHA as a World Heritage property in a way that satisfies 

the requirements of the World Heritage Convention (the Convention) and the 

Commonwealth Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Regulations 2000, 

Schedule 5, which sets out principles for World Heritage Management, including for 

management plans. 

Currently the TWWHA is managed in accord with the 1999 TWWHA Management Plan. This 

plan does not apply to extensions added to the property in 2012 and 2013. 

Within this report the term ‘1999 plan’ refers to the 1999 TWWHA Management Plan while 

the term ‘draft plan’ refers to the draft TWWHA Management Plan released for public 

comment in January 2015. 

Appendix E is the summary of representations which is presented in tabular form. The table 

provides a summary of the representations which has been broken down into numbered 

issues. Each issue is discussed in the corresponding column using the same numbering. 

The discussion is the Director’s view on the merits of that part of the representation. Any 

proposed alteration of the draft plan in response to that particular issue is identified in the 

final column. 

Given the large number of representations, the number of issues that were common to a 

significant proportion of representations and the complexity of some issues, it was 

considered preferable to respond to key issues outside of Appendix E in the form of 

extended discussion. The discussion provides background information on the issues; the 

manner in which the issues are addressed in the draft plan and, if relevant, the 1999 plan; an 

overview of the issues raised in representations; the response to those representations; and 

any proposed alteration of the draft plan. This discussion constitutes Section 4 below; the 

relevant sections are referred to throughout Appendix E. This avoids repetition and the need 

to address complex issues in the table in Appendix E. 

3 Representations 

In total 7,545 representations were received. During the representation period a number of 

organisations ran public campaigns encouraging members of the public to make 

representations based on a template or ‘form’ representation or other published material. In 

some cases web based platforms allowed members of the public to make a representation 
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electronically without requiring the provision of a unique text, similar to a petition. Due to the 

large numbers of representations received through these means that were not effectively 

unique in content, the only practical way of properly dealing with these representations within 

the requirements of the statutory process set out in the NPRMA was to group them for the 

purposes of summarising and responding to them. In the table in Appendix E a single 

summary and response is provided for each group with the individual representation 

numbers given in the form of a total range. 

In grouping representations, each individual representation was reviewed against the 

template material. In some cases additional text had been added; where this text did not 

result in any material difference to the representation in terms of the summary of that 

representation or response to it, the representation was grouped. In other cases the 

additional material did result in a material difference and the representation could not be 

considered to be the same as the template. In those instances the representation was not 

grouped and was addressed as an individual representation. 

In addition to the large groupings, additional groups of representations were received from 

two or more individuals who had chosen to provide identical or near identical 

representations. These have been dealt with in the same way. 

Following the application of those processes, 619 representations have been identified as 

consisting of a unique representation. 

Section 21 (b)(i) of the NPRMA requires that this report contain a summary of the 

representations, which is provided in Appendix E. In summarising each representation every 

effort was made to ensure that the intent of the representation was captured. The act of 

making a summary is to some extent unavoidably subjective, in that in some instances it 

requires an act of judgment to determine what elements of a representation should be 

summarised. In making that determination the material relevance of the comment or issue to 

the draft plan in terms of the statutory process was considered. More generally a 

reasonableness test was applied to ensure the representation was adequately and 

accurately captured. 

Where some interpretation of language, terminology or intent was required (for example, use 

of the term ‘logging’) that part of the representation was either quoted verbatim or the widest 

interpretation was used. In some instances the response to the representation indicated 

where an interpretation was made on the intent of the submission. 

In summarising the representations every attempt was made to use consistent grammar, 

terminology and use of verbatim quotes. Summarising was undertaken by multiple authors 
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and some differences may be apparent as a result. All representations were, however, 

summarised according to the principles described above. 

Prior to and during the representation period text was published on the TWWHA 

management plan website that was intended to provide some context around the 

representation process, in particular how representations would be considered and how best 

to frame a representation. The text has been used previously for representation periods for 

other management plans produced for reserved land in Tasmania. That text is reproduced 

here: 

As a general guide, and depending on all the circumstances, the draft plan may be altered if 

a representation:  

 provides new information relevant to planning and management;  

 indicates proposed policies and actions are misunderstood and need clarification;  

 clarifies or proposes policies and actions that would better achieve the management 

objectives;  

 identifies a lack of policies or actions for particular issues; or 

 corrects errors, omissions or lack of clarity.   

Similarly, the draft plan may not be amended if a representation:  

 contradicts planning proposals for which there is widespread support;  

 conflicts with government policy;  

 is contrary to the intention of relevant legislation or national or international 

conventions and agreements;  

 is among widely divergent viewpoints better handled or balanced by the proposed 

approach to policies or actions;  

 addresses issues beyond the scope of the plan; or 

 ignores or contradicts relevant established facts.  
 

In some representations the second series of dot points, in particular the second dot point 

(‘conflicts with government policy’), has been interpreted and criticised as an attempt to limit 

consideration of representations that do not conform with the opinion of the government. 

This was not the intention; instead the aim was to make the public aware that where a 

representation expresses a view that is contrary to government policy, the draft plan might 

not be altered on the basis of that contrary view. It should not be read as suggesting that in 

that circumstance the draft plan will not be altered. This is entirely reasonable, as the 

collective content of the representations consists of many views and where those views 

concern matters of policy, or in other words opinion, it should not be expected that a 
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particular view in an individual submission should be expected to necessarily prevail over 

government policy or indeed other opinions and result in an alteration to the draft plan. Every 

representation has been considered on its merits regardless of the policy standpoint and 

where a point of view is supported by evidence, or illustrated by example; those matters of 

substance have been responded to. 

Similarly where a representation contradicts planning proposals for which there is 

widespread support, the text should not be interpreted as suggesting that in that 

circumstance the draft plan will not be amended, rather that it may not. Conversely it should 

also not be interpreted as suggesting that weight of opinion will always prevail. Again, the 

merits of each representation are considered on an individual basis. A view not accepted as 

requiring an alteration to the draft plan will not result in that outcome simply on the basis that 

it has been expressed in numerous representations. 

In some instances opinions (both critical and supportive of the approach in the draft plan to 

an issue) are expressed in representations without supporting evidence, use of examples or 

references to specific prescriptions or the general policy intent of the draft plan. While such 

opinions are respected and considered, it is not always possible to provide detailed 

responses to unsupported opinion although an attempt is generally made. Responses to 

opinion often use the expression ‘comment noted’ to indicate this. 

4 Discussion of Issues 

4.1 Wilderness Management 

Wilderness management was an issue of concern raised in a large number of 

representations. Representations tended to express concern or disagreement with the 

establishment in the draft plan of the Remote Recreation Zone, which is the equivalent of the 

current Wilderness Zone in the 1999 plan in terms of its extent, overall function and 

relationship to the other three zones, and generally expressed a view that wilderness values 

were not properly acknowledged or protected under the draft plan. 

The 1999 plan (page 91 1999 plan) defines wilderness as an area that is: 

of sufficient size to enable the long-term protection of natural systems and biological 

diversity;  

substantially undisturbed by colonial and modern technological society; and 

remote at its core from points of mechanized access and other evidence of colonial 

and modern technological society. 
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The phrase ‘colonial and modern technological society’ is further explained to acknowledge 

that Aboriginal custodianship and customary practices have contributed to what non-

Aboriginal people describe and value as wilderness. However the definition does not 

explicitly make allowance for continuance of cultural practice or access to Country for 

Aboriginal people. 

The International Union for Nature Conservation (IUCN), an advisory body to the World 

Heritage Committee, has established an internationally accepted categorisation of protected 

areas (Dudley, N. (Editor) (2008). Guidelines for Applying Protected Area Management 

Categories. Gland, Switzerland: IUCN). The category of ‘wilderness’ is defined as  

protected areas [that] are usually large unmodified or slightly modified areas, 

retaining their natural character and influence, without permanent or significant 

human habitation, which are protected and managed so as to preserve their natural 

condition. 

The primary objective of the IUCN wilderness classification is: 

To protect the long-term ecological integrity of natural areas that are undisturbed by 

significant human activity, free of modern infrastructure and where natural forces and 

processes predominate, so that current and future generations have the opportunity 

to experience such areas. 

Secondary objectives are: 

 To provide for public access at levels and of a type which will maintain the wilderness 

qualities of the area for present and future generations; 

 To enable indigenous communities to maintain their traditional wilderness-based 

lifestyle and customs, living at low density and using the available resources in ways 

compatible with the conservation objectives; 

 To protect the relevant cultural and spiritual values and non-material benefits to 

indigenous or non-indigenous populations, such as solitude, respect for sacred sites, 

respect for ancestors etc.; 

 To allow for low-impact minimally invasive educational and scientific research 

activities, when such activities cannot be conducted outside the wilderness area. 

A management objective of national parks under the NPRMA (Schedule 1) is ‘to preserve 

the natural, primitive and remote character of wilderness areas’. The NPRMA does not 

provide a definition of what a wilderness area is. This management objective was applied in 

the draft plan and was intended to be met through the provisions of the Remote Recreation 
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Zone. The management objective is one of ten that apply to national parks. They are not 

ranked and management of national parks must take into account all of the objectives. 

In terms of the World Heritage listing of the TWWHA, wilderness, as a value, is not directly 

associated with the seven criteria which contribute to the OUV of the property, although it is 

contextually associated with Criterion vii: ‘to contain superlative natural phenomena or areas 

of exceptional beauty and aesthetic importance’. Wilderness has been used in the 

nomination documents for the TWWHA as a descriptive term for the area in general, and 

specifically as a component of the area’s integrity and therefore underpinning the natural 

values in particular. It is not a term whose use has been specifically defined and therefore 

must be understood in its common usage although it may be reasonable to understand its 

use in terms of the IUCN definition. The integrity of a property is a component of meeting the 

status of having OUV. The Operational Guidelines for the Implementation of the World 

Heritage Convention (paragraph 88) state that integrity is a measure of the wholeness and 

intactness of the natural and/or cultural heritage and its attributes. 

It should be noted that the use of the term ‘wilderness’ in the title of the listed property does 

not confer any legal obligation to manage the TWWHA for wilderness values nor does it 

establish wilderness as a single, core value of the property by virtue of its use. It is a 

descriptor that encapsulates a perception of the area that was pivotal in the rationale for its 

protection. The significance of this perception to many people is acknowledged in the draft 

plan (Section 8.2, page 158 draft plan). However, there are many other World Heritage 

areas perceived as wilderness, for example Los Glaciares National Park in Argentina, which 

are not named as wilderness. 

The 1999 plan utilises four management zones: Visitor Services, Recreation, Self-Reliant 

Recreation and Wilderness. The 1999 plan states that zone names were chosen to ‘indicate 

the appropriate level and type of management input for recreation and tourism rather than 

the environmental, wilderness or cultural qualities of the zones’ (page 54 1999 plan). This 

same intent was adopted for the draft plan, which retained the first three zones and replaced 

the Wilderness Zone with the Remote Recreation Zone. The use of the term ‘remote 

recreation’ was in response to a view expressed by some Tasmanian Aboriginal people who 

were engaged in the development of the draft plan that a wilderness zone, and the 

associated management for wilderness as a primary value more broadly, wrongly implied a 

landscape empty of human culture and was incompatible with viewing and managing the 

TWWHA as an Aboriginal cultural landscape where cultural practices could be continued. 

In addition it aligned the zone with the remaining three management zones by naming it after 

an intended use rather than a value (there are many other natural and cultural values within 
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the current Wilderness Zone). It should also be noted that wilderness values exist in the 

other zones under the 1999 plan and also in the draft plan. The South Coast Track, for 

example, has wilderness value despite being within a surrounding Recreation Zone. The 

zoning of the South Coast Track is to allow for management prescriptions to apply to the 

track standard, infrastructure and associated use. In other words, the extent of wilderness 

value in the TWWHA is not defined by the Wilderness Zone of the 1999 plan. 

The use of the term ‘remote recreation’ has been seen in many representations as an 

attempt to undermine wilderness values and open up the area by identifying it more for 

recreation. The term ‘remote recreation’ was not chosen for this purpose, but only on the 

basis of the two considerations discussed above. Rather than ‘open up’ the area to remote 

recreation, the intent in the draft plan was to limit use in this area to remote recreation as is 

currently the case (as you progress towards the Visitor Services Zone more uses are 

allowed for). Much of this area is in fact subject to recreational activities to varying levels, 

with some of its ranges and rivers considered iconic destinations amongst bushwalkers and 

rafters, as periodically detailed in magazines and on web forums. 

As the zone is also a ‘default zone’ for areas that do not meet the definition of the first three 

zones or where there is no rationale for inclusion in those zones, the use of the term ‘remote 

recreation’ avoided the problem of including areas in a ‘wilderness zone’ that may arguably 

have remote recreational values but not significant wilderness values. 

As noted, the concept of wilderness has attracted the criticism that it is a denial of the 

Aboriginal occupation of Australia and its imprint on the landscape and its ecology over 

millennia. The 1999 plan attempts to address this by acknowledging that many Tasmanian 

Aboriginal people object to its use as it is seen as limiting their rights but asserts that the 

definition of wilderness provided in the plan addresses this (page 92) by specifically referring 

to the absence of the influence of colonial and modern technological society. The draft plan 

response was to identify and describe the TWWHA as a cultural landscape, rename the 

wilderness zone and to specifically articulate that the management zones were not intended 

to restrict Aboriginal access or cultural practice (Section 3.1.1.4, page 59). 

Representations from Tasmanian Aboriginal groups and individuals include a variety of 

views on the use of the terms ‘wilderness’ for the zone and on wilderness values more 

broadly. It is certainly recognised that the views that were provided through the prior 

consultation process for the draft plan are more consistent with respect to this issue than the 

views subsequently expressed in the representations. The weetapoona Aboriginal 

Corporation representation (representation 6968), for example, rejects the suggestion that 

wilderness is problematic for Aboriginal people and asserts that it is a necessary concept to 
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protect Aboriginal heritage in the TWWHA. The representation calls for the ‘protection of 

wilderness’ to be retained as an explicit management objective, and that the Wilderness 

Zone should also be retained.  

The IUCN secondary objectives for wilderness include: 

To enable indigenous communities to maintain their traditional wilderness-based 

lifestyle and customs, living at low density and using the available resources in ways 

compatible with the conservation objectives; 

This means that the primary IUCN objective, which is based on a concept of areas 

‘undisturbed by significant human activity’, must be reconciled with consideration of the 

TWWHA as an Aboriginal cultural landscape. This must remain a core policy position of the 

new plan. Therefore, in considering proposed changes in response to representations 

suggesting increased protection and recognition of wilderness, the provisions within the draft 

plan with respect to access to Country for Tasmanian Aboriginal people and for cultural 

practice will not be compromised. However, the two concepts of the TWWHA, that of a 

wilderness area or of a cultural landscape, can and must be reconciled through an 

appropriate synthesis. 

With respect to the wider issue of wilderness values in the TWWHA the content of the 

representations becomes more complex, although a fundamental view that the plan should 

have a greater recognition of wilderness values and associated protection of those values is 

common. Complexity arises because it is apparent that for some people the entire TWWHA 

is wilderness, and in some representations this view is supported by reference to the use of 

wilderness in the property’s name. Other representations use the term more loosely by 

referring to ‘wilderness areas’ while others, less commonly, refer to the wilderness (as an 

area) in terms of the management zones. Regardless, the representations demonstrate that 

for many people, wilderness in some form or extent is the primary value of the TWWHA. 

The draft plan (Section 8.2, page 158) recognises the role that the management of the 

extensive remote areas of the TWWHA has in ensuring its integrity of the TWWHA and in 

the conservation and protection of natural and cultural values. The draft plan sought to 

protect those values of the TWWHA. This may be thought of as the tangible, physical 

expression of wilderness, it relates to the integrity of the TWWHA and is associated with 

Criteria vii although it is not necessarily the same. One of the most aesthetically dramatic 

and well recognised landscapes in the TWWHA is the view of Cradle Mountain and Dove 

Lake, generally viewed from the Dove Lake car park and zoned in the 1999 plan and in the 

draft plan within the Recreation Zone. 



Report from the Director of National Parks and Wildlife to the Tasmanian Planning Commission on  
Public Representations Received on the Draft Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area Management Plan 2014 

10 
 

The key threat to this physical expression of wilderness is the reduction in size of the areas 

where natural processes predominate, the intrusion of roads, impoundments or extractive 

industries which can compromise natural processes, but also, as identified in the 1999 plan, 

impacts from recreational use through track and campsite degradation. Minor infrastructure, 

such as bushwalking huts, and points of aerial access where no infrastructure is provided, 

have more localised effects either spatially or temporally. Representations generally 

identified commercial tourist infrastructure, aerial and other mechanised access, and logging 

and mining as activities incompatible with or threatening to wilderness values generally. 

In considering wilderness as a value it is evident that it can at times be highly subjective in 

nature, particularly when expressed as a social or intangible value. The values identified by 

many people in representations for areas they identify as wilderness include peace and 

solitude and the intrinsic value of areas devoid of modern human activity, although in terms 

of specific areas these values may not be restricted to the current Wilderness Zone. Many 

people would experience or seek a ‘wilderness experience’ in areas of the TWWHA outside 

of the 1999 plan’s Wilderness Zone or the Remote Recreation Zone of the draft plan. For 

example, those who have bushwalked the Overland Track or South Coast Track 

(experiences cited in some representations that addressed wilderness management) 

describe a ‘wilderness experience’ despite the zoning of these areas as ‘recreation’ in both 

the 1999 plan and draft plan, with the associated infrastructure of huts, toilets and hardened 

tracks and campsites. 

The 1999 plan identifies the intangible value of experiences of solitude and quiet but also 

identifies a ‘wilderness recreational experience’ (page 93), suggesting that ‘because of its 

high quality of wilderness recreation experience, the TWWHA is regarded as a mecca for 

local, national and international bushwalkers, and the Franklin River is regarded as one of 

the world’s great white water rafting experiences’. The 1999 plan also identifies track and 

campsite degradation, track development and overcrowding as threats to that experience. 

Similarly, the draft plan recognises the social value arising from remote areas largely free 

from features or impacts of modern society (Section 8.2, page 158 draft plan). Again, the 

content of representations strongly indicates that this value is often seen a core value of the 

TWWHA that applies across the entire property, and is incompatible with most uses other 

than passive recreational use. 

Various methods have been developed that attempt to quantify wilderness. In 2005 the 

Parks and Wildlife Service (PWS) refined and enhanced the Australian Heritage 

Commission’s National Wilderness Inventory (NWI) to derive a wilderness value dataset 

over the TWWHA. This produces a scale from 0 to 20, with 20 being the maximum value of 

wilderness quality. The method does not distinguish between ‘wilderness’ and ‘non-
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wilderness’, rather all of the TWWHA is simply assigned a numeric value of wilderness 

quality. The method considers remoteness from settlement, time remoteness, apparent 

naturalness and biophysical naturalness. This same methodology has now been applied to 

the 2012 and 2013 extension areas. The nationally agreed Reserve Criteria for a 

Comprehensive, Adequate and Representative Reserve System in Australia defined high 

quality wilderness as areas larger than 8,000 hectares having NWI ratings of 12 or greater. 

Although the mapping only captures physical characteristics of wilderness it is nonetheless 

an informative and useful management tool and can have some relationship to intangible 

values. 

It is proposed to: 

 include within Section 8.2 of the draft plan an explanation of the mapping method and 

a map showing the wilderness values across the whole TWWHA. 

On consideration of the range of views expressed in the representations the following 

principles will guide wilderness management and will be reflected in a number of 

recommended amendments to the draft plan: 

 the tangible wilderness character of the TWWHA, expressed through the scale of 

remote landscapes where natural processes predominate, is critical to the integrity of 

the property and in underpinning the natural values criteria; 

 all of the TWWHA has some wilderness value; 

 the tangible wilderness character is a key element in the protection and conservation 

of the values of the TWWHA but also has an important recreational value in the 

presentation of the TWWHA and is considered by many to be an important social 

value; 

 management zoning, the associated Table of Use and assessment and approval 

processes will be fundamental to the way in which wilderness values are managed; 

and 

 management of wilderness must allow for cultural practice and access to Country for 

Tasmanian Aboriginal people, in fact, cultural practice must be acknowledged as 

being a fundamental part of its nature. 

The following amendments to the draft plan are proposed and discussed in further detail 

below: 

 the Remote Recreation Zone will be renamed as the Wilderness Zone; 

 the PWS 2005 revised NWI methodology will be used as a basis for determining the 

Wilderness Zone using a threshold value of 12 combined with expert judgment; and 
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 the Table of Use in the draft plan will be amended to restrict usage within the 

Wilderness Zone; in particular, construction of built infrastructure and commercial 

aircraft access will be prohibited. 

The current spatial extent of the Remote Recreation Zone in the draft plan will be largely 

retained in the proposed Wilderness Zone; however, as it functions as a ‘default’ zone in the 

same way as the Wilderness Zone sometimes does in the 1999 plan, the boundaries of the 

zone in the 2013 extension areas have been reviewed. Within the extension areas, the 

application of restrictive prescriptions on use designed to protect higher value wilderness 

may not be appropriate and may lead to a loss in those areas of legitimate presentation 

opportunities. There are some areas, principally in the Central Plateau, where the wilderness 

value may exceed 12 but that are not zoned within the Wilderness Zone in the 1999 plan. 

The zoning of these areas is on the basis of understood use and this practice will continue, 

although some additional areas are proposed to be included in the revised Wilderness Zone. 

For example, in the draft plan mountain bike tracks may be constructed in the Remote 

Recreation Zone where they utilise existing road access points in conservation areas and 

regional reserves. This was in recognition of the potential of some areas in the 2013 

extension for this use where there are existing roads. To provide increased protection for 

wilderness values in the proposed Wilderness Zone this type of use would need to be 

prohibited. Therefore any area where this might be considered a reasonable use should be 

added to the Recreation Zone. 

In the absence of a compelling reason to avoid imposing restricted usage, including areas of 

lower wilderness value in the proposed Wilderness Zone is sometimes warranted. This 

allows for protection of other values through restricted usage and also for the protection of 

adjacent areas with higher wilderness value that are further away from the TWWHA 

boundary. Inclusion of these area was based on expert judgment and knowledge of current 

use in addition to the wilderness values index. 

The proposed changes would establish a Wilderness Zone of over 1,250,000 ha, or 81.2 per 

cent of the area of the TWWHA subject to the statutory management plan. Within the area of 

the four management zones prescribed under the 1999 management plan, the proposed 

change increases the area zoned as Wilderness by over 78,000 ha, an increase of 

approximately 7.3 per cent. Proposed changes to zoning are shown in the maps in Appendix 

A. 

It is proposed to amend the Table of Use (Section 3.2, page 65 draft plan) to provide for 

additional restrictions on built infrastructure, aircraft and balloon landings/take off, single use 
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mountain bike tracks and other uses within the Wilderness Zone. An amended Table of Use 

is provided in Appendix B. 

The following KDO will be added to the plan: 

 Wilderness is managed for the protection of the integrity of the TWWHA and the 

quality of the recreational experience it provides. 

The following associated management actions and evaluation measures (in brackets) are 

proposed: 

 designate the majority of the TWWHA as wilderness and enforce zoning 

prescriptions that manage physical development and human use in a manner that 

protects wilderness values (change in wilderness values, compliance with zoning 

prescriptions); and 

 ensure that impacts on wilderness values are considered in any assessment of 

activities in the TWWHA (audit of assessments). 

Section 3.1.1.4 (page 59 draft plan) will be amended to reflect the intent of the proposed 

changes. 

4.2 Logging and Special Species Timber Harvesting 

Logging and special species timber harvesting was an issue raised in a high proportion of 

representations. Not all representations distinguished between the two activities, either 

intentionally, in order to categorise special species timber harvesting as simply an extractive 

forest activity similar to any other, or possibly inadvertently. The distinction will need to be 

made here however, because the draft management plan only allows for special species 

timber harvesting in conservation areas and regional reserves, and for Huon pine salvage in 

Macquarie Harbour of logs from the Gordon River undertaken under specific conditions. 

Logging, taken here to be harvesting of eucalypt forests, can only potentially occur in the 

TWWHA within areas designated as Permanent Timber Production Zone Land (PTPZL) or 

Future Potential Production Forest Land (FPPFL), but only, in the case of the latter, if that 

land is exchanged or converted to PTPZL through the processes provided under the 

Forestry (Rebuilding the Forest Industry) Act 2014.  

While a discussion of the management of forests in FPPFL and PTPZL is provided, the 

Director’s Report can only address within the statutory process representations about 

special species timber harvesting within reserved land that is subject to the plan. 

Representations raising the issue of logging within FPPFL or PTPZL cannot be addressed 

through the statutory process for the management plan, as the management plan cannot 

apply in a statutory sense to FPPFL or PTPZL because it is not reserved land and not 
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subject to the NPRMA (see Section 1.7, page 30 draft plan). Discussion of the overall 

management of other tenures in the TWWHA is provided in Section 4.7. 

FPPFL in the TWWHA consists of unallocated Crown Land managed operationally by PWS 

in accord with the Crown Lands Act 1976, and vested or freehold land managed by Hydro 

Tasmania. FPPFL is subject to the Forestry (Rebuilding the Forest Industry) Act 2014. The 

Act contains the following provisions: 

 Land may be exchanged between FPPFL and PTPZL at any time, subject to a range 

of conditions and the approval of Parliament. It is envisaged that this mechanism 

would only be used to enhance management of high conservation values, to improve 

boundaries between the FPPFL and PTPZL, or in the unlikely event that insufficient 

special species timber can be provided from PTPZL in the first three years; 

 After April 2020, FPPFL may be converted to PTPZL to enable general harvesting of 

native forest following a detailed analysis of future options by a Ministerial Advisory 

Council. As with a land exchange, conversion can only occur subject to a range of 

conditions and the approval of Parliament; 

 Forestry Tasmania will not harvest on land converted from FPPFL unless the 

harvesting is in accordance with the forest management certification it holds at that 

time; and 

 Three years after commencement of the Act, under s 11 an application can be made 

to the Crown Lands Minister to harvest special species timber. Special species 

timber harvesting in the FPPFL can only be approved if the application: 

o contains a certified forest practices plan; 

o is consistent with a special species management plan (to be made within three 

years of the legislation commencing), which must include information relating to 

the management of conservation values and other environmental values, cultural 

and heritage values; and 

o demonstrates that the required timber cannot be supplied, at the time of the 

making of the application, from designated PTPZL. 

Where an application is approved the Crown Lands Minister may apply any conditions. The 

approved harvesting application will also require a works authority or licence to be granted 

by the Crown Lands Minister under the Crown Lands Act 1976. An authority or licence under 

that Act may also contain any conditions. 

Any activity that may have a significant impact on World Heritage values will also need to be 

considered under the Commonwealth Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation 

Act 1999 (EPBCA). 
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There are 984 ha of PTPZL managed by Forestry Tasmania within the TWWHA. This land 

tenure was previously known as State Forest. It is within the TWWHA because at the time of 

the 2013 minor boundary extension nomination there were a number of coupes subject to 

existing Forest Practices Plans. These were ‘transitional coupes’ where it was understood 

they would be harvested and also includes some plantations. The existence of these coupes 

was explained in the nomination documentation accepted by the World Heritage Committee. 

During the reservation proclamation process set in train by the Tasmanian Forest Agreement 

Act 2013 these areas were excluded from the state reserves. 

Additional areas of PTPZL were retained in the TWWHA during the reservation process 

under the Tasmanian Forest Agreement Act 2013 while a minor area has been retained 

around road infrastructure on Mt Tim Shea in the Florentine River Regional Reserve. All 

PTPZL is legislatively potentially available for logging and special species timber harvesting, 

notwithstanding the fact that the transitional coupes have already been logged. Any such 

activity would be subject to the EPBCA if a significant impact on the World Heritage values 

of the TWWHA is considered likely. As noted the management of these areas is a matter 

outside of the TWWHA management plan process, as the plan cannot apply to PTPZL since 

it is not reserved land and not subject to the NPRMA. It is a matter for the government of the 

day to determine management policy within the provisions of the relevant legislation. The 

Tasmanian Government has a policy position of not permitting commercial harvesting, 

including special species timber harvesting, within the TWWHA. 

The overall management of other tenures within the TWWHA, including FPPFL, is further 

discussed in Section 4.7 and a proposed management statement for those tenures is 

provided in Appendix C, which describes the current Government’s policy intent.  

Commercial salvage of Huon pine from the shores of Macquarie Harbour within the TWWHA 

is longstanding activity predating the listing of the TWWHA. These are logs that were cut 

during the early pining period and are carried through the Gordon River catchment during 

floods. The nomination of the TWWHA was made on the understanding that existing 

arrangements for Huon pine salvage would continue. The activity is allowed for under the 

1999 plan and is continued on the same basis in the draft plan. Most representations that 

address this issue recognise and support the continuation of this arrangement. 

Special species timber has been sourced for over 100 years from areas of the southern 

forests that were included in reserves and incorporated into the TWWHA in 2013. Access to 

and use of special species timbers from these forests have historically been vitally important 

to the special species timber industry in southern Tasmania. Timbers from these areas have 

been used for fine furniture and boat building. 
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The management objectives for conservation areas and regional reserves (s5 and s7, 

Schedule 1 NPRMA) have included ‘the controlled use of natural resources’, since the 

NPRMA commenced in 2002 and prior to that they were in the National Parks and Wildlife 

Act 1970. Similar words are also reflected in the purposes of reservation for these two types 

of reserves under the NCA (Schedule 1, s5 and s6). Special species timber harvesting fits 

within the ambit of ‘controlled use of natural resources’, so harvesting of special species 

timbers has effectively been permitted by authority in conservation areas and regional 

reserves since the management objectives were first legislated. 

The NPRMA and NCA were amended by the Forest Management (Consequential 

Amendments) Act in 2013 to explicitly provide for special species timber harvesting in 

regional reserves (if permitted by order made under s 19(2) of the Tasmanian Forests 

Agreement Act 2013). This was to create explicit reference to special species timber 

harvesting, rather than have it implied. The Tasmanian Forests Agreement Act 2013 was 

proclaimed following extensive consultation and agreement from the leading conservation 

groups and the forest industry. The Act included provision for the potential harvesting of 

special species timber from Special Species Contingency Areas within the TWWHA. 

Under the recent Forestry (Rebuilding the Forest Industry) Act 2014, amendments to the 

NPRMA and NCA removed references to the Tasmanian Forests Agreement Act 2013, since 

that Act was repealed, and instead provide a definition of special species timbers. The 

amendments also provide consistency between the management objectives and purpose of 

reservation for regional reserves and conservation areas in relation to special species timber 

harvesting. The 2014 legislation did not provide anything that was not already implicitly or 

explicitly provided for in regional reserves and conservation areas. 

The Director needs to consider all the management objectives applied through a 

management plan when making decisions on reserved lands (s 30(1)(a)), which would, in 

practice, preclude decisions under the provisions of the draft plan to approve special species 

timber harvesting that had a significant impact on the ability to meet other management 

objectives. In addition, separate approval for special species timber harvesting would need 

to be considered under the EPBCA if a significant impact on the World Heritage values of 

the TWWHA is considered likely.  

Prior to the Tasmanian Forests Agreement Act 2013 there was only a limited number of 

conservation areas in the TWWHA than now, comprising a significantly less area, and there 

were no regional reserves. There was no explicit prohibition in the 1999 plan that overrode 

the relevant management objectives for these reserve classes except a reference to the 

collection of materials for souvenir, craft or hobby purposes (page 148), which is not 
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considered to be referring to the fine furniture and wooden boat building industry. So while 

there were few areas available for special species harvesting in the TWWHA prior to its 

extension in 2013, it was permissible with appropriate authorisations. 

Special species timber harvesting is defined under Tasmanian legislation. Special species 

timber harvesting has the same meaning in the NPRMA and the draft plan as in the Forestry 

(Rebuilding the Forest Industry) Act 2014. Special species timber includes timber of the 

following species: 

 blackwood (Acacia melanoxylon); 

 myrtle (Nothofagus cunninghamii); 

 celery-top pine (Phyllocladus aspleniifolius); 

 sassafras (Atherosperma moschatum); 

 Huon pine (Lagarostrobos franklinii); 

 silver wattle (Acacia dealbata); and 

 timber of any other species that is prescribed by the regulations; and  

 timber with particular properties that is prescribed by the regulations. 

Special species timber harvesting under the Forestry (Rebuilding the Forest Industry) Act 

2014 means the harvesting of special species timber by partial harvesting (partial harvesting 

means the harvesting of single trees or groups of trees whilst retaining other trees including 

advanced growth trees, seed trees and shelter wood trees). It should be noted that this Act 

does not apply to reserved land and therefore a management plan can define harvesting of 

special species timber in any manner deemed appropriate. 

Under s 12 of the Forestry (Rebuilding the Forest Industry) Act 2014 the responsible 

Minister, after consultation with any person considered appropriate, must cause a special 

species management plan to be made within 3 years from the commencement of the Act 

(i.e. by 22 October 2017). It is the intention that, at least until that plan is in place, primary 

access to special species timber would be from PTPZL. However, it has been recognised by 

the Parliament since the Tasmanian Forest Agreement that there may be insufficient special 

species timber outside of reserves to sustain the Tasmania fine furniture and boat building 

industries and therefore access may be provided for special species timber extraction from 

reserved land. This recognition contributed in part to the decisions on land tenures for the 

reserves in the southern forests that were proclaimed in late 2013. 

There was some support for harvesting of special species timber although generally qualified 

by an expectation that it be small in scale, selective and strictly controlled. Representations 

in support of the industry drew attention to a lack of consultation and consideration of the 

special species timber resource with respect to the 2013 minor boundary extension which, in 
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their view, included areas utilised over generations for the special species timber resource; 

they argued that this pre-existing use should be recognised. Furthermore, a significant 

proportion of areas identified through the 2010 Tasmanian Special Timbers Strategy as 

being rich in special species timber have been included in the 2013 boundary extension and 

some of those areas were designated as national parks, precluding their harvesting. This 

outcome is most pronounced in the south of the state. 

Representations in support of the industry also made note of its long standing cultural 

importance, to some local communities in particular. This is acknowledged and recognition 

of the cultural aspects of special species timber harvesting is consistent with the overall 

intent in the draft plan to acknowledge these types of historic and cultural connections. The 

most comprehensive representation in support of the industry was provided by Tasmanian 

Special Timbers Alliance (representation 7115). 

Representations raising special species timber harvesting are predominantly opposed to this 

activity being allowed in the draft plan on the basis that it is an inappropriate activity in the 

TWWHA and not compatible with the protection and conservation of World Heritage values. 

Some representations asserted it was incompatible with the World Heritage Convention 

and/or the EPBCA requirements for management plans of World Heritage areas. Concerns 

raised in the representations are acknowledged. Harvesting of special species timber in the 

TWWHA was always intended to be a tightly restricted activity and only contemplated as a 

component of long term rotation across the entire resource on both reserved and non-

reserved land and in recognition of the historical and legislative context described above. 

It is accepted that the restrictions on special species timber harvesting that would be 

required to ensure a high degree of confidence that the activity will not adversely impact on 

the OUV of the TWWHA would result in an available resource that will not have a significant 

impact on overall long term supply for the sector as a whole as currently understood, 

although the resource could conceivably be locally significant for some very specific supply 

requirements. Given the limited resource likely to be available, the residual potential risk to 

values and the lack of a widespread acceptance of this activity, it is not considered to 

warrant the management focus and effort it would require, particularly in terms of road 

maintenance. 

It is proposed to: 

 retain the allowance for Huon pine salvage under existing conditions and prohibit all 

other forms of timber harvesting; 

 amend Section 1.6 (page 28 draft plan) to identify this limitation placed upon the 

relevant management objectives in the NPRMA for conservation areas (Schedule 1, 
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s 5(e)) and regional reserves (Schedule 1, s 7(b)) so as to meet the requirements of 

s 27(1)(g-j) of the NPRMA; and 

 include in the Table of Use ‘commercial forestry’, defined as including special species 

timber harvesting, and indicate the prohibition across all zones. 

A commonly held view in many representations was that conservation areas, regional 

reserves and FPPFL should be reserved as national parks in order to ensure a prohibition on 

timber harvesting. This is discussed further in Section 4.7. 

4.3 Mining 

The 1999 plan identified mineral exploitation as a primary production activity, and stated that 

the Adamsfield Conservation Area would be the sole location within the TWWHA where 

exploration and therefore potentially mining could occur, albeit under strict conditions.  

As required by the NPRMA (s 27(1)(d)), the draft plan describes the purpose of reservation 

for conservation areas and regional reserves, which are: ‘the protection and maintenance of 

the natural and cultural values of the area of land and the sustainable use of the natural 

resources of that area of land including special species timber harvesting’ and ‘mineral 

exploration and the development of mineral deposits in the area of land, and the controlled 

use of other natural resources of that area of land, including special species timber 

harvesting, while protecting and maintaining the natural and cultural values of that area of 

land’ respectively (Schedule 1 NCA). 

The NPRMA also requires that the draft plan specify which management objectives (listed in 

Schedule 1 of the NPRMA) for the various reserve classes in the TWWHA are to apply (s 

27(1)(g)). The draft plan applies the objectives of conservation area and regional reserve 

that relate to mineral extraction and exploration and utilisation of natural resources, thereby 

allowing for the possibility of mineral exploration and mining for those reserves within the 

area of the TWWHA subject to the plan. In addition the NPRMA (s 27(1)(h)) requires that the 

draft plan must specify the reasons for which any objective has been applied. The draft plan 

(Section 1.6, page 28) applied the relevant management objectives for conservation areas 

and regional reserves because they were considered potentially compatible with the 

protection, conservation, presentation and transmission of the World Heritage and other 

natural and cultural values of the TWWHA and the application of the other management 

objectives under the NPRMA. There are also existing exploration licences within the 

TWWHA in the 2013 boundary extension. 

As the World Heritage values of the TWWHA are protected under the EPBCA, persons 

undertaking activities that may have a significant impact on those values (or any other 
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protected matters under the EPBCA) will have to consider referral of that activity for 

assessment. This applies equally to activities undertaken outside of the boundaries of the 

TWWHA. 

With the addition of the 2013 minor boundary extension, the number and area of 

conservation areas and regional reserves in the TWWHA increased substantially. Some of 

these areas are considered to have high prospectivity for minerals and the allocation of 

those tenures through the Tasmanian Forest Agreement Act 2013 process (as opposed to 

the possible option of allocating reserves the tenure of national park) was in part a reflection 

of that. 

The application of the relevant management objectives for conservation areas and regional 

reserves in the draft plan was to allow for the possibility of mineral resources being identified 

and potentially utilised, rather than to completely preclude this possibility. It was always 

recognised, however, that the realisation of mineral exploration and extractive activities 

would depend upon it being demonstrated that such an activity was consistent with the 

protection of World Heritage values, other values of significance and the other management 

objectives of those reserve classes which include, for example, conservation of natural 

biological diversity and conservation of sites or areas of cultural significance. Therefore it 

was understood as an activity that could be approved only in the narrowest of 

circumstances. 

The issue of mining is the subject of a large proportion of representations, with an 

overwhelming view that it is not an appropriate activity for a World Heritage area. In 

particular it is generally asserted that it is inconsistent with the obligations of the Convention 

and the EPBCA Regulations. Given the narrow circumstances under which mineral 

exploration or extraction could ever occur in the TWWHA, and the potential implications of 

the allowance for it in the draft plan in terms of the various requirements of management for 

the conservation and protection of values, it is agreed that the plan should explicitly prohibit 

it. 

There exist within the 2013 boundary extension a number of exploration licences granted 

under the Mineral Resources Development Act 1995 (MRDA). The holders of those licences 

may elect to seek to continue activities allowed for in the respective licences as an existing 

right, subject to any applicable assessment process, or may elect to seek compensation. 

In order to maintain the road network in the TWWHA for public use and for management 

purposes, supplies of gravel are sometimes required. Since the 2013 extensions were 

proclaimed, as indicated in the draft plan (Section 6.3.2, page 119), the length of the road 

network has increased substantially (nominally from 214 km to over 1100 km), with many of 
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these roads providing access to infrastructure and existing rights that will require that they 

remain open. While the nomination for the 2013 extension included an exercise where a 

number of existing gravel quarries were deliberately excised from the listed property to 

account for expected road maintenance or other uses of that resource, there are some areas 

where it may be difficult to access the resource readily or other areas within the TWWHA 

that are not part of the extension that require similar access to gravel.  

The alternative to allowing access to materials for road maintenance is to transport it in from 

outside the TWWHA. Importation of gravel into the TWWHA constitutes a significant 

biosecurity risk, an increased risk to fauna from vehicle strikes, reduces the amenity of 

access roads into the TWWHA for other users through additional truck movements and is 

costly. Biosecurity will be an increasingly significant challenge in the management of the 

TWWHA into the future and therefore the ability to source gravel from within the TWWHA for 

road maintenance is important for the management of the property. 

The 1999 plan allowed for gravel extraction under a number of circumstances. It allowed for 

a new quarry to be developed if necessary along the Mt McCall Track (‘Wild Rivers National 

Park’, page 168). In authorising statutory powers under the Roads and Jetties Act 1935 

(‘Department of Infrastructure, Energy and Resources, Transport division’, page 194) 

material was also permitted to be sourced from existing quarries on the Lyell Highway for the 

purposes of maintenance and upgrading roads within the TWWHA. In addition new quarries 

could be utilised under this statutory power subject to consultation with the Director and the 

issuing of a licence. Use of quarries within the Cradle Mountain- Lake St Clair National Park 

was not permitted. 

The MRDA defines the quarrying of gravel, including for the purposes of road maintenance, 

as mining, although the Act exempts gravel sourced (under certain conditions) for road 

maintenance in State Forest, now PTPZL (s 5(6)(a)). Allowing mining in the draft plan within 

conservation areas and regional reserves in the TWWHA provided PWS with the option of 

accessing material from those reserves to maintain the road network. 

As the MRDA defines gravel extraction as mining, a mining lease is required under the 

MRDA in order to legally source this material. Where gravel supplies may be required within 

a national park, State reserve, historic site or game reserve, statutory powers under the 

MRDA that would allow the relevant Minister under that Act to grant a mining lease need to 

be authorised for those reserve types under an applicable management plan (for an 

explanation of statutory powers see Section 4.14). 

The issue of gravel extraction in national parks in the TWWHA, principally in relation to the 

maintenance of the Scotts Peak Road, was considered in the 2007 review of the 1999 plan. 
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The position adopted as a result of the review was to authorise the statutory powers of the 

MRDA in relation to granting of mining leases but limit the spatial extent of those powers to 

the area of the known resource in order to allow for the maintenance of Scotts Peak Road 

without necessitating the importation of gravel. This approach is consistent with meeting 

national park management objective (g) in particular (Schedule 1 NPRMA): ‘to protect the 

national park against, and rehabilitate the national park following, adverse impacts such as 

those of fire, introduced species, diseases and soil erosion on the national park’s natural and 

cultural values and on assets within and adjacent to the national park’ but also (a), ‘to 

conserve natural biological diversity’, and (h), ‘to encourage and provide for tourism, 

recreational use and enjoyment consistent with the conservation of the national park’s 

natural and cultural values’. Similar objectives also apply for State reserves, conservation 

areas and regional reserves. 

Extraction of gravel from within World Heritage sites is carried out in other jurisdictions for 

biosecurity reasons. For example, while mining is prohibited in the Mt Aspiring National Park 

(part of New Zealand’s Te Wahipounamu World Heritage Area), the provisions in New 

Zealand’s Crown Minerals Act 1991 allow for gravel extraction. Gravel extraction for road 

maintenance is also permitted in Canada’s Jasper National Park (part of the Canadian 

Rocky Mountain Parks World Heritage Area). Extraction of ‘basic raw material’ for road and 

other construction is permitted in the Shark Bay World Heritage property in Western 

Australia. Within Kakadu National Park, excavation of sand and gravel from within the park is 

allowed for park management purposes, including road maintenance. 

It is proposed to: 

 amend Section 1.6 (page 28 draft plan) to remove the application of the relevant 

management objectives for conservation areas (objective (f)), nature recreation areas 

(objective( j)) and regional reserves (objective (a)) in Schedule 1 of the NPRMA that 

allow for mineral exploration and utilisation, with the exception of extraction of gravel 

for the purposes of road and asset maintenance where it is required to meet the 

objectives of the reserve class in relation to protection from introduced species and 

diseases; 

 for added clarity, to include in the Table of Use (Section 3.2, page 65 draft plan) a 

prohibition on (non-management related) mineral exploration and utilisation; 

 include an authorisation of statutory powers under the Roads and Jetties Act 1935 

and Local Government (Highways) Act 1982 that explicitly allows for existing and 

potentially new borrow pits or small gravel quarries to operate in the TWWHA where 

gravel can be extracted and used for road maintenance, subject to the required 

approvals (see also Section 4.14); 
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 authorise in national parks and State reserves the powers of the Minister 

administering the MRDA relevant to the granting of mining leases and limit this power 

to leases issued for the purposes of gravel extraction for road maintenance to meet 

the objectives of the reserve class in relation to protection from introduced species 

and diseases, and place a corresponding restriction on the same statutory powers in 

conservation areas and regional reserves; and 

 provide a clear statement of direction regarding the permissible use of gravel 

resources in the TWWHA (in accord with the NRPMA this statement applies to the 

Director in the exercise of his or her powers under the Act). The direction will 

prescribe that this resource is to be used only for the purposes of road and asset 

maintenance to meet the objectives of the reserve class in relation to protection from 

introduced species and diseases, is not to be on-sold, is not to be used outside the 

TWWHA but may be used within conservation areas vested in Hydro Tasmania 

within the TWWHA, must be subject to assessment consistent with the management 

plan and any other applicable legislation or regulation, and must be undertaken in 

accord with the relevant provisions of the EPA Quarry Code of Practice 1999 or a 

future equivalent. The use of new gravel resources must be minimised. 

A prohibition on importation of gravel is not considered to be a practical option. It is 

conceivable, for instance, that a gravel resource may be available in PTPZL in immediate 

proximity to roads within the TWWHA. In such a circumstance it may be preferable to utilise 

this gravel source rather than extract the resource from within the TWWHA, particularly if a 

new gravel pit was required. It is important to note that any gravel used for maintenance 

purposes must be from a ‘low risk’ source to ensure biosecurity. Existing resources in the 

TWWHA may not necessarily meet this requirement over time. It is not yet known what the 

gravel requirement across areas of the TWWHA will be as this will be determined through 

the review of the road network. It is for these reasons that the option of utilising additional 

resources should be kept open while also endeavouring to keep this to a minimum. Gravel 

requirements will be made a more explicit consideration of the road review (Section 8.5, 

page 161 draft plan) with the purpose of achieving this. 

A commonly held view in many representations was that conservation areas, regional 

reserves and FPPFL should be reserved as national parks in order to ensure a prohibition on 

mining. This is discussed further in Section 4.7. 

4.4 Description of World Heritage Values 

A common issue raised in representations concerns the identification of World Heritage 

values; in particular that the draft plan doesn’t identify which values relate to each World 
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Heritage criterion and elevate these values above others, and therefore does not offer 

adequate protection for those values. 

The draft plan lists the World Heritage criteria in Section 1.2 (page 24 draft plan). The 

definitive statement that encapsulates why a World Heritage property has Outstanding 

Universal Value is a Statement of Outstanding Universal Value (SOUV). The SOUV 

describes how a property satisfies each of the World Heritage criteria. It is also the key 

reference point for future protection and management of a property, and its monitoring, 

periodic reporting and state of conservation reporting. A SOUV is either adopted by the 

Committee at the time of inscription of a property on the World Heritage List or, in the case 

of World Heritage properties inscribed before the need for a Statement of Outstanding 

Universal Value was mandated in 2005, written retrospectively and adopted by the 

Committee at a later date. The TWWHA was inscribed prior to the requirement for a SOUV. 

At the time of development of the draft plan there was no approved retrospective SOUV for 

the TWWHA. However, a draft retrospective SOUV was being developed by the Australian 

Government as the State Party and a link was provided (Section 1.2, page 24 draft plan) to 

the Commonwealth Department of Environment (DoE) website where the draft SOUV was to 

be posted. Unfortunately the draft SOUV was not posted on the website, an issue identified 

in several representations. The Department of the Environment has advised that the draft 

SOUV was not published on its website because the Advisory Bodies to the World Heritage 

Committee had not agreed that the draft SOUV would be submitted to the Committee for 

consideration at its meeting in 2015. 

It should be noted that the property has Outstanding Universal Value and it is not correct to 

refer to the ‘outstanding universal values’ of the TWWHA or to refer to a value as an 

‘outstanding universal value’. Rather, some specific values and characteristics contribute to 

the OUV of the TWWHA and these form the ‘World Heritage’ values of the property. 

It has now been agreed that the draft SOUV will be presented in 2018 to the World Heritage 

Committee to allow for a more comprehensive understanding of the cultural values following 

additional survey work, which is likely to focus primarily on the area of the 2013 minor 

boundary extension. Until an SOUV is approved it is only possible to refer to a draft in the 

final management plan and therefore it cannot be used in a statutory sense as a basis for 

management. Given this and the fact that an approved SOUV will be determined during the 

life of the plan it is not considered appropriate to refer to a draft. The DoE website 

(http://www.environment.gov.au/heritage/places/world/tasmanian-wilderness/values) 

summarises the values according to each criteria. 

 In the absence of an approved SOUV it is proposed to  

http://www.environment.gov.au/heritage/places/world/tasmanian-wilderness/values
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 amend the draft plan (Section 1.2, page 24) to include a fuller description of the basis 

of the OUV of the TWWHA and refer to the DoE summary as a guide for the values 

that underpin each criterion; 

 remove existing references to the draft SOUV; and 

 indicate that when a retrospective SOUV is approved it will be recognised through 

the management plan as the basis for managing World Heritage values. 

In the absence of an approved SOUV, the definitive guide to the values that support the 

World Heritage status of the TWWHA, and therefore what can be described as ‘World 

Heritage values’, are the successive nomination documents submitted to the World Heritage 

Committee and the relevant decisions of the Committee. These can be accessed at 

http://www.environment.gov.au/heritage/places/world/tasmanian-wilderness/resources and 

further information is available on the UNESCO website: 

http://whc.unesco.org/en/list/181/documents/. 

It is proposed to: 

 amend the draft plan to include references to these documents in Section 1.2 as this 

is considered preferable to summarising them in the plan. 

“The World Heritage Committee inscribed the property on the World Heritage List in 

December 1982 on the basis of its natural and cultural heritage of Outstanding Universal 

Value. A 1983 report by ICOMOS confirms that the Western Tasmania Wilderness National 

Parks were inscribed on the World Heritage List for their natural and cultural properties. 

ICOMOS supported this inscription on the bases of 3 cultural considerations: 

 1/ That parts of the site bear exceptional testimony to a civilization which has 

disappeared. 

2/ That it comprises types of structures which illustrate a significant stage in history. 

3/ That it is associated with events which are of Outstanding Universal Significance. 

Decisions in 1989, 2010 and 2012 and associated advice from ICOMOS were equivocal 

regarding the acceptance of three cultural criteria; however there is no question that the 

2013 decision to accept the minor boundary extension was on the basis of natural heritage 

criteria only. This was made clear in the decision (Decision: 37 COM 8B.44) which stated: 

the proposed minor boundary modification has been submitted under natural criteria 

only although it appears to contain significant cultural attributes that relate to those 

located within the inscribed property. 

The decision required that the State Party (Commonwealth Government): 

http://www.environment.gov.au/heritage/places/world/tasmanian-wilderness/resources
http://whc.unesco.org/en/list/181/documents/
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Undertake further study and consultation with the Tasmanian Aboriginal community 

in order to provide more detailed information on the cultural value of the additional 

areas and how these relate to the Outstanding Universal Value of the existing 

property. 

It is proposed to amend Section 1.2 (page 24 draft plan) to: 

 set out the nature of the World Heritage Committee decisions relating to nominations 

of the property, in particular as they relate to the status of the cultural heritage 

criteria, in order to provide better factual clarity. 

It should be noted that UNESCO recognises that the TWWHA meets cultural Criteria iii, iv 

and vi. Both the 1999 plan and the Australian Government (and almost all literature on the 

TWWHA post 1983, for example the 2013 nomination dossier) identifies that the TWWHA is 

listed for Criteria iii, v and vi, and indeed the 1989 nomination was also on this basis. The 

draft plan continued this understanding. It is proposed to refer to the cultural criteria for 

which the property was inscribed on the World Heritage List, that is Criteria iii, iv and vi. The 

Australian Government Department of the Environment has confirmed this will also now be 

the Australian Government’s position. 

The TWWHA was one of a suite of World Heritage properties added to the National Heritage 

List in 2007 for which no assessment of values was undertaken as it was considered that the 

World Heritage Values corresponded to the National Heritage criteria. There is therefore no 

requirement to separately list or provide specific management actions for National Heritage 

values. 

The management plan needs to meet not only the relevant requirements for a World 

Heritage property and a National Heritage Place but also the statutory requirements under 

the NPRMA for the various reserve classes in the TWWHA. This is a key challenge in 

formulating the plan. In terms of describing values and identifying associated management 

measures, all values relevant to both requirements need to be identified. While many 

representations criticised the draft plan for not elevating and distinguishing World Heritage 

values from others or for including material on socio-economic values, other representations 

criticised the lack of prominence given to other values such as historic heritage values or 

post-settlement cultural values. 

The IUCN recognises that a range of values often exist ‘Although Outstanding Universal 

Value has a particular emphasis in the management of a World Heritage property, it is 

therefore important to not manage the property only for its Outstanding Universal Value but 

to consider all of its values, whether the basis for World Heritage listing or not.’ (IUCN 2008 

Management Planning for Natural World Heritage Properties, page 5). 
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The statements of cultural and natural values in Sections 2.1 and 2.2 in the draft plan are 

intended as broad encompassing statements given that they need to meet both imperatives. 

Both will be reviewed and amended as necessary to better identify which values are 

considered to be World Heritage values. However, given that the revision to the Basis of 

Management chapter (Chapter 1 draft plan) committed to above will identify World Heritage 

values, some limitations of the extent of that review must be recognised. Firstly, the 

statements must remain easy to read and understand. Splitting the statements into World 

Heritage values and values of State or local significance, for example, may not improve the 

style or accessibility of the statement. 

Secondly, for the cultural heritage statement, the information associated with the three 

cultural heritage criteria is less comprehensive than that associated with the natural heritage 

criteria. More importantly, the statement of cultural values reflects the input of Tasmanian 

Aboriginal people and therefore was never intended to be limited to World Heritage values 

as these may exclude many aspects of the cultural significance of the TWWHA to Aboriginal 

people, particularly intangible values. 

Many representations have raised the issue of the treatment of the tall eucalypt forests in the 

statement of natural values (Section 2.2, page 40 draft plan). This value was described as 

being significant in a ‘Tasmanian context’ leading to criticism of the lack of recognition of the 

value as being internationally significant. It has been suggested in some representations that 

this was a deliberate attempt to downplay this value in order to facilitate logging. This is 

rejected. It is accepted that the description of the value was inadequate but it was never 

intended to suggest that the value was not also of international significance. 

It is proposed to: 

 Amend Section 2.2 to ensure that tall eucalypt forests are recognised as a value that 

contributes to the OUV of the TWWHA (Criteria vii and ix) and are therefore of 

international significance. 

The statements of cultural and natural values are intended to reflect the fact that the World 

Heritage criteria for the TWWHA are divided into natural and cultural heritage criteria. The 

cultural heritage statement is deliberately confined to Tasmanian Aboriginal values as the 

three World Heritage cultural criteria relate to Tasmanian Aboriginal cultural heritage. Within 

this approach, the statements do include discussion of values that are not recognised as 

contributing to the OUV of the TWWHA. Discussion of other values is continued in Section 

4.5 below and addresses concerns raised regarding the exclusion of other cultural, social or 

historic values from the values statement. 
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A number of representations recommend that the objectives in the 1999 plan to restore, 

identify, address and more fully understand the values and threats should be reinstated into 

the Vision and Objectives section of the draft plan (Section 1.8, page 33) and in particular 

that the wording concerning rehabilitation in the 1999 plan Overall Objective of Management 

(page 31 1999 plan) be included in the Vision statement.  

The Vision statement in the draft plan (Section 1.8, page 33) aligns with the overall objective 

of management in the 1999 plan but also reflects Article 4 of the Convention, which does not 

include references to rehabilitation (this is referenced in Article 5 (d)). The reference to 

rehabilitation aligns with Schedule 5 of the EPBCA Regulations (Australian World Heritage 

Management Principles) which has a general principle that the purpose of management of 

World Heritage is to ‘identify, protect, conserve, present, transmit and, if appropriate, 

rehabilitate the World Heritage values of the property’. 

Whilst rehabilitation can be achieved without stating this desired outcome in the Vision 

statement, for completeness and to emphasise that this is an important consideration for 

management, it is proposed to: 

 alter the Vision statement to the following: 

To identify, protect, conserve, present, and, if appropriate, to rehabilitate the World 

Heritage, National Heritage and other natural and cultural values of the TWWHA and to 

transmit that heritage to future generations in as good or better condition than at present. 

The remaining objectives in the draft plan differ from the remaining nine objectives in the 

1999 plan but they address the same fundamental requirements of management. For 

example, the 1999 plan has separate objectives for identification and protection while the 

draft plan has combined these. To ‘identify’ as used in the draft plan is the same as ‘to more 

fully understand’ in the 1999 plan and again utilises the language of the Convention. The 

objectives of management in the draft plan are intended to provide a simpler, more concise 

set of objectives but it is recognised that this is a matter of opinion. 

On review some improvements to the management objectives have been identified. 

It is proposed to: 

 Amend the cultural values objectives to include a parallel objective to the first natural 

values objective: ‘To identify, protect, conserve and restore cultural values in the 

TWWHA’. 

The second cultural management objective is possibly too narrow as it relates specifically to 

a particular KDO, which in turn is contingent on third party involvement and processes. It is 

proposed to replace this with the following: 
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 ‘The TWWHA will be understood as an Aboriginal cultural landscape, reflecting its 

long occupation, as a foundation for the management of its cultural values.’ This is a 

broader objective that can be realised immediately through the implementation of the 

approach in the draft plan to the tangible and intangible Aboriginal values in the 

TWWHA. 

Providing single management objectives for presentation and community engagement is 

considered appropriate. 

Determination of the OUV of a World Heritage property also requires consideration of the 

integrity and authenticity of the property and the management arrangements for the 

protection of its values. These elements have been addressed in successive nomination 

documents for the TWWHA and will also be dealt with in the retrospective SOUV. It has 

been pointed out in some representations that the draft plan does not identify these 

elements of the OUV of the property. It is acknowledged that the plan should describe these 

elements of the property’s OUV. 

It is proposed to amend the draft plan by: 

 referencing all the elements of the property’s OUV in Section 1.2 (page 24 draft plan) 

in the same manner as the values underpinning the criteria; and 

 Identifying elements of integrity and authenticity in the relevant values statements 

(Section 2.1, page 35 and Section 2.2, page 40). 

The 1999 plan (‘World Heritage Criteria’, pages 22-23) includes a description of the values of 

the TWWHA that suggests they ought to be viewed as a ‘complex’. It has been suggested in 

some representations that this text should be retained. It is agreed that this description has 

value and it is proposed to add it to a ‘preamble’ to the statement of values (Section 2, page 

34 draft plan). 

4.5 Description of Historic Heritage Values, Historic Cultural Values and 

Social and Economic Values 

In the 1999 plan the statement of cultural values (page 24) describes Aboriginal cultural 

values relating to the World Heritage criteria in addition to a brief acknowledgment of 

broader Aboriginal values. The summary also includes broader (and more recent) cultural 

values arising from the eras of early European exploration and first contact sites, post 

settlement development (such as penal and other early European settlements), and uses 

(for example, sealing, whaling, mining, pining and hunting), in addition to the cultural 

significance of the area to the modern Australian community as a large area of undisturbed 
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temperate wild country, where challenging recreational or more therapeutic experiences may 

be sought. 

A significant change in the draft plan from the 1999 plan is the prominence of Tasmanian 

Aboriginal cultural values and their management. This is in recognition that three of the 

seven criteria for which the property is listed relate to Tasmanian Aboriginal culture. It was 

therefore considered preferable that the cultural values statement (Section 2.1, page 35 draft 

plan) be confined to Tasmanian Aboriginal cultural values. That the statement is also a 

broad description beyond those values that are accepted as contributing to the OUV of the 

TWWHA is consistent with the approach taken in the natural values statement (Section 2.2, 

page 40 draft plan) and also reflects the views and aspirations of Tasmanian Aboriginal 

people with respect to the cultural significance of the TWWHA as a whole. 

This is a core focus for the TWWHA. While historic heritage and other values are present in 

the TWWHA, they are not identified in the inscription. This scenario reflects the tiered 

system of statutory protection and management of Aboriginal, historic and natural heritage 

values adopted in Australia, where places might be recognised as having local, State or 

Territory, National or World Heritage values. It compares to the scenario of Brick Endon and 

Woolmer’s Estates, where locally and nationally these two sites are associated with the story 

of many generations of the Archer family, but at an international level the World Heritage 

inscription of these sites is focused on the global story of forced migration and, more 

specifically, the assignment system for male and female convicts. 

The 1999 plan has a series of additional statements of values (pages 25-26) which include 

recreational, economic (including tourism, power generation and resource extraction), 

educational and scientific. The draft plan has included all of these values in the statement of 

social and economic values (Section 2.3, page 46). This section expands on these themes 

and includes other values such as ecosystem services and also includes historic values and 

their associated social and cultural significance. The social and economic values statement 

provides an opportunity within the draft plan to highlight a range of other values of the 

TWWHA that are important to many people although they are outside of the World Heritage 

criteria. 

The social and economic values section has been criticised in representations as describing 

values, in particular economic values, which are not World Heritage values. As discussed 

above, the plan needs to meet a number of requirements under the NPRMA in addition to 

meeting requirements arising from the status of the TWWHA as a World Heritage property. 

The inclusion of this section is entirely appropriate in this context and it was never the intent 

to suggest that these values have World Heritage status. The Convention requires that the 
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cultural and natural heritage of the TWWHA has a ‘function in the life of the community’ 

(Article 5 (a)). There is clearly a need to identify the social or economic values related to the 

natural and cultural heritage of the TWWHA as it cannot be supposed that they do not have 

relevance to the wellbeing of communities. This is also reflected in the World Heritage 

Committee ‘Budapest Declaration’ of 2002 which seeks to ‘ensure an appropriate and 

equitable balance between conservation, sustainability and development, so that World 

Heritage properties can be protected through appropriate activities contributing to the social 

and economic development and the quality of life of our communities’. 

The 1999 plan combined the management of Aboriginal and historic heritage values into a 

single management chapter (‘Cultural Heritage’, page 95 1999 plan) with a subsequent 

chapter (‘Aboriginal Management’, page 100 1999 plan) dealing largely with Aboriginal 

involvement in management of Aboriginal cultural values. The draft plan has consolidated 

the management of Aboriginal cultural values into a single section (Section 4, page 82 draft 

plan). Again, this structure is intended to align with the division of the World Heritage criteria 

into natural and cultural heritage values. The draft plan does include other sections relevant 

to Aboriginal values and cultural management (Section 6.5, page 134 and Section 7.2, page 

147), however the key intent was to provide a single chapter that sets out the management 

direction for Tasmanian Aboriginal cultural values in the TWWHA. 

Within the draft plan the management of historic heritage is dealt with in terms of 

presentation (Section 6.6, page 135 draft plan) and protection and conservation (Section 8.4, 

page160 draft plan). 

As a statutory plan under the NPRMA, the draft plan is required to address the management 

objectives for the various reserve classes where they have been applied in the plan. All of 

the reserves in the TWWHA to which the draft plan applies have as a management objective 

the conservation of ‘sites or areas of cultural significance’, except historic sites where the 

management objective is the conservation of ‘sites or areas of historic cultural significance’. 

The term ‘cultural’ is not defined under the Act but has always been taken to mean both 

Aboriginal and historic heritage cultural values, hence, presumably, the distinction made in 

the management objective for historic places and sites. 

The distinction made in the draft plan that excludes historic heritage from the statement of 

cultural values has attracted comment in the representations. A number of representations 

have queried or criticised its exclusion. Given the rationale provided above it is not intended 

to include historic heritage in the statement of cultural values. However, in recognition of the 

change in approach in the draft plan, the plan would be improved by the inclusion of a 

preamble prior to the statement of values that sets out that rationale. 
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It is proposed to: 

 Set out the purpose of the value statements and the approach described above as an 

introduction. 

This approach will ensure that appropriate recognition is given to the historic heritage values 

that are part of the story of the TWWHA, but are not a primary focus of the inscription, prior 

to the values statements and will allow the reader to gain a better understanding of the 

approach to the presentation of values in the plan. 

Other representations have asserted that longstanding activities such as bushwalking should 

be considered as having a cultural value that should be recognised in the statement of 

cultural values. While it is clear that people’s engagement, such as through bushwalking or 

other activities, illustrates a level of social or community value, the views being presented 

may spring from a misunderstanding of the nature of the cultural values statement and the 

way it corresponds to the World Heritage criteria, and therefore can be addressed through 

the proposal to provide a preamble as described above. In other instances it was put forward 

on the basis that the cultural value of the activity is in some sense equivalent to Aboriginal 

cultural values and should be managed as such. This assertion is not accepted given the 

listing criteria and that the intent of the statement of cultural values is to reflect that the listing 

of the TWWHA as a World Heritage property includes three cultural criteria that relate to 

Tasmanian Aboriginal culture. Therefore other elements of cultural value in the TWWHA will 

not be added. This decision should not be interpreted as a judgement in a broader sense on 

the relative value of cultural attachments or meaning held by any individual or community. 

It is certainly recognised that for many people the TWWHA is of significance culturally or 

socially because of the extended history of particular activities to which they are attached or 

identify with or through long standing family connections. It is considered that these are 

adequately dealt with in the social and economic values statement and throughout the draft 

plan; for example bushwalking is described as a traditional activity in Section 6.4.3 (page 

127). 

Beyond the relationship between the various statements of values and where historic 

heritage fits into that approach, the adequacy of the description of historic heritage and the 

management prescriptions for its protection have also been questioned in representations. 

Historic heritage is described in Section 2.3 (page 46 draft plan) and Section 6.6 (page 135 

draft plan) while management for presentation is also described in Section 6.6 and overall 

management in Section 8.4 (page 160 draft plan). Both the draft plan and 1999 plan have as 

management priorities partnerships, community involvement, identification, assessment of 

values and protection. 
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Section 8.4 of the draft plan is proposed to be expanded to: 

 detail the major themes and components of historic heritage represented in the 

TWWHA such as: 

o places associated with early European exploration and maritime activity, such 

as the coastal environment of Cockle Creek and Recherche Bay associated 

with the visits of Bruin d’Entrecasteaux in 1792 and 1793; 

o first contact and early European settlement sites; 

o early sealing and whaling activity, at Recherche Bay and Port Davey; 

o convict stations, penal settlements and infrastructure; 

o Hydro infrastructure, such as Pumphouse Point; 

o Maatsuyker Island and its lighthouse; 

o mining enterprises, such as at Melaleuca, Pillinger and Cox Bight; 

o timber getting and forestry activity across the region and on the western 

rivers; 

o hunting, snaring and stock keeping, such as on the Central Plateau; and 

o hunting, walking and recreational huts across the region. 

It is further proposed to provide the expanded statement of values with reference to relevant 

assessment criteria for significance such as the Burra Charter, National Heritage list criteria 

and s 16 of the Historic Cultural Heritage Act 1995. As these values are also discussed in 

Section 2.3 it is proposed that this section will retain its focus on wider social aspects of 

heritage associations in the TWWHA while Section 8.4 will function as a historic heritage 

values statement. 

Section 8.4 of the draft plan is proposed to be amended to: 

 include reference to the Burra Charter as a guiding standard for the conservation of 

historic heritage values.  

Further information is proposed to be included in Section 8.4: 

 detailing the management regime utilised by PWS including the production of 

management plans, heritage assessments, interpretation, conservation works and 

the methods employed by PWS to determine conservation priorities for historic 

heritage; 

 highlighting the 16 historic heritage places in the TWWHA recognised as having 

State heritage values and which are therefore protected under the provisions of the 

Historic Cultural Heritage Act 1995, through their entry on the Tasmanian Heritage 

Register; and 
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 illustrating the manner in which the values of other historic heritage places and sites, 

that are not listed, are managed. 

The following additional management actions are proposed to be added under KDO 8.4: 

 produce or upgrade management plans for the most significant historic heritage sites 

within the TWWHA; and 

 undertake protection, conservation and interpretation works at the most significant 

historic heritage places and sites within the TWWHA. 

Cultural landscapes and aesthetic values will be identified as a component to be considered 

within the management of historic heritage (first management action for KDO 8.4, page 161 

draft plan). An aesthetics criterion has been established nationally for assessing natural and 

cultural (Aboriginal and historic) heritage significance for some time, but it was only added in 

the criteria included in the Historic Cultural Heritage Act 1995 on 1 March 2014. 

The Tasmanian Heritage Council (THC) has started a process of establishing guidelines for 

assessing aesthetic significance and consulting with the sector on them, but this work is yet 

to be completed. Because of the recent introduction of the aesthetics criterion in the Historic 

Cultural Heritage Act 1995, at a state level there has as yet been no formal assessment of 

aesthetic values of the historic heritage places within the TWWHA. 

The THC has embarked on a process of reviewing all the entries on the Heritage Register. 

This includes a review of the current entries to establish what thematic gaps exist in the 

Heritage Register and how best to fill them. This work has commenced and has included a 

focus on mountain huts, major infrastructure (such as the Great Lake Power Scheme) and 

sites associated with early European exploration. A number of places in the TWWHA have 

been listed in recent years as a result of this process. 

4.6 Requirements of the World Heritage Convention and EPBCA 

An issue raised in many representations is the extent to which the plan meets the 

requirements of the Convention, the Operational Guidelines or the EPBCA.  

Comments in relation to the Convention generally refer to Articles 4 and 5. The Convention 

is binding on the State Party (the Australian Government). However the plan, although a 

State (Tasmanian) instrument, is certainly intended to meet the obligations that arise from 

the Convention. 

Article 4 of the Convention states: 

Each State Party to this Convention recognizes that the duty of ensuring the 

identification, protection, conservation, presentation and transmission to future 
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generations of the cultural and natural heritage referred to in Articles 1 and 2 and 

situated on its territory, belongs primarily to that State. It will do all it can to this end, 

to the utmost of its own resources and, where appropriate, with any international 

assistance and co-operation, in particular, financial, artistic, scientific and technical, 

which it may be able to obtain. 

Article 5 states: 

To ensure that effective and active measures are taken for the protection, 

conservation and presentation of the cultural and natural heritage situated on its 

territory, each State Party to this Convention shall endeavor, in so far as possible, 

and as appropriate for each country:  

(a) to adopt a general policy which aims to give the cultural and natural 

heritage a function in the life of the community and to integrate the protection 

of that heritage into comprehensive planning programmes;  

(b) to set up within its territories, where such services do not exist, one or 

more services for the protection, conservation and presentation of the cultural 

and natural heritage with an appropriate staff and possessing the means to 

discharge their functions;  

(c) to develop scientific and technical studies and research and to work out 

such operating methods as will make the State capable of counteracting the 

dangers that threaten its cultural or natural heritage;  

(d) to take the appropriate legal, scientific, technical, administrative and 

financial measures necessary for the identification, protection, conservation, 

presentation and rehabilitation of this heritage; and  

(e) to foster the establishment or development of national or regional centres 

for training in the protection, conservation and presentation of the cultural and 

natural heritage and to encourage scientific research in this field.  

The requirement of Article 4 is clearly recognised and acknowledged in the draft plan 

through the management objectives and guiding Vision (Section 1.8, page 33). The 

corresponding requirements of Article 5 are met in the following ways: 

a) section 7 (page 144 draft plan) sets out a range of strategies to ensure that the 

TWWHA has a function in the life of the community as expressed in the associated 

management objectives; 
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b) this objective is met through the allocation of State and Commonwealth funds to 

DPIPWE to manage the TWWHA and is further enhanced through the proposed 

increase for resourcing in the draft plan for cultural heritage management; 

c) the draft plan identifies risks to values in Section 4 and 5 (pages 82 and 96 draft 

plan) and provides strategies to mitigate those risks; 

d) this is met through existing State and Commonwealth legislation, including the 

EPBCA, in addition to the measures in Section 4 and 5 of the draft plan for the 

identification, protection, conservation, presentation and rehabilitation of the natural 

and cultural values of the TWWHA; and  

e) this is provided principally through the ongoing development of expertise within 

DPIPWE in scientific and operational matters relevant to the protection, conservation 

and presentation of the cultural and natural heritage of the TWWHA. This is 

enhanced through the establishment of the Cultural Business Unit (CBU)1 and the 

increased resourcing of cultural heritage management. Furthermore the role of the 

CBU is to facilitate research, monitoring and evaluation (page 85 draft plan) while 

KDO 5.2 (Section 5.1.2, page 100 draft plan) establishes a TWWHA research hub 

and KDO 7.6 (Section 7.6, page 151 draft plan) supports ongoing collaborative 

research in the TWWHA. 

It is understood that comments on this issue were based upon the assertion that the plan 

does not meet these requirements because activities such as mining, commercial tourism 

and special species timber harvesting are allowed. It has been noted that the plan is not the 

statutory instrument that regulates use in the FPPFL. Further, proposed changes to the draft 

plan detailed in Section 4.2 impose a prohibition on special species timber harvesting, while 

the relevant assessment processes that are required, noting the additional requirements 

proposed in Section 4.8 below, ensure the requirements of the Convention are met in 

relation to other activities, including commercial tourism. It is also proposed that mining be 

prohibited (see Section 4.3). 

The Convention specifically requires the facilitation of presentation. This management 

requirement has to be balanced against the other management requirements of the 

Convention and again this is a matter of opinion. The management objectives of 

identification, protection, conservation and transmission are stated clearly in the plan and are 

supported by management actions. 

Presentation opportunities provided for in the plan are subject to assessment and approval 

processes, including the EPBCA, which ensure that the World Heritage and other natural 

                                                
1 The name of the CBU is proposed to be changed in the final plan, see Section 4.10 
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and cultural values of the TWWHA are not significantly impacted. Commercial tourism 

opportunities and public recreational opportunities have been further restricted by the 

proposed restrictions for the Wilderness Zone detailed in Section 4.1. However, there is 

nothing in the Convention that precludes the provision of commercial tourism and in fact it is 

acknowledged as a legitimate activity that can potentially create a range of benefits, subject 

to appropriate management. (See for example Leung, Y.-F., A. Spenceley, G. Hvenegaard 

and R. Buckley (2015) Tourism and Visitor Management in Protected Areas: Guidelines 

towards sustainability. Best Practice Protected Area Guidelines Series No. XX, Gland, 

Switzerland: IUCN) 

The Operational Guidelines provide procedures for the protection and conservation of World 

Heritage properties. Guideline 26 provides five Strategic Objectives: (1) strengthen the 

credibility of the World Heritage List; (2) ensure the effective conservation of World Heritage 

Properties; (3) promote the development of effective capacity-building in States Parties; (4) 

increase public awareness, involvement and support for World Heritage through 

communication; and (5) enhance the role of communities in the implementation of the World 

Heritage Convention. Guidelines 96 to 119 provide guidance for protection and conservation.  

It is not intended to address the extent to which the draft plan meets individual guidelines as 

this is inevitably a matter of subjective interpretation. For example, Guideline 90 states that: 

…. ‘no area is totally pristine and that all natural areas are in a dynamic state, 

and to some extent involve contact with people. Human activities, including those of 

traditional societies and local communities, often occur in natural areas. These 

activities may be consistent with the Outstanding Universal Value of the area where 

they are ecologically sustainable’. 

Guideline 119 states that 

‘World Heritage properties may support a variety of ongoing and proposed uses that 

are ecologically and culturally sustainable and which may contribute to the quality of 

life of communities concerned. The State Party and its partners must ensure that 

such sustainable use or any other change does not impact adversely on the 

Outstanding Universal Value of the property.’ 

These matters are clearly subject to interpretation and it is suggested that the draft plan, in 

concert with current State and Commonwealth legislative mechanisms for assessment and 

approval of activities in the TWWHA, ensures that presentation and use of the TWWHA is 

sustainable and that the values are protected. This assurance is further enhanced through 

the proposed changes to the draft plan in respect to wilderness management, assessment 

processes, mining and special species timber harvesting. 
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Every six years Australia, as State Party to the Convention, is invited to submit to the World 

Heritage Committee a periodic report on the application of the Convention, including the 

state of conservation of the World Heritage properties located on its territories. Periodic 

Reporting on the application of the Convention is intended to serve four main purposes, as 

outlined below: 

a) to provide an assessment of the application of the Convention by the State Party; 

b) to provide an assessment as to whether the World Heritage values of the properties 

inscribed on the World Heritage List are being maintained over time; 

c) to provide updated information about the World Heritage properties to record the 

changing circumstances and state of conservation of the properties; and 

d) to provide a mechanism for regional cooperation and exchange of information and 

experiences between States Parties concerning the implementation of the 

Convention and World Heritage conservation. 

The Operational Guidelines include obligations for the State Party to prepare reports about 

the state of conservation and the various protection measures put in place at their sites, as 

requested. These reports allow the World Heritage Committee to assess the conditions at 

the sites and, eventually, to decide on the necessity of adopting specific measures to resolve 

recurrent problems. State of Conservation reports include responses to decisions from the 

World Heritage Committee, current conservation issues and potential major restorations and 

alterations and/or new constructions within the property.  

State Parties to the World Heritage Convention are invited to inform the World Heritage 

Committee of developments that may affect the OUV of a World Heritage property 

(Guideline 172, Operational Guidelines). Australia established a notification procedure in 

November 2011 to inform the World Heritage Centre on a quarterly basis of the following 

new decisions: 

a) Controlled Actions with a trigger under s 12 of the EPBCA (World Heritage); and 

b) Withdrawal of a previously notified Controlled Action by a proponent. 

A 'Controlled Action' is a significant action that is subject to the assessment and approval 

process under the EPBCA. The EPBCA provides a rigorous assessment of proposed actions 

which may have a significant impact on World Heritage values. Reports are sent to the 

World Heritage Centre providing details of all such decisions made during the relevant 

quarter. 

For improved completeness, and a more comprehensive acknowledgement of the 

obligations of the Convention, it is proposed to: 

http://whc.unesco.org/en/soc/
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 amend the draft plan to include a section titled ‘International Reporting’ which will 

detail the reporting obligations of the State Party arising from the Convention, the 

Operational Guidelines and the EPBCA. The section will be added to Chapter 9 

(page 164 draft plan) and will detail Periodic Reporting, State of Conservation 

Reports and reporting on developments that may affect the OUV of the property. 

The EPBCA is the Commonwealth Government's central piece of environmental legislation. 

It provides a legal framework to protect and manage nationally and internationally important 

flora, fauna, ecological communities and heritage places. Representations that refer to the 

EPBCA generally suggest that the draft plan does not impose a management regime that is 

‘consistent’ with the requirements of that Act. 

The EPBCA applies to the TWWHA in three fundamental ways. The Act applies to ‘Matters 

of National Environmental Significance’ (MNES). A number of MNES such as threatened 

and migratory species are found within the TWWHA. 

Secondly, World Heritage properties (and National Heritage places) are themselves defined 

as an MNES, therefore any activity that may have a significant impact on the World Heritage 

values of the TWWHA will need to be considered under the EPBCA. 

Thirdly, Schedule 5 of the EPBCA Regulations sets out principles for the management of 

World Heritage properties and National Heritage places and sets out requirements for 

management plans. The application of the EPBCA to the TWWHA is discussed in Section 

1.5 (page 27 draft plan) and Section 3.3.3 (page 77 draft plan).  

To provide for greater clarity with respect to the application and relevance of the EPBCA and 

EPBCA Regulations, it is proposed that further detail be added to the relevant sections in the 

draft plan. Section 1.5 will include further detail on the general application of the EPBCA as 

discussed above, in addition to the information currently provided regarding the Regulations. 

In particular the application of the EPBCA to MNES other than World Heritage values will be 

added, including the role of Recovery Plans under the EPBCA. Section 3.2 (‘Table of Use’, 

page 65 draft plan) and Section 3.6 (page 81 draft plan) will be amended to include a clear 

statement on the application of the EPBCA to the uses described in that section, including 

the requirement for the direct, indirect and cumulative impacts of any proposed activity to be 

considered. The fact that the Division 4 exemptions in the EPBCA relating to forestry 

operations in regions subject to a Regional Forest Agreement do not apply in the TWWHA 

will also be included. 

Provisions on management plans and principles for National Heritage Places are set out in 

Schedule 5A and 5B (places in states and self-governing territories) of the EPBCA 

Regulations. The TWWHA was one of a suite of World Heritage properties that was added to 
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the National Heritage List in 2007. No assessment of values was undertaken as the property 

met World Heritage criteria that corresponded to National Heritage criteria. Therefore, there 

are no National Heritage values in addition to the values identified as World Heritage values. 

As such, an assessment against the criteria for management plans and principles for 

National Heritage Places is not required in the management plan and the plan is proposed to 

be amended to clarify this in Section 1.5 (page 27 draft plan). 

The Australian World Heritage management principles (Schedule 5 of the EPBCA 

Regulations) reflect the State Party’s obligations as a party to the Convention. In the same 

way that it has been asserted in representations that the draft plan does not meet the 

requirements of the Convention due to the activities potentially allowed for in the TWWHA, it 

has also been asserted in representations that the draft plan does not meet the requirements 

of the EPBCA principles relating to management of World Heritage properties. The 

additional restrictions and prohibitions proposed for inclusion in the plan in relation to 

wilderness management, use and development (including assessment processes), mining, 

and special species timber harvesting, in addition to the consideration of the management of 

areas of other tenure in the TWWHA not subject to the draft plan (see Section 4.7 below), 

further ensure that requirements relating to the protection, conservation, presentation and 

transmission of values are met through the management plan. To some degree the extent to 

which any allowable activity under the draft plan is consistent with the EPBCA Regulations 

management principles remains a subjective assessment, however, ultimately the Act itself 

is the mechanism through which an assessment can be made in this regard. 

4.7 Application of the Plan 

The issue of the application of the plan across the full extent of the TWWHA is a concern in 

many representations, particularly in relation to the FPPFL. The plan is a statutory plan 

developed in accord with the provisions of the NPRMA. Under the Act, a management plan 

may only apply to reserved land within the meaning of the NCA. Therefore there is no 

mechanism that would allow for a statutory management plan under the NPRMA to apply to 

private land, Permanent Timber Production Zone Land (PTPZL), Future Potential Production 

Forest Land (FPPFL), land vested in the Aboriginal Land Council of Tasmania or non-

reserved land vested in Hydro Tasmania. The 1999 plan also does not apply to the entire 

TWWHA for the same reasons. 

Under the NPRMA, a statutory plan can apply to conservation areas vested in a public 

authority with the agreement of that authority (s 19(7)). Within the TWWHA there are a 

number of conservation areas vested in Hydro Tasmania. Hydro Tasmania has exercised its 

right not to provide that agreement and therefore the plan cannot apply to those areas. 
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Regardless of what opinions on this issue may be held and expressed in representations, 

the extent to which the plan is applied across the TWWHA is determined by the scope of the 

law, rather than the management plan or any policy, at least in terms of the statutory 

application of the plan. 

A common issue addressed in the representations is that FPPFL should be afforded the 

reserve classification of national park to prevent mining and timber harvesting and to allow 

for the management plan to apply. It is not within the scope or statutory application of the 

management plan to alter the tenure of the FPPFL through reservation as national park or 

any other reserve class. This is a policy matter for the government of the day and ultimately 

a decision for the Parliament. Reservation of Crown Land requires the tabling of 

proclamations in Parliament in accord with the NCA. 

Similarly many representations suggest that conservation areas and regional reserves 

should have their reserve status changed to national park, again principally to remove the 

possibility of mining or timber harvesting. However, for the same reasons stated above with 

respect to the tenure of FPPFL, it is not within the scope or statutory application of the 

management plan to alter the class of reserve land to which it applies, as changing the 

reserve class is again a matter for Parliament. 

It should be noted that protection of the OUV can be achieved through the reservation of 

land as conservation area or regional reserve as the reservation allows for a management 

plan to apply. While protection of values is required in the relevant management objectives 

for these reserve classes, the ability to apply a management plan becomes the principle 

mechanism through which protection of the OUV is achieved. Management plans include a 

mechanism through which the requirements of management objectives, for example, use of 

natural resources, can be restricted or prohibited as has been proposed in this report. 

It is recognised, however, that from a public interest perspective the plan could benefit from 

additional information regarding the management of areas outside the application of the 

plan. Hydro Tasmania, for example, manages activities on land for which it is responsible in 

accord with an externally accredited environmental management system and is required to 

manage vested conservation areas in accord with the management objectives for that 

reserve class as set out in the NPRMA. 

The Tasmanian Land Conservancy holds significant tracts of private land under conservation 

covenants and has developed management plans for those properties. PTPZL is managed 

through Tasmania’s Forest Management System. FPPFL is required to be managed 

according to the management objectives set out in Schedule 3 of the Forestry (Rebuilding 

the Forest Industry) Act 2014. All of the TWWHA, including areas outside of the application 
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of the statutory management plan, is subject to the EPBCA and this includes areas for which 

extraction of natural resources is one of the management objectives. 

Chapter 1 of the draft plan is proposed to be amended to: 

 include further information on the management of land tenures outside of reserved 

land subject to the plan, including FPPFL. However, it must be noted that this 

inclusion will be for factual information only; it cannot form part of the statutory 

component of the management plan and therefore will not include any prescriptive or 

regulatory provisions. 

The proposed inclusion of this information will be in the form of a ‘TWWHA Strategic 

Management Statement’ (included as Appendix C) for areas outside the statutory application 

of the management plan that will tie together the overarching principles by which the entire 

TWWHA must be managed. This will enable the management plan to be a reference 

document for the management of the TWWHA as a whole. 

For the unallocated Crown Land classified as FPPFL, other areas of FPPFL, and PTPZL, 

notwithstanding the fact that the management plan cannot be applied in a statutory sense, 

there nonetheless remains an opportunity in the TWWHA Strategic Management Statement 

to reflect current policy positions for the management of these tenures in addition to existing 

legislative requirements. It is proposed to include in the Strategic Management Statement 

the following policy commitments that have been developed and articulated by the 

Tasmanian Government: 

 consideration to be given for reserve proclamations under the Nature Conservation 

Act 2002 to be tabled in Parliament for the area of unallocated Crown Land in the 

TWWHA, designated as FPPFL, and PTPZL; 

 consideration for other tenures designated as FPPFL to have that designation 

revoked; 

 the area of unallocated Crown Land FPPFL will be given a management zoning (and 

management overlays as required) that will come into statutory effect following any 

proclamation of any land as reserved land; this will therefore allow for the associated 

development and use provisions of the management plan to apply; 

 the management plan will provide a map of the proposed management zones and 

overlays (see Appendix C); 

 until such time as the area is reserved, FPPFL and PTPZL will be managed 

according to the relevant legislation and in a manner that will ensure protection of its 

OUV; and  
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 No commercial forestry, including special species timber harvesting, or mining will be 

permitted. 

4.8 Commercial Activities, Infrastructure and Assessment Criteria 

Representations generally raise the following issues regarding commercial tourism 

development within the TWWHA: 

 opposition to commercial tourism as a matter of principle relating to commercial use 

of a public resource; 

 appropriateness of commercial tourism within the TWWHA and possible impacts on 

values, particularly where infrastructure is required; 

 retention of restrictions in the 1999 plan; 

 the Expressions of Interest (EOI) process in relation to the management plan 

process; and 

 the assessment of EOI proposals. 

Representations addressing commercial tourism activities in the TWWHA may in many 

instances use the term ‘private’ to describe these activities. For the purposes of this 

discussion the term ‘commercial’ is employed for the sake of clarity and to differentiate from 

purely private, non-commercial rights. 

The NPRMA allows for commercial activities on reserved land. The Act requires that 

commercial activities on reserved land be undertaken in accord with a business licence (s 

38) and provides the Minister with the power to grant such a licence (s 40). The NPRMA also 

provides the Minister with the power to grant a licence or lease to occupy reserved land (s 

48). The granting of such leases and licences is a regular feature of the management and 

administration of reserved land. Given that the Act explicitly provides for commercial 

activities to occur on reserved land, fundamental questions regarding the principle of 

granting commercial entities or individuals rights or an authority to undertake commercial 

activities on reserved land is not a matter relevant to the process of formulating the 

management plan as it has been determined by Parliament. 

Similarly, again as a matter of principle, the question of the appropriateness of allowing 

commercial tourism activities within the TWWHA, as opposed to reserved land more 

generally, is also not a matter to be determined in the management plan, as there is no legal 

impediment to allowing for commercial tourism activities within reserved land that is also 

within a listed World Heritage property. 

This is not to suggest that the allowance for commercial activities on reserved land, and in 

the TWWHA specifically, is not subject to constraints, either through the NPRMA, or the 
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additional protection afforded to a World Heritage property, in particular through the EPBCA. 

There are indeed significant constraints under both Acts. Under the NPRMA, a management 

plan is the principle instrument that regulates use and sets out the circumstances under 

which these activities may be allowed for. Therefore the manner in which these activities are 

to be allowed for, including any restrictions or prohibitions, is relevant and must be 

considered through the statutory process for the formulation of the management plan. 

It is widely accepted that appropriate, high quality, values based tourism in protected areas 

can have significant economic, social and environmental benefits. This acceptance is 

reflected in Tasmania through the 200 commercial tourism operations on reserved land 

including in the TWWHA. The contribution of values based tourism in our national parks and 

reserves to the State’s vital tourism sector is highly significant and also has a positive role in 

the management and public appreciation of those areas. It is also acknowledged that, 

without careful and considered management, tourism can have negative impacts. In 

particular there is a risk that without appropriate guidance tourism activities may impact upon 

the values of a protected area. The principle challenge is to provide for appropriate levels of 

visitor use without compromising the protection of values. The management plan can 

address this challenge through the following elements: 

 an appropriate management vision and supporting management objectives; 

 a zoning and table of use system to delineate acceptable levels of use; 

 prescribed measures to increase knowledge of values and impacts; 

 rigorous assessment processes that consider individual, indirect and cumulative 

impacts; 

 provision of overarching criteria for commercial tourism; 

 specific provisions for sustainable use of particular areas, presentation of specific 

values or sustainable management for specific activities; and  

 monitoring and evaluation. 

This section provides specific responses to issues related to the Table of Use, assessments 

generally and specific criteria for commercial tourism. 

A number of representations question the potential impact of commercial tourism on the 

natural and cultural values of the TWWHA and the extent to which this is recognised and 

addressed within the plan. Any activity within the TWWHA is likely to have some impact on 

values. Commercial activities, being subject to a licence or lease, are regulated and subject 

to assessment processes, principally through the RAA process (see Section 3.1.1, page 76 

draft plan) but also potentially through a number of other applicable State and 

Commonwealth assessment and approval processes including the EPBCA. 
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The State and Commonwealth assessment processes are well established mechanisms that 

consider the full range of potential impacts and consider World Heritage values in particular. 

The application of these assessment processes to commercial tourism proposals is 

considered sufficient to ensure the protection of values. Further discussion on assessment 

processes within the plan more generally is provided below and a number of proposed 

changes are indicated that will provide added surety in response to concerns raised in the 

representations. 

The NPRMA sets out in s 27 a number of provisions that determine the contents of a 

management plan. Principally a management plan may indicate the manner in which the 

powers of the managing authority (the Director) are to be exercised and may prohibit or 

restrict the exercise of those powers. The powers of the Director are set out in s 30 of the 

Act. A management plan must also specify the manner in which any management objectives 

specified in the plan are to be achieved (s 27(1)(j)). Therefore a management plan can make 

provision for commercial use in relation, for example, to the management objective of 

national parks to encourage and provide for tourism and recreation (Schedule 1, s 1(h)). 

With respect to the Minister, the Minister must have regard to any applicable management 

plan (s 5), while s 48 of the NPRMA sets out requirements for the granting of leases or 

licences to occupy reserved land that are relevant to a management plan. 

A number of representations urged a return to the restrictions on commercial activities in the 

1999 plan, in some cases citing the inclusion in the draft plan of commercial tourism 

activities and other activities requiring a licence or lease as permitted across all zones in the 

Table of Use (Section 3.5). The 1999 plan has a policy focus on encouraging development 

outside the TWWHA but does allow for commercial operations and infrastructure within it. 

For example, private capital investment within Visitor Services Zones and Sites is permitted 

(‘New Facilities’, page 178); park accommodation, campgrounds and other built facilities are 

permitted in this zone (‘Visitor Services Zones and Sites Management Prescriptions’, page 

60). Commercial huts are permitted in the Visitor Services Zones and Sites and in the 

Recreation Zone if they meet ‘market demand and environmental conditions’ (page 59-60 

and ‘Presentation’, page 9), excluding the South West National Park and some additional 

areas (see also ‘Commercial Huts’ page 180). There is no prescribed limit provided in the 

1999 plan for the number of commercial huts in any given location. 

There are currently five commercial huts on the Overland Track with proposals through the 

EOI process for new commercial huts on both the Overland Track and the South Coast 

Track. These proposals are in a preliminary stage and have not yet progressed to a 

consideration of the required approvals, noting also that commercial huts on the South Coast 

Track are not permitted under the 1999 plan. The provision of the opportunity, subject to 
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assessment, for additional commercial huts in these locations is considered an appropriate 

element to allow for in the presentation of these areas, which is why the prohibition on 

commercial and public (see ‘Location of Huts’, page 154 and ‘Commercial Huts’, page 180, 

1999 plan) huts on the South Coast Track has been lifted in the draft plan. The Overland 

Track model, which provides both public and commercial hut options, has proven over many 

years to be both a successful and largely accepted feature of the experience of that area. It 

is also recognised that there is a limit to how many additional huts can be reasonably 

accommodated on both tracks from a cumulative social, economic and environmental 

perspective and a prescribed cap is appropriate over the life of the new plan. A cap does not 

imply that any proposal for additional huts within that limit is necessarily appropriate, all 

proposals will need to be assessed on their merits through the relevant approval processes. 

It is proposed to: 

 limit the number of commercial huts on the Overland Track to 11; and 

 limit the number of commercial huts on the South Coast Track to 6. 

The restrictions on use proposed in Section 4.1 ensure protection of the integrity of the 

TWWHA, while the provision of opportunities for sustainable values based tourism within the 

TWWHA in the remaining zones is appropriate and consistent with the management 

objectives of the TWWHA and its reserves. As such, while it is still expected that the majority 

of visitor facilities will remain around the edges or outside the TWWHA, there will remain in 

the management plan the continuation of opportunities for facilities within its boundaries. 

The inclusion in the draft plan (Table of Use, Section 3.2, page 65 draft plan) of commercial 

activities requiring a licence or lease as being permitted across all zones was intended to 

reflect what was potentially provided for under the NPRMA and was not intended to act as a 

regulatory prescription. It is acknowledged based on the content of the representations that 

this has not been widely understood and it is proposed that these provisions be removed 

from the table. The Table of Use will be more clearly linked to the provisions of the Act set 

out in s 27(1)(a) and s 27(1)(j) by providing overarching guidance on the provision of built 

infrastructure for visitor use (i.e. tourism and recreation), either commercial or public. 

In the Table of Use it is proposed to: 

 remove the reference to accommodation and infrastructure for commercial 

accommodation and replace it with ‘built infrastructure for accommodation’; and 

 replace the item ‘public huts and associated infrastructure’ and replace with ‘existing 

public huts and associated infrastructure’. 
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Proposed changes to the Table of Use are shown in Appendix B. To provide greater clarity 

around the function of the Table of Use, Section 6.8 (page 137 draft plan) will be removed 

and the text relating to the erection of buildings (page 66 draft plan) will also be removed. 

The EOI process is a new administrative process established to implement the 

Government’s policy of promoting sensitive and appropriate development in the state’s 

national parks and reserves. Proposals that are successfully considered through the EOI 

process will require a lease or licence granted by the Minister under the relevant powers 

provided in the NPRMA. The EOI process operates within and is subject to the existing 

legislative framework. The manner in which assessment of EOI proposals is undertaken is 

the prerogative of the Minister, consistent with the requirements of that framework. The 

appropriateness of the assessment process for EOI proposals in the TWWHA is not a matter 

that can be responded to in this report and no change is required to the draft plan. 

As there is no requirement for the process of formulating a management plan under the Act 

to be contingent on any process the Minister wishes to utilise in support of the exercise of his 

or her powers to grant a licence or lease, this is also not a matter that is appropriate to 

comment on and no change to the plan is required. EOI proposals will be assessed with 

regard to the management plan in place at the time a licence or lease is sought. Proposals in 

the TWWHA are currently being assessed with regard to the 1999 plan. 

A related issue to that of commercial tourism that is raised in the representations is the 

approval processes set out in the draft plan, in particular how commercial tourism proposals 

would be dealt with through those processes. Representations on this matter query the non-

statutory nature of the RAA process, how it protects the OUV of the TWWHA, and raised the 

need to set out criteria or a process within the management plan itself rather than refer to 

external processes. Some representations referred specifically to the ‘New Proposals and 

Impact Assessment Process’ set out in the 1999 plan (page 66 1999 plan) as a preferred 

approach. 

The 1999 plan provides an extensive prescriptive process for the assessment of new 

proposals in the TWWHA (‘New Proposals and Impact Assessment’, page 66 1999 plan). 

The inclusion of this process in a statutory management plan requires that it be followed for 

the life of the plan; however some elements of the prescribed process are now out of date 

and redundant (for example there is no longer a Ministerial Council or World Heritage Area 

Consultative Committee). At the time of the approval of the 1999 plan, the RAA process was 

not in place and therefore the process in the plan was specifically developed for the 

TWWHA. The RAA is a process committed to by PWS in order to meet a number of 

obligations requiring a systematic approval process for activities on all reserved land. While 
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it is non-statutory, its purpose is to support and inform decisions made under the provisions 

of the NPRMA and therefore ensure statutory obligations under the Act are met. 

The draft plan, rather than including the steps of the RAA process in the same format as the 

assessment process set out in the 1999 plan, provided a broad description and a link to a 

summary of the process (Section 3.3.1, page 76 draft plan). This was to avoid providing 

unnecessary text for a process already in place and summarised in a public document and 

to avoid an overly prescriptive approach which would potentially not allow for the adaptive 

improvement of the RAA process as it is applied in the TWWHA. 

As the RAA is non-statutory, including it either verbatim or in a modified form in the 

management plan runs the risk of creating two assessment processes, as the form that it 

takes in the management plan cannot be altered without amending the plan and it must be 

followed in that form regardless of any changes to the reserve-wide, non-statutory process. 

While this may be viewed as a measure providing certainty, it does not allow for adaptive 

improvement of the process and therefore has the potential to create inconsistency across 

the reserve estate managed by PWS. It is considered preferable to provide overarching 

requirements for any RAA (or any future form it may take) in the TWWHA in order to ensure 

that the particular management requirements of the TWWHA as a World Heritage property 

are met over the life of the plan. 

However, on the basis of concerns raised in the representations, for information purposes it 

is proposed to: 

 add to Section 3.3.1 (page 76 draft plan) a graphical representation of the RAA 

process for information purposes, similar to the graphic provided in the 1999 plan 

showing the ‘New Proposals and Impact Assessment Process’ (page 67 1999 plan). 

In response to concerns raised regarding the need for specific criteria to apply to 

assessment of proposals in the TWWHA, in particular to ensure protection of the OUV of the 

TWWHA, it is also proposed to amend Section 3.3.1 (page 76 draft plan) to include a series 

of criteria that must be addressed in any RAA, or any subsequent equivalent assessment 

process, applied to activities in the TWWHA. 

The proposed criteria are: 

 the assessment process must identify the World Heritage values likely to be affected 

by the proposal; 

 the assessment process must identify how those values might be affected; 

 the assessment process must consider direct, indirect and cumulative impacts on 

World Heritage values; 
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 the assessment process must consider the social and environmental benefits and 

impacts of the proposal; 

 the assessment process must consider appropriate monitoring and compliance 

measures; and 

 the assessment process must consider provision of public consultation based on the 

scale and nature of the proposal. 

Further, in response to concerns raised in the representations regarding the need to impose 

specific criteria on commercial tourism proposals, it is proposed to add a Section 

‘Commercial Tourism’ in Section 6 (‘Presentation’, page 112 draft plan). This section will set 

out criteria which must be met as a precondition for the approval of any commercial tourism 

proposal. The inclusion of specific criteria will assist in determining if the proposal is 

consistent with protection of values and the objective of providing diverse and high quality 

values based experiences as the basis of the presentation of the TWWHA. The criteria will 

ensure clarity of expectation in terms of the requirements for commercial tourism in the 

TWWHA. It will also be made explicit that ‘private lodges’, as opposed to commercial 

accommodation, will not be permitted (apart from existing leases). 

It is proposed to include the following criteria for commercial tourism proposals: 

1. must describe how the experience is based on the values and features of the 

TWWHA; 

2. must submit a case for why the proposal should be situated within reserved land and 

address compatibility with existing services and infrastructure; 

3. must describe how the proposal will contribute to the guiding Vision and 

management objectives for the TWWHA as articulated in the management plan; 

4. must describe how potential impacts on the legitimate enjoyment and experience by 

others of TWWHA features and values will be managed; 

5. must describe how it will be constructed and/or operate in a manner compatible with 

the protection and conservation of World Heritage and other values; 

6. must incorporate environmentally sustainable operational practices and the use of 

environmentally ‘best practice’ goods and technologies; 

7. must detail any external costs resulting from the proposal including ongoing 

monitoring and compliance; and 

8. must demonstrate economic viability. 

In summary, tourism in the TWWHA requires a management regime that provides for 

appropriate visitor use based on a diverse range of high quality, values based, experiences 

while ensuring the protection of values. It requires an understanding of those values so that 
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planning and management is based on the best available science and information. It must 

ensure that there is certainty of expectations on the part of all stakeholders regarding where 

and under what circumstances visitor use, including commercial tourism, is to be provided 

and how it is to be assessed. It must provide for appropriate levels of engagement and 

participation. It should be based on a strategic approach while also allowing for management 

adaptation and responsiveness to changing circumstances. That management regime is 

provided through the following elements: 

 overarching legislation and legal obligations; principally the NPRMA, EPBCA and the 

World Heritage Convention; 

 vision statement and supporting management objectives set out in the management 

plan; 

 regulation of use through the zoning and associated use provisions of the 

management plan; 

 improved understanding and protection of values through the management actions 

provided in the management plan; 

 assessment processes including the proposed criteria specific to the TWWHA; 

 the proposed criteria for commercial tourism in the TWWHA; 

 provision in the management plan of specific provisions for sustainable use (for 

example Port Davey – Bathurst Harbour); 

 the Tourism Master Plan; 

 monitoring and evaluation provisions of the management plan;  

 site plans and recreation zone plans; and 

 applicable policies and guidelines (i.e. Walking Track Classification System, 

Reserves Standards Framework, Cave Access Policy). 

4.9 Aircraft and Jet Skis 

There is no capacity under the NPRMA, and therefore any management plan, to regulate the 

use of airspace over reserved land. Regulation of over flights is limited to the voluntary ‘fly 

neighbourly’ code of practice which is generally adhered to by commercial operators who 

conduct operations in the TWWHA. However, aircraft landings on reserved land are 

regulated through the NPRMA Regulations and any management plan and there is capacity 

through the granting of landing authorities to identify preferred flight paths. 

Aircraft landings and associated operations can be considered as two distinct groups: (i) 

management operations, and (ii) commercial operations. Commercial aircraft operations on 

reserved land require a lease or licence from the Minister, while all aircraft landings require 

authority from the Director under the NPRMA Regulations. The discussion provided above in 
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Section 4.8 in relation to commercial activities generally is relevant to commercial aircraft 

operations. 

The 1999 plan allows for floatplane landings for ‘recreational purposes’ on Macquarie 

Harbour, Port Davey, selected parts of Bathurst Harbour, Lake Pedder, Lake St Clair 

(contingent on results of a survey of visitors) and parts of the lower Gordon River (page 

135). The 1999 plan allows for an additional 3 sites for commercial floatplanes or helicopter 

landings subject to investigation and a number of conditions. No limit on the number of 

landings was prescribed. Landings are not permitted in the Wilderness Zone. At the time 

Melaleuca was not in the TWWHA; however allowance was made for extension of the 

runway as part of management measures included in the 1999 plan for additional areas 

(page 205). 

The draft plan retained the named sites from the 1999 plan and provided additional specific 

sites, many with a capped annual limit of landings (Section 6.3.3, page 120 draft plan). The 

allowance for the extension of the Melaleuca runway was retained. Landing sites identified in 

the draft plan either have existing infrastructure or would not require any and no provision for 

infrastructure was included in the opportunity for landing sites provided in the draft plan. 

The majority of representations raising the issue of aircraft access to the TWWHA as 

prescribed in the draft plan are opposed to it to some degree, although there is support for 

increased access opportunities provide by aircraft, particularly from the tourism industry. 

However there is a spectrum of opinion with regards to what is considered an appropriate 

level of aircraft access. Many representations oppose any aircraft landings anywhere in the 

TWWHA, which would therefore be taken to include those allowed for under the 1999 plan, 

in addition to Melaleuca. Alternatively, representations call for either a tightening of current 

restrictions (for example, excluding Port Davey) or the retention of the provisions in the 1999 

plan. Representations also often name some of the additional sites nominated in the draft 

plan as being inappropriate. 

It should be noted that a number of landing sites nominated in the draft plan and referred to 

in some representations as inappropriate are not new sites prescribed in the draft plan as 

they would also be possible sites under the 1999 plan. These include Lakes Petrarch, Ina, 

Olive and Rotuli, the Lake St Clair helipad and the Walls of Jerusalem (not within Central 

Walls, 500 m of Dixons Kingdom or the Wild Dog Creek campsite) and, in some 

representations, Port Davey, as these sites are not contained within the Wilderness Zone of 

the 1999 plan. 

Objections to aerial access are generally on the basis that it intrudes into the experience of 

solitude sought in the TWWHA, that it presents an ecological risk and a general view that 
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aerial access is incompatible with managing wilderness values. The latter view is often a 

broad view of wilderness and not necessarily linked to the management zones.  

Solitude and remoteness from modern life is recognised as an important social value of the 

TWWHA and part of the experience sought by many visitors. Some users also object to 

others accessing areas that they may consider ‘hard won’ through days of walking or rafting. 

The impact of aircraft landing in this context is subjective, but it was considered in the draft 

plan which did not allow for aerial access to remote areas with relatively high use such as 

the Western Arthurs or areas with a high recreational use such as the Western Lakes around 

the popular Nineteen Lagoons system. For example, to allow for opportunities for aerial 

access for remote fishing experiences, sites were limited to the southern Central Plateau 

lakes where visitation is considered low. Similarly, a limited number of landings in the 

Frankland Range were considered acceptable due to its low use. It is acknowledged that 

while some users may tolerate some access to some areas many do not accept that any 

aerial or mechanised access should be tolerated. 

In terms of ecological impact the risk associated with aerial access is considered low. 

Commercial aircraft landings are regulated though licence conditions determined via the 

assessment process. These conditions can include any necessary biosecurity measures. 

The number of flights and landings sites is known and monitoring and compliance can be 

readily undertaken. The risk also needs to be viewed against the biosecurity risk posed by 

unregulated access to the TWWHA. 

The key feature of wilderness in the context of the values of the TWWHA is the existence of 

large expanses of remote country where natural processes are largely unaltered and the role 

this consequently plays in the protection of the values in those areas and the integrity of the 

property, and therefore its OUV. The impact on wilderness values of aerial access is largely 

social, as floatplane and helicopter access does not require infrastructure nor does it have 

any impact on the role of wilderness in the integrity of natural processes. It is nonetheless 

recognised that there is a view that aerial access is incompatible with the notion of 

wilderness regardless of the presence or absence of other users or lack of impact on the 

tangible values of wilderness. 

Representations in support of aerial access often suggest some limits on it, either spatially or 

temporally, while providing in principle support for the opportunities provided by it. The 

Tourism Industry Council of Tasmania (representation 7281) is supportive of the aerial 

access provided in the draft plan and notes the opportunity it provides for people to 

appreciate the TWWHA in a short space of time or where they may be physically unable to 

enjoy the area through other means. 
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Fundamentally, in considering the issue of whether any aerial access should be allowed 

anywhere in the TWWHA, provision of some opportunities for visitors to enjoy and 

experience the values of the TWWHA by accessing the area in aircraft is considered 

appropriate and is what either already occurs at a small number of locations or is provided 

for under the 1999 plan. Aerial access is considered entirely consistent with presentation of 

the TWWHA and the protection and conservation of its values provided it is appropriately 

managed. 

Aerial access will always need to be viewed as an activity within the TWWHA subject to 

restrictions. The granting of a licence or lease by the Minister and the granting of an 

authority by the Director require assessment on each individual occasion and this 

assessment will include consideration of social impacts, as explicitly required in the 

proposed assessment changes discussed in Section 4.8 above. 

The draft plan will not be amended to exclude aircraft. However, on consideration of the 

representations, the identification of specific sites in the draft plan that may not be used may 

lead to uncertainty amongst users of those areas and also have a degree of inflexibility. It is 

proposed that aircraft landings will be determined on the basis of the management zones 

rather than through the provision of specific sites. In response to concerns regarding impact 

on the wilderness recreational values of the TWWHA, and consistent with the intent of the 

proposed changes set out in Section 4.1, commercial aircraft landings will be prohibited in 

the proposed Wilderness Zone (management flights and landings are discussed below). 

Consistent with the consideration of the sites provided in the draft plan, and in response to 

specific site issues raised in representations, some prohibitions on landings in particular 

locations is considered appropriate and these outlined below. It is proposed that the 

provision of commercial aircraft opportunities will be based on the following approach: 

 aircraft landings will be permitted in the Visitor Services Zone, Recreation Zone and 

Self-Reliant Recreation Zone; 

 within the Self-Reliant Recreation Zone landing sites will be limited to 5; 

 no landings will be permitted in the Wilderness Zone; 

 aircraft landings will not be permitted in the Recreation Zone adjacent to Lake 

Augusta in the Central Plateau Conservation Area (the area generally known as the 

‘Nineteen Lagoons’ system), in the Eastern and Western Arthur Range above 300 m 

in elevation, at Lake Rhona, in the Anne Range or in the Walls of Jerusalem National 

Park within the Central Walls area or within 500 m of the Wild Dog Creek campsite; 

 aircraft landings will not be permitted within the Self-Reliant Recreation Zone of the 

Franklin River; 
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 float plane landings in Port Davey - Bathurst Harbour will be limited to the Motorised 

Vessel Overlay with disembarkation limited to shoreline within the Recreation Zone; 

  resupply and maintenance of commercial huts and standing camps by helicopter, 

including the use of long lines, is permitted; 

 helicopter use for resupply must be minimised and landings must be at the nearest 

practical location to the hut or standing camp;  

 except for the purposes of resupply of huts or standing camps as provided above, 

landings will not be permitted within 200 m of the Overland Track (including side 

tracks), Frenchmans Cap Track or the South Coast Track;  

 no authorisation under s28(1)(b) of the NPRMA Regulations will be provided directly 

under the management plan for aircraft landings; each landing site will require 

approval by the Director (in addition to a lease or licence from the Minister); and  

 commercial aircraft landings will be subject to monitoring and evaluation as a 

condition of operation. 

Section 6.3.3 and the Table of Use are proposed to be amended accordingly. 

Aircraft operations for management purposes typically comprise helicopter operations in 

remote areas for the purposes of infrastructure maintenance and construction (for example 

track work), research and monitoring activities, servicing of huts and toilets, fire 

management, compliance and search and rescue. Section 6.3.3 will be amended to 

specifically allow for these activities subject to an authority from the Director, with the 

exception of emergency operations. In addition, aircraft landings for management purposes 

within the Wilderness Zone will be required to be minimised. Use of aircraft consistent with 

achieving the outcome prescribed in KDO 4.7 (Section 4.5, page 90 draft plan) will be 

considered to be for management purposes. 

A high proportion of representations object to the allowed use of jet skis in the draft plan. 

Generally the use of jet skis is viewed as incompatible with wilderness values, protection of 

values and the experience of quiet and solitude sought by many in the TWWHA. In the draft 

plan, jet skis are restricted to Port Davey and Macquarie Harbour within the Motorised 

Vessel Overlay. Under the 1999 plan, no distinction is made between jet skis and other 

motorised vessels and therefore jet skis are permitted anywhere within the Motorised 

Boating Area defined in that plan.  

Although it is acknowledged that this is an issue of concern raised in many presentations, 

there is collectively little evidence presented that suggests the use of jet skis presents a 

specific risk to either the values of the TWWHA or the legitimate enjoyment of its values by 

other users beyond that posed by users of other types of motorised vessels. Representation 
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7134 makes a reasonable case that there is no basis to discriminate between jet skis and 

other motorised vessels in terms of noise or any other impact, based on technical 

specifications for jet skis and that jet skis are governed by the same regulations as any 

motorised boat in relation to issues such as speed limits and safety requirements. 

Use of vessels in the TWWHA can be regulated through the NPRMA Regulations (s 23 

NPRMA Regulations) by imposing conditions. In addition, the management plan provides a 

mechanism that allows for the Motorised Vessel Overlay and its prescriptions to be altered. 

Therefore if the use of any vessels in a given area is impacting on values or other users that 

use may be either restricted or prohibited. The allowance in the management plan for jet ski 

use does not preclude subsequent management actions to address any issue that may arise 

in the future. 

It is therefore proposed to: 

 remove jet skis (‘personal powered watercraft’) as a separate use from the Table of 

Use (Section 3.2, page 65 draft plan) and from the Motorised Vessel Overlay 

prescriptions (Section 3.1.2.1, page 60 draft plan). 

4.10 Role of PWS and Funding of PWS/TWWHA Management 

A common suggestion, based perhaps on the Wilderness Society campaign representation 

(representation 1-1562), is that the PWS will be sidelined as a decision making body. In 

particular the following are seen as the key elements of the draft plan that override the role 

of the PWS as land manager of the TWWHA: 

 The Tourism Master Plan; 

 The Cultural Business Unit (CBU); and 

 The EOI assessment panel. 

The Tourism Master Plan (Section 6, page 113 draft plan) is intended to provide a strategic 

and coherent framework for the presentation of values across the whole TWWHA. The 

Master Plan will allow for future planning of the presentation of the TWWHA and will provide 

guidance on the efficient use of resources in the presentation of the TWWHA to ensure the 

best possible visitor experience. The need for a strategic approach was recognised in the 

1999 plan (KDO 6.1, page 120) which recommended a Recreation and Tourism Strategy. 

Although the Strategy was never completed, the need remains for this approach to be 

pursued given the varied nature of the TWWHA and the need to efficiently direct resources 

towards facilities, experiences, interpretation and promotion for the presentation of values. 

The Tourism Master Plan is not intended to put into place any policy or other arrangement 

that would alter the role of the PWS. In particular the managing authority under the NPRMA 
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for reserved land in the TWWHA is the Director and this remains the case regardless of the 

development of the Tourism Master Plan or any other plan or policy such as those that have 

been developed to date, for example, the Cave Access Policy. 

The Tourism Master Plan is intended to be a presentation planning document, not an 

instrument of regulation, and would not and cannot confer decision making powers or 

responsibilities away from the Director and consequently PWS. Those decision making 

powers in turn are required to be exercised according to any restrictions or prohibitions put in 

place through the management plan. While the Tourism Master Plan would be expected to 

provide additional guidance on the matters considered within the management plan, for 

example, visitor infrastructure in a given area, the management plan is the primary 

instrument through which activities in the TWWHA must be regulated. 

A similar tourism plan has been developed for Kakadu National Park; it is clear in that plan 

that it is made under the relevant management plan and meets the principles of 

management established within it. A similar approach is envisaged for the Tourism Master 

Plan for the TWWHA. While commercial tourism is only a component of the Tourism Master 

Plan, the master plan would be expected to provide some context to the additional 

requirements proposed in Section 4.8 for commercial tourism. 

Some representations suggest that the CBU will also sideline PWS management (noting that 

the Wilderness Society Campaign representation does not name the CBU but does refer to 

‘other new bodies’). The CBU is intended to redress an imbalance in the management of the 

TWWHA whereby there are a number of specialists in areas of natural values management 

(for example geomorphology, zoology, botany) working extensively in the management of 

TWWHA but there are no equivalent positions dedicated to the management of Aboriginal 

cultural values in the TWWHA. This lack of specialist Aboriginal heritage staff for the 

TWWHA was identified in the State of the TWWHA report No. 1 in 2004 but does not appear 

to have been substantially addressed since that report was published. Addressing this 

shortcoming will be a principle role of the CBU. 

The CBU is also intended to perform a facilitation role for Aboriginal people in order to 

implement the cultural heritage provisions of the plan. The CBU is not an autonomous 

organisation nor will it have independent decision making powers. It is proposed to initially 

be a unit within the structure of DPIPWE that will support the Director in implementing best 

practice management of the TWWHA in the same way as there are other functional groups 

within DPIPWE that contribute to its management within their areas of expertise. The 

existence of specialist units within DPIPWE that contribute to management of the TWWHA is 
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normal practice and has been for a considerable period of time. No change to the plan is 

required. 

In response to representations questioning the naming of the CBU (see for example 

representation 7034), it is proposed to replace the term ‘Cultural Business Unit’ in the final 

plan by reference to a generic ‘TWWHA Cultural Values Management Unit’, whose function 

will be as described in the draft plan for the CBU but whose name will not be prescribed in 

the management plan, instead being an administrative matter for the Secretary of DPIPWE 

at any given time. 

The context for the assessment panel for the EOI is described in Section 4.8. The panel has 

been established to advise the Minister on which proposals it considers should be invited to 

proceed through into stage 1 and 2 of the EOI process. It supports the exercise of the 

Minister’s powers to grant licences and leases to applicants identified through the EOI 

process and is not a matter relevant to the formulation of the management plan. The 

existence of the assessment panel does not alter the statutory role of the Director or the 

operational role of the PWS. No change is required. 

Another issue raised in relation to the role of the PWS is that of funding. A recurrent theme is 

that either PWS is generally underfunded or requires additional funding to properly manage 

and monitor increased commercial development. While the KDOs in the draft plan require 

allocation of resources to ensure those outcomes are met, budget allocations to the PWS 

are not a matter that can be prescribed in a management plan. 

The Director is required to manage the area in the TWWHA subject to the management plan 

in such a way as to give effect to it (s 30(1)(a)) and will allocate appropriate resources to its 

implementation. The management plan implements an adaptive management regime based 

on a monitoring and evaluation framework. This framework will allow for ongoing 

assessment of management effectiveness, including the management plan. No change to 

the draft plan is required. 

The Australian and Tasmanian Governments have jointly contributed to the costs of 

management of the property since 1983. The Commonwealth currently provides $3.4 million 

per year of baseline funding which is matched by the Tasmanian Government and this is 

done through a five-yearly funding arrangement. In addition the Australian Government has 

recently announced an additional $10.2 million over the next four years to assist in 

strengthening the protection, conservation, presentation and rehabilitation of the TWWHA 

and in particular those areas that were added in 2013. This includes: 
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 an annual payment of $1.5 million per year until 2018, indexed to inflation, to support 

the Tasmanian Government’s increased and ongoing management responsibilities 

following the boundary extension; 

 a payment of $575,000 to undertake further investigation of the cultural values of the 

TWWHA; and 

 a one-off payment of $3.2 million in the 2015/16 financial year to address identified 

priority issues such as road safety and biosecurity concerns including the spread of 

invasive species, pests and pathogens. 

The Tasmanian Government has also committed $2 million towards upgrading the South 

Coast Track and a further $8 million over two years for the reserve estate as a whole for high 

priority maintenance and infrastructure including assets located within the TWWHA. 

It has been suggested in some representations that the plan was not developed using the 

expertise of the PWS and that it should be redrafted using that expertise in addition to 

expertise in nature conservation. The Director is responsible for the management of the 

reserved land in the TWWHA subject to the management plan and this is legislated under 

the NPRMA. The Director is also responsible for the preparation of draft management plans 

(s 20(2)). The Director of National Parks and Wildlife is currently the Secretary of DPIPWE, 

of which the PWS is a division. 

The development of the draft plan utilised the full range of expertise available within 

DPIPWE, including that within the PWS. In particular, the PWS Manager Planning Services 

and the World Heritage Planner dedicated 15 per cent and 25 per cent of their time 

respectively to the formulation of the plan. Other contributions to the draft plan were made by 

PWS staff with expertise in fire management, operational responsibilities, compliance, visitor 

services and community engagement, in addition to PWS senior management. Also within 

DPIPWE there is considerable scientific expertise amongst staff in the Natural and Cultural 

Heritage Division working in natural and cultural values management in the TWWHA. The 

natural values statement and associated management section were developed largely 

through the contribution of these staff. 

With respect to ongoing management of the TWWHA, the PWS is the operational manager 

of the state reserves in the TWWHA for which the Director is the managing authority (s 

29(1)). There is appropriate scientific and technical expertise within PWS and DPIPWE as a 

whole to support management of the TWWHA and this is strengthened by the draft plan 

which increases specialist capacity within DPIPWE.  
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4.11 Fire 

Fire management is recognised in the draft plan as a key challenge. The fire management 

sections within the plan were developed by staff within DPIPWE with considerable collective 

experience in fire management and expertise in the role of fire in the management of the 

ecosystems of the TWWHA. Fire was raised as a matter of concern in numerous 

representations. The great majority of representations that raise fire management as an 

issue make identical or near identical points using similar language. These representations 

appear to borrow from the Wilderness Society online ‘submission guide’ and campaign 

representation (representation 1-1562). 

The Wilderness Society campaign representation suggests that the draft plan has a fire 

policy which ‘lacks consistency’ and that ‘precaution’ should underpin recommendations. 

Comments on fire in some instances are provided under the title ‘A Dangerously Confused 

Fire Policy’, reflecting the Wilderness Society submission guide made available online. 

However the campaign representation does not provide any detail, such as specific 

references to relevant sections or pages in the draft plan, or offer other evidence to support 

the assertion, nor are alternative management options supported by evidence suggested. It 

is therefore difficult to identify how the draft plan could be altered in response to the 

representation. 

The Wilderness Society representation does state that protecting rainforests and other 

sensitive vegetation from fire must be an explicit objective of management. The vulnerability 

of some vegetation communities is identified in Section 5.2 of the draft plan. KDO 5.4 

(Section 5.2.1, page 102 draft plan) states that: ‘fire-sensitive and fire-dependent values are 

protected from inappropriate fire regimes using best available knowledge as a basis for 

planning’. This objective statement meets the suggestion in the representation and no 

change to the draft plan is required. 

The representation suggests that a precautionary approach to the use of fire, particularly in 

an era of climate change, is required. It is agreed that this should be an important principle 

guiding fire management. However, if the intent of the statement is to suggest that the draft 

plan is not precautionary, it is rejected. The draft plan, in Section 5.1.2, acknowledges that 

knowledge gaps about the ecological role of fire in the management of the ecosystems of 

the TWWHA exist and KDO 5.3 reflects the need for these gaps to be addressed. Section 

8.1 acknowledges the importance of contemporary information and adaptive management. 

KDO 8.1 (Section 8.1, page 157 draft plan) requires integrated planned burning for the 

management of natural values and processes. 
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It is well understood that some natural values require protection from fire and that this may 

be best achieved by appropriate burning of surrounding fire-dependent ecosystems. Section 

8.1 also acknowledges the role in fire management of a number of key policies and planning 

documents developed by the PWS, including the Regional Strategic Fire Management 

Plans. These represent the considerable collective experience and expertise of the PWS 

which is underpinned by a significant body of work undertaken over a number of years. 

These policies and strategies are inherently precautionary, including in terms of safety 

considerations for personnel, while recognising that decisions must be made based on 

current knowledge. They also place an emphasis on review and adaptive management. 

The draft plan largely builds on these advances achieved by PWS in fire management 

policy, planning and operational procedures since the 1999 plan was approved, in particular 

the development of the Regional Fire Management Strategies and the development of the 

Bushfire Risk Assessment Model. These developments have been undertaken in part as a 

result of the prescriptions in the 1999 plan. The draft plan also utilises the now considerable 

body of knowledge resulting from scientific investigations into the role of fire in the natural 

values management of the TWWHA, largely undertaken by the Natural and Cultural Heritage 

Division (NCH) of DPIPWE in collaboration with PWS. 

Management effort in fire management is ongoing and in the current financial year $650,000 

has been allocated to fire management planning in the TWWHA which involves: 

 development of fire emergency response plans; 

 implementation of a fire management strategy for button grass burning, the objective 

of which is to reduce risk of large of bushfires in the TWWHA, minimise the impact on 

fire sensitive vegetation and promote habitat for the orange-bellied parrot; 

 implementation of a fire management strategy for montane grasslands, the objective 

of which is to maintain biodiversity in montane grasslands; 

 continued development and implementation of a consistent approach to fire 

management planning, that addresses bushfire risk to land managed by the PWS 

through a risk management system to assess, identify and prioritise and manage the 

risk posed by bushfire hazard; 

 operational strategies and tactics for prevention, preparedness, response and 

recovery accounting for environmental and cultural considerations; 

 ongoing monitoring and modelling of changes in ignition patterns (lightning) and 

impact of fire as a result of climate change; 

 accurate mapping of areas burnt by large bushfires in the TWWHA to ensure that the 

long-term and cumulative effect of bushfires on biodiversity is better understood, 
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particularly for fire-sensitive vegetation such as rainforest and alpine communities; 

and 

 ongoing operational activities to minimise the negative impact of bushfire on people 

and values (natural, cultural and built), both within and external to the TWWHA. 

The fire management sections of the plan were developed by both NCH and PWS staff who 

continue to lead this work. Both these groups continue to develop new approaches in the 

adaptive management of fire in the TWWHA2.  

The policies and plans referred to in the draft plan (Section 8.1, page 156) are precautionary 

and emphasise protection of values within the broad legal and management responsibilities 

of the PWS. The development of a holistic fire plan for the TWWHA under the draft plan will 

build on the considerable progress to date in fire management in the TWWHA. It is not 

considered that a change to the draft plan is required. 

4.12 Aboriginal Consultation 

The TWWHA is listed on the basis of satisfying seven of the possible ten criteria for World 

Heritage properties. Three of these criteria relate specifically to Tasmanian Aboriginal 

cultural values. In recognition of the importance of the TWWHA to Tasmanian Aboriginal 

people, the TWWHA project team developed a stand-alone communications and 

engagement strategy to encourage the broadest possible involvement from Aboriginal 

people in the development of the draft Plan. 

An inclusive and equitable process was implemented to provide Tasmanian Aboriginal 

organisations and individuals who have an interest in the management of the TWWHA with 

an opportunity to contribute to the content of the draft plan. The key foundation of that 

process was that it sought input from organisations and individuals by inviting them to 

discuss their desired level of engagement and consultation in the development of the plan. 

The TWWHA project team included a full-time Aboriginal Community Liaison Officer who 

was the central point of contact for Aboriginal people. 

The project team obtained a list of Tasmanian Aboriginal community groups and individuals 

from the Tasmanian Office of Aboriginal Affairs (OAA). OAA is responsible for maintaining a 

list of recognised Tasmanian Aboriginal organisations. In addition to the list supplied, other 

organisations such as the then interim Aboriginal Heritage Council (now the Aboriginal 

                                                

2 See DPIPWE (2015) Fire Regimes for Nature Conservation in the Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area. Natural and 

Cultural Heritage Division, Department of Primary Industries Parks Water and Environment, Hobart, Nature Conservation 

Report Series 15/2. 
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Heritage Council), and other potentially interested Aboriginal people who were identified as 

important stakeholders by OAA, were also consulted. 

Each group/individual was sent an initial information package that included a complete copy 

of the 1999 TWWHA management plan and an information sheet outlining the Tasmanian 

Aboriginal community engagement strategy the project team was seeking to follow. This 

resulted in approximately 25 Aboriginal organisations and individuals being sent the 

engagement package. The interim Aboriginal Heritage Council was briefed on a number of 

occasions and provided initial advice that, as a minimum, the Tasmanian Aboriginal Centre 

(TAC), the Aboriginal Land Council of Tasmania (ALCT), the South East Tasmanian 

Aboriginal Corporation (SETAC) and the Tasmanian Aboriginal Land and Sea Council 

(TALSC) should be consulted. These groups are all on the OAA list and were consulted. 

The project team also met with representatives from some of the larger Aboriginal 

organisations, including the TAC and the ALCT, and made presentations to these 

organisations. A series of focus groups and two field trips into the TWWHA were organised 

by the Aboriginal Community Liaison Officer following requests from Aboriginal people and 

these events were used to further engage and inform the draft plan. 

The project team also engaged an Aboriginal heritage consultant who undertook further 

consultation and developed a discussion paper that was then also circulated to all the 

groups/individuals that had been sent the original information package. This discussion 

paper outlined a number of issues that had been raised during the initial consultation and 

asked Aboriginal people to provide ideas about the tangible and intangible Aboriginal 

heritage values of the TWWHA, threats to these values and how they should be managed 

into the future. It was explained that this information would then be used to inform the 

Aboriginal cultural values section of the draft plan. 

A final report was then prepared for the project team utilising submissions generated through 

the discussion paper, and through any informal submission made to the TWWHA 

management plan project team with respect to managing Aboriginal cultural values. The 

report also drew on existing archaeological knowledge of values. 

During the public representation period, and on the basis of advice from the interim 

Aboriginal Heritage Council, the project team conducted a series of regional meetings to 

provide opportunities for Aboriginal people to come in and discuss the draft plan and ask any 

questions concerning the content of the plan or the process for making a representation. 

Some representations suggest that the consultation process was inequitable in that only the 

views of selected organisations and individuals were sought, so as to align with a 

predetermined content, while ‘peak’ organisations (sometimes not identified), and in 
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particular the TAC, were not consulted. While it is the content of the draft plan, rather than 

the processes utilised in determining its content, that is the subject of this report, if 

unanswered those criticisms potentially undermine the content of the draft plan relating to 

cultural heritage management and so are addressed here. 

It is not the case that the offer of engagement was restricted in any way to accord with the 

expected views of invitees; the offer was broad, equitable and extended to the peak 

Tasmanian Aboriginal organisations, including the TAC. Further, engagement was based on 

advice provided by the Office of Aboriginal Affairs, and therefore was consistent with 

government policy. It is important to note the difference between the provision of an 

opportunity to be engaged in the process of developing the draft plan and any acceptance of 

that opportunity. The decision of organisations and individuals to elect not to actively 

participate through consultation in the development of the draft plan is respected. However, 

this should not imply that those who chose to participate were in any way deliberately 

targeted to the exclusion of the opportunity for others to participate. 

4.13 West Coast User Issues 

A number of representations from residents of the West Coast raise issues that relate to 

specific uses and locations. These are: 

 the area to the immediate west and north west of Lake King William that was 

included in the TWWHA as national park through the minor boundary extension in 

2013 should be a conservation area or regional reserve and all activities that were 

undertaken by users in this area (and other areas further to the east near Clarence 

Lagoon that are now conservation area) prior to its inclusion in the TWWHA should 

be allowed to continue; 

 the speed limit of 5 knots applied in the draft plan to private vessels over 4.2 m on 

the Gordon River is an unnecessary restriction and will make the upper areas of the 

river inaccessible to users of vessels equipped for day use only; 

 companion dogs should be allowed in the Macquarie Harbour Historic Site and Farm 

Cove Game Reserve; and 

 the prohibition on night netting in Macquarie Harbour in the Table of Use (Section 

3.2, page 65 draft plan) should be removed or restricted to certain depths. 

Prior to the 2013 minor boundary extension the area to the west and north west of Lake King 

William and the area to the south and east of Clarence Lagoon was designated as State 

Forest and managed by Forestry Tasmania. These areas, in particular the western shore 

area of Lake King William, were popular areas for camping and other uses compatible with 

the land tenure. This included hunting and fishing, open fires, the presence of dogs, and the 
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collection of firewood for campfires and for some domestic use. The areas include a number 

of roads and vehicle tracks that were utilised and which in some instances are suitable only 

for four wheel drives. There are three huts located in this area. 

Reserve classes within the 2013 minor boundary extension were determined through the 

processes put in place under the Tasmanian Forest Agreement Act 2013. The area to the 

west and north west of Lake King William was absorbed into the Franklin – Gordon Wild 

Rivers National Park. The area south and east of Clarence Lagoon is now part of the Central 

Plateau Conservation Area. A management plan is not the instrument that determines 

reserve class; this is a matter for Parliament. These areas now need to be managed in 

accord with the relevant management objectives associated with the particular reserve class. 

If the reserve class is changed in the future, this will need to be accounted for in future 

management plans or through an amended plan. 

The draft plan recognises previous use within the area of the 2013 minor boundary 

extension and allows for its continuation wherever possible, consistent with the protection of 

World Heritage and other natural and cultural values. Fundamentally it has to be 

acknowledged that prior use did not preclude these areas from being accepted as having 

World Heritage values. This issue is principally dealt with in Section 6.7 (page 136 draft 

plan). This section has an associated management action (for KDO 6.12, page 137 draft 

plan) to identify issues arising from tenure changes within the 2013 minor boundary 

extension. For areas now included in national parks, the management objectives under the 

NPRMA for that reserve class and the manner in which the NPRMA Regulations apply to 

national parks may not allow for all activities previously enjoyed in those areas to continue. A 

management plan must be consistent with the objectives of the reserve tenure and can only 

allow for an activity where it is provided for in the Regulations. 

For the area near Lake King William, fireplaces may still be used provided that the locations 

have been designated as such under the NPRMA Regulations, and vehicles may be used on 

formed roads and camping may continue. However, dogs and firearms may not be taken into 

that tenure and domestic firewood collection cannot occur. The draft plan, through KDO 6.12 

and provisions for community consultation (see KDO 7.1 and KDO 7.2, page 146 draft plan), 

provides a mechanism for determining and planning for the future management of this area.  

It is proposed to: 

 rezone the area between the lake shore and Harbacks Road as Recreation Zone 

(see Appendix A) to allow for greater scope in the future management of this area. 

There is more scope to allow for the full range of activities previously enjoyed in the area in 

the vicinity of Clarence Lagoon to continue due to its reserve class of conservation area. As 
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part of the Central Plateau Conservation Area, companion dogs are permitted by authority 

and in addition dogs are permitted during daylight hours on roads (Table of Use, Section 3.2, 

page 65 draft plan). Hunting is limited to the area of the Hunting Overlay which does not 

extend to this area; however there is a mechanism provided in the draft plan that would allow 

it to be altered to do so. There has not been sufficient justification in representations to 

extend the Hunting Overlay in the final plan and it is an outcome that would require further 

consultation. The draft plan prohibits domestic firewood collection throughout the TWWHA 

and it is considered appropriate to maintain this as an exception in this area would create a 

precedent for this activity across the other areas of conservation area and regional reserve 

in the TWWHA. 

It is proposed to: 

 rezone the area in the vicinity of Clarence Lagoon as Self-Reliant Recreation Zone 

(existing roads remain zoned as Recreation) and Recreation Zone to allow for 

greater scope in the future management of this area (see Appendix A). 

The management plan will not be altered beyond this as the issue has been dealt with in the 

draft plan to the extent that it can be based on the reserve classification that was given to the 

area by Parliament. 

River bank erosion resulting from boat wake has been a recognised as a management issue 

on the Gordon River since the 1980’s. Management of the river has been informed by a long 

running erosion monitoring program with results from 2004 to 2013 demonstrating that the 

estuarine banks towards the mouth of the river have eroded at an average rate of 6.7 

mm/year. That is approximately double what could be expected from sea level rise alone 

and an increasing trend is evident.  

Under the 1999 plan there is no prescribed speed limit for the Gordon River. Use of the river 

within the Motorised Boating Area of the 1999 plan is governed by a ‘Voluntary Users Code 

for Motorised Craft on the Gordon River’ and the provisions of the Lower Gordon Recreation 

Zone Plan. Currently the ‘users code’ is accepted to be the ‘Wake Up! Slow Down!’ low wake 

guide published in 2005. 

There is a perception, which has been asserted in some representations, that small vessels 

push a greater wave at low speed, thereby causing greater damage. While wave height is 

greater, wave period is much lower. Wave energy and power are functions of both height 

and period. Although lower, the wake from a small planing boat has a much longer period, 

and therefore significantly greater energy and power. That has been confirmed by extensive 

empirical testing on the lower Gordon (see: http://dpipwe.tas.gov.au/Documents/Revised-

Wave-Wake-Criteria-2005.pdf). 

http://dpipwe.tas.gov.au/Documents/Revised-Wave-Wake-Criteria-2005.pdf
http://dpipwe.tas.gov.au/Documents/Revised-Wave-Wake-Criteria-2005.pdf
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Another issue is that at low speed most of the wake waves follow the boat, thus mimicking 

natural wind driven waves and impacting only on the naturally hardened ends of reaches. At 

planing speed, a wake consists of only divergent waves that spread out from the vessel and 

track towards all banks, including those that are not naturally exposed to wave energy. 

Representations draw attention to the consequence of a 5 knot speed limit being that trips to 

the upper areas of the river within the Motorised Vessel Overlay, such as Sir John Falls, will 

be slow, possibly making those areas inaccessible as a day trip. The slow travel times are 

acknowledged, although the upper areas should still be possible to reach as a day trip 

depending on day time length. A 5 knot speed limit is very important for bank protection. 

MAST bylaws have a 5 knot limit within 60 m of any shore which in part is to mitigate bank 

erosion by wave wake, a well recognised issue not confined to the Gordon River. Although 

the lower Gordon is often wider than 120 m, its banks are particularly susceptible. 

Erosion has led to the introduction of speed limits on many if not most navigable inland 

waterways around the world, even those with largely engineered banks that are far more 

erosion resistant. On review of the data on the impact of wave wake from all vessels, the 

plan is proposed to be amended to retain the speed limit but the boat length criteria will be 

removed. The removal of the length criteria will improve protection and will be simpler and 

fairer for users and for compliance purposes. 

Companion dogs are allowed by authority under the 1999 plan in the camps within the 

Macquarie Harbour Historic site and within the Central Plateau Conservation Area (page 106 

1999 plan). In the draft plan, the Table of Use (Section 3.2, page 65 draft plan) allows 

companion dogs in the Central Plateau Conservation Area by authority and permits dogs 

within conservation areas and regional reserves in daylight hours on roads and generally 

within in the Recherche Bay Nature Recreation Area. 

The omission in the Table of Use of the Macquarie Harbour Historic Site as a place where 

dogs are permitted by authority is a drafting error. It will be corrected to allow for companion 

dogs to be transported through both the Farm Cove Game Reserve and Macquarie Harbour 

Historic Site and to accompany owners at the Braddon River, Kelly Basin and Mosely 

(Birch’s Narrows) campsites by authority. Note that Section 3.1.2.2 (page 61 draft plan) 

contains further prescriptions that relate to the use of dogs for hunting purposes. This 

section will be amended to clarify that it relates to dogs that are used for the purposes of 

hunting. 

A number of representations voiced disagreement with the proposed ban on night netting 

within the area of Macquarie Harbour located within the TWWHA. The intent behind the 

proposed ban was to reduce the potential threat to the Maugean Skate (Zearaja maugeana), 
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a rare estuarine skate known only from two localities in the world, Macquarie Harbour and 

Bathurst Harbour. The total range of the species is thought to be no more than 100 km² and 

the population size has been estimated to be in the order of 1000 individuals3. However, this 

population size estimate is not established on any quantitative information and based on 

recent work; it appears likely that the Maugean Skate is more abundant in Macquarie 

Harbour than has been assumed previously (Lyle et al. 2014).  

 

The extent of the TWWHA (hatched area) in the vicinity of Macquarie Harbour (Birchs 

Inlet is entirely within the TWWHA). 

The Maugean Skate is listed as endangered under the Tasmanian Threatened Species 

Protection Act 1995 and the Commonwealth Environment Protection and Biodiversity 

Conservation Act 1999. Although not specifically referenced in nominations for the property, 

the species arguably forms part of the OUV for the TWWHA property, as the area is 

recognised for containing important and significant habitats where threatened species of 

OUV still survive. 

                                                
3 Last and Gledhill, 2007 in Lyle, J.M., Bell, J.D., Chuwen, B.M, Barrett,N., Tracey, S.R.,and Buxton, C.D., 

(2014) Assessing the impacts of gillnetting in Tasmania: implications for by-catch and biodiversity, Institute for 

Marine and Antarctic Studies, University of Tasmania, Hobart. 
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Representations argued that the proposed ban on night netting was unnecessarily onerous, 

especially given what was often purported to be a lack of evidence to suggest the skate was 

at all susceptible to gillnetting within the Harbour. In summary, the representations argued: 

 there is no evidence that night netting has harmed any fish species in the Harbour 

(representations 6979, 7260); 

 regular netting (day and night) within the Harbour (including the TWWHA section) 

removes salmon that have escaped from nearby aquaculture facilities, and brown 

trout, and as such netting is an activity which is beneficial to the functional integrity of 

the system (representations 6979, 6941, 7182, 7222, 7223); 

 netting within the Harbour targets flounder, salmon and trout in depths shallower than 

the range inhabited by the Maugean Skate (less than 5 m) and therefore the skate is 

very rarely caught in nets (representations 7223, 7356); and 

 netting in the Harbour is a traditional recreational activity that has occurred for a 

number of generations and is something that predated the area being listed as a 

World Heritage property.   

The validity of these representations was assessed against the most current scientific 

literature on the species. The fact that the Maugean Skate is restricted in both number and 

distribution inherently means that robust data on the biology, ecology and behaviour of the 

species is limited.  

The most comprehensive information on the species is included in Lyle et al. (2014), which 

assessed the impacts of gillnetting on by-catch and biodiversity in Tasmania, including 

Macquarie Harbour. The study involved deploying gillnets at a variety of locations within 

Macquarie Harbour and measuring catch rate of target and by-catch species, and the 

mortality rate of the catch. Results from the study were used to inform the representation 

from the West Coast Recreation Association Inc. (representation 7356) which proposes that 

night netting should be permitted in the harbour in depths less than 5 m. 

The findings from the research with respect to the Maugean Skate can be summarised as 

following: 

 The Maugean Skate appears to be distributed through the entirety of Macquarie 

Harbour, with skate caught in nets throughout the system, ranging from the upper 

reaches of the estuary (Kelly Basin and Rum Point), to the lower reaches (Liberty 

Point, Table Head and Swan Basin) close to the entrance of the Harbour. This finding 

dispelled previous beliefs that the skate’s distribution may have been restricted to 

relatively shallow waters (< 15 m) in the upper regions of estuaries; 
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 The Maugean Skate was the second most commonly caught species in Macquarie 

Harbour, mainly encountered at intermediate depths of 6–12 metres, but were 

occasionally encountered in gillnet sets outside this range. Maugean Skate were 

often caught close to the edge of drop-offs or contours in bottom topography. Catch 

rate for the species was spatially variable, the highest being at Rum Point in the 

upper reaches of the estuary, followed by Liberty Point and Table Head. Maugean 

Skate were captured at all other locations sampled within the estuary, although catch 

rates were lower than at the aforementioned localities; 

 Skate were equally catchable during the day as they were during the night (based on 

catch per unit effort (CPUE)), providing little evidence of a diurnal pattern in their 

distribution. However, recent research using acoustic tracking has indicated that such 

a pattern may exist. Preliminary results from this work have indicated that the skate 

are more active and move into shallow water (< 10 m) during the night (pers. comm. 

Jeremy Lyle, IMAS); 

 Skate were generally in excellent condition when captured during daytime 

deployments (up to 6 hour soak duration). Most individuals captured in overnight 

deployments were also in good condition, but on a number of occasions mortalities 

and/or individuals in poor condition were observed. Statistically, Maugean Skate 

taken in overnight deployments were in significantly poorer condition than those from 

shorter, daytime soak times. Although capture in gillnets did not appear to be directly 

responsible for the observed mortalities, it is probable that being restrained in the 

nets enabled opportunistic predators to take advantage of the skate’s lack of mobility; 

and 

 Overall, the results clearly indicate that Maugean Skate are susceptible to a degree 

of incidental mortality from gillnet capture especially in overnight sets (overall 

mortality rate for overnight sets was 9 per cent). 

Given the species is listed as Endangered under State and Commonwealth legislation, it is 

important to try to reduce any activity likely to result in a detrimental impact to the species. 

Based on the most recent work, it appears reasonable to conclude that the species is widely 

distributed throughout the system and is vulnerable to capture in gillnets, especially when 

nets are set in the 5 –15 m depth range. Moreover, it appears gillnetting with extended soak 

times (overnight) is likely to result in the inadvertent capture of Maugean Skate, and that 

skate are likely to be in poorer condition and a subject to higher risk of mortality when 

captured at night. 

DPIPWE has developed a new Scalefish Fishery Management Plan (also referred to as the 

Fisheries (Scalefish) Rules 2015) http://dpipwe.tas.gov.au/sea-fishing-

http://dpipwe.tas.gov.au/sea-fishing-aquaculture/sustainable-fisheries-management/fishery-reviews/scalefish-management-plan-amendments-2015
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aquaculture/sustainable-fisheries-management/fishery-reviews/scalefish-management-plan-

amendments-2015 for recreational and commercial scalefishing in Tasmania. The issue of 

netting in Macquarie Harbour has been thoroughly considered in the development of the 

management plan and considerable consultation has also been undertaken with 

stakeholders. The position in the scalefish management plan with respect to night netting is 

considered an appropriate response to the representations. That position is as follows (see 

map below): 

 an area within Macquarie Harbour, bounded by lines intersecting recognisable 

features of the shoreline, will be designated as a ‘no gill net’ area. This area 

approximates the 5 m depth contour, noting that some deeper areas are within it 

while the bounded area also includes areas shallower than 5 m; 

 the existing no netting (all nets) area in the vicinity of the Gordon River outflow and 

Wrights Bay will remain; 

 two ‘no gill net’ areas will be established at Birchs Narrows and the southern extent 

of Birchs Inlet; and  

 set times for night nets to be one hour before sunset to one hour after sunrise. 

 

Proposed netting restrictions in Macquarie Harbour 

http://dpipwe.tas.gov.au/sea-fishing-aquaculture/sustainable-fisheries-management/fishery-reviews/scalefish-management-plan-amendments-2015
http://dpipwe.tas.gov.au/sea-fishing-aquaculture/sustainable-fisheries-management/fishery-reviews/scalefish-management-plan-amendments-2015
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4.14 Statutory Powers 

A number of organisations need to undertake works and operations, including regular 

inspection and maintenance of infrastructure, within reserved land in the TWWHA. The 

management plan needs to make allowance for these works and operations. Where such 

works are deemed to be inconsistent with the objectives of the respective reserve class they 

can only be permitted in a management plan in the form of an authorisation of statutory 

powers. 

Section 35(1) of the NPRMA specifies that a statutory power may not be exercised in 

relation to a national park, State reserve, nature reserve, game reserve or historic site, 

except when authorised by a management plan (unless it is a power under the Nature 

Conservation Act 2002). Section 27(2) of the NPRMA allows for a management plan for a 

national park, State reserve, nature reserve, historic site and game reserve to authorise any 

statutory power, subject to any restrictions. While the NPRMA does not prohibit or restrict 

the exercise of statutory powers in a conservation area, nature recreation area, regional 

reserve, private sanctuary or private nature reserve, it does provide in s 27(6) that a 

management plan may prohibit or restrict the exercise of statutory powers in those classes 

of reserved land. 

Section 3 of the NPRMA, in part, defines a statutory power as a power under an enactment, 

other than the NPRMA for one or more of the following purposes: 

 Reservation or dedication of Crown land for any purpose. 

 Alienation of or grant of private rights over the land. 

 Carrying out of any works or other operations on the land. 

The approach taken in the 1999 plan was to authorise the exercise of certain statutory 

powers in national parks, state reserves, historic sites and game reserves to allow such 

works to be undertaken (there are no nature reserves in the TWWHA). The 1999 plan also 

contained a section restricting certain statutory powers within conservation areas of the 

TWWHA. The plan sought to impose restrictions on the exercise of the authorised powers. 

Where those restrictions had the effect of conferring a discretion on the Director or of altering 

the nature of a statutory power, they may be legally uncertain.  

These authorisations and restrictions were made under the National Parks and Wildlife Act 

1970, which was the relevant legislation at the time. Although this legislation has been 

superseded by the NPRMA, the relevant provisions with respect to the authorisation of 

statutory powers remain essentially the same. 
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In developing the draft plan the approach to resolving uncertainty regarding the authorisation 

of statutory powers was to draft an amendment to the NPRMA that would have enabled the 

authorisation of statutory powers in a management plan to confer discretion upon the 

Director. In addition the amendment also provided for a permit process to enable 

authorisation of statutory powers outside of a management plan. At the time of publication of 

the draft plan the amendment had not been tabled in Parliament and therefore Section 3.4 

(page 79 draft plan) only indicated its future use. 

The approach in the draft plan to statutory powers has been criticised principally on the basis 

that it relied on an enactment that had not been passed by Parliament and also in terms of 

the permit approach as a method for authorising statutory powers (see for example 

representations 7008 and 7047). 

In response to those representations it has been determined that the authorisation of 

statutory powers in the management plan will be under the NPRMA in its current form rather 

than through an amendment to the Act. The intent for the new TWWHA management plan is 

to apply similar authorisations and restrictions/conditions on statutory powers as are in the 

1999 plan. In prosecuting this approach the nature of authorisations of statutory powers 

and/or restrictions and prohibitions and any associated conditions will need to reflect the 

limitations of the NPRMA with respect to conferring discretion upon the Director and altering 

the nature of the relevant power. Therefore the proposed wording, while in general following 

that of the 1999 plan, will differ, particularly in terms of any conditions. 

The proposed statutory powers section (to replace Section 3.4, page 79 draft plan) is 

provided in Appendix D. 
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Glossary 

CBU Cultural Business Unit (see Section 4.1, page 84 draft plan) 

Director Director of National Parks and Wildlife 

DPIPWE Department of Primary Industries, Parks, Water and Environment 

EOI Expressions of Interest (for tourism opportunities in national parks 

and reserves) 

EPBCA Commonwealth Environment Protection and Biodiversity 

Conservation Act 1999 

FPPFL Future Potential Production Forest Land 

ICOMOS International Council on Monuments and Sites 

IUCN International Union for Conservation of Nature 

Minister Minister administering the National Parks and Reserves Management 

Act 2002 

NCA Nature Conservation Act 2002 

NPRMA National Parks and Reserves Management Act 2002 

OUV Outstanding Universal Value 

PTPZL Permanent Timber Production Zone Land 

PWS Parks and Wildlife Service, DPIPWE 

RAA Reserve Activity Assessment 

SOUV Statement of Outstanding Universal Value 

State Party Signatory to the World Heritage Convention, Australian Government 

TWWHA Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area 
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Appendix A Proposed Zone Changes 

Appendix B Proposed Table of Use 

Appendix C Proposed TWWHA Strategic Management Statement 

Appendix D Proposed Statutory Powers Section 

Appendix E Summary of Representations 
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