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22nd March 2015 
To Whom It May Concern, 
 
Re: Draft TWWHA Management Plan 2014 
 
Please accept this submission from the Tasmanian National Parks Association (TNPA) in 
response to the call for public representations concerning the Draft Tasmanian Wilderness 
World Heritage Area (TWWHA) Management Plan 2014 (subsequently referred to as the 
2014 Draft MP).  
 
Launched in September 2001, the Tasmanian National Parks Association (TNPA) is a non-
profit, non-government organization which gives the public a voice on issues that affect 
Tasmania’s National Parks and other conservation reserves. Like similar associations in 
other Australian States, the TNPA provides a link between the community, park policy 
makers and other government and non-government organisations to identify and address 
issues concerning the ongoing management of Tasmania’s reserve system and other areas of 
high conservation status.  
 
The TNPA membership reflects a range of interests and expertise in relation to reserved 
land, and has within its membership considerable expertise in reserved land management 
and in natural and cultural values management. Further information about the TNPA can be 
found at www.tnpa.asn.au.  
 
The TNPA has major concerns with the 2014 Draft MP. While more extensive comments 
are provided in the next section, our main concerns can be summarised as follows: 
 

1) Failure to articulate the Outstanding Universal Values of the TWWHA.  The 2014 Draft 
MP fails to clearly describe the Outstanding Universal Values of the TWWHA and the 
actions required to protect them. The 1999 Management Plan (1999 MP) includes a clear 
statement of the values of the TWWHA and many specific prescriptions for their 
protection. Little of this remains in the 2014 Draft MP. (Note – the World Heritage 
Operational Guidelines expect all level of values to be considered). Of particular 
concern is the description of the tall eucalypt forests of the WHA as being of local 
significance only. These are of World Heritage value and the management plan should 
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reflect this. These deficiencies are of considerable concern for without a clear 
articulation of the values of the TWWHA then it is unclear as to what values are to be 
protected and conserved; i.e. it does not promote a clear understanding of what 
management framework, policy, actions, and prescriptions for management are 
necessary for sound management. 

2) Failure to articulate Key Guiding Principles. The 1999 MP contains a set of ‘Key 
Guiding Documents and Principles’, all of which are well recognised internationally 
and/or nationally, which provide the fundamental framework for the management of the 
TWWHA. These have all been removed from the 2014 Draft MP and need to be 
reinstated. The updated MP will also need to show that it meets the requirement of these 
guiding principles. 

3) Removal of an effective Zoning system to help effectively regulate use of the TWWHA 
to ensure that the area’s values are protected and management objectives are achieved. 
Zoning is the main tool used in the management plan to maintain the values of the area 
while presenting it to visitors. It does this by defining what and where activities can be 
undertaken. The 1999 MP clearly distinguished the activities permissible in the various 
zones in order to maintain the values of each zone. The zoning in the 2014 Draft MP 
provides considerably less protection of values, provides little differentiation in the 
activities allowed between the different zones, and contains so many discretionary uses 
that the proposed zoning system is rendered almost meaningless.  

4) Removal of the recognition and protection of Wilderness as a management objective. 
The 2014 Draft MP renames the ‘wilderness zone’, removing wilderness as an important 
tool for management, and renames it as the ‘remote recreation zone’ indicating a higher 
level of usage. While the 2014 Draft MP justifies the removal of wilderness as a 
management objective due to problems within the Aboriginal community, this 
reasoning cannot be justified on any reasonable criteria and appears to be based solely 
on a selected opinion. Removal of the recognition and protection of Wilderness as a 
management objective is also counter to the National Parks and Reserves Management 
Act (NPRMA) 2002, which states under Schedule 1 (Objectives for Management of 
Reserved Land) that the management objectives for National Parks includes the need 
“ to preserve the natural primitive and remote character of wilderness areas.” If 
wilderness is acknowledged as a management objective under this Act then it also needs 
to be acknowledged as a management objective under the updated MP for the TWWHA. 

5) Allowance of inappropriate New Uses. The 2014 Draft MP allows for a range of new 
tourism uses in remote, undeveloped, high quality wilderness areas. A large number of 
these uses (e.g., accommodation, aircraft landings, jet skis, ziplines) are intrusive, carry 
a range of risks to the natural values, and do not help present the TWWHA (one of the 
management objectives). These activities do not need to be located in the TWWHA, 
especially in the remote, natural and high wilderness areas. The level of infrastructure 
associated with the zoning system proposed in the 2014 Draft MP is also totally 
inconsistent with the approach taken in the 1999 MP. As no justification for this change 
has been articulated in the 2014 Draft MP, while a clear statement of reasons is provided 
in the 1999 MP for the approached adopted in this plan, the management prescriptions 
in the 1999 MP should continue to be maintained. This includes the general management 
prescription: “If facilities or services exist or can be developed outside the WHA that 
meet visitor needs, such facilities and services will not be provided as concessions 
within the WHA”. 

6) A less rigorous process for assessment of development proposals. The 1999 MP 
contained a clearly-defined process for the assessment of major proposals. The 
Tasmanian Parks and Wildlife Service (PWS) would provide the developer with 
guidelines for an environmental impact statement. This would be assessed by the PWS 
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and the assessment included mandatory public comment. In the 2014 Draft MP this has 
been replaced with a reference to the PWS Reserve Activity Assessment (RAA) process. 
This is a less robust process and is non-statutory i.e. it can be changed relatively easily. 
Of greater concern is the process for the assessment of proposals submitted under the 
Expressions of Interest (EOI) process. This appears to bypass the RAA and involves no 
opportunity for public comment unless the proposal requires planning approval from 
local government (e.g. it includes built structures). The state government assures us that 
only sensible and appropriate development proposals will gain approval but this appears 
to depend largely on the opinion of the Minister – neither the 2014 Draft MP nor the 
EOI process includes clear criteria or guarantees public scrutiny – they provide no 
confidence that this will be the outcome. The assessment process articulated in the 1999 
MP needs to be reinstated and applied to all new proposals in the TTWHA (including 
those under the EOI process). 

7) Removal of effective management prescriptions to facilitate the assessment and 
achievement of Key Desired Outcomes. The lack of detail in the 2014 Draft MP on these 
issues results in many of the statements in the MP lacking any prescriptive value. As 
such, it will be impossible to assess whether the management objectives are being 
achieved and is likely to result in a situation where almost anything could be allowed 
under the MP. One of the specific strengths of the current 1999 MP is the ability to 
ascertain the specific management objectives, prescriptions and KDOs for a large range 
of issues. This allows certainty for management and provides direct guidance on the 
management activities required to achieve the stated KDOs. Such specificity needs to 
be retained in the Updated MP otherwise the whole MP is rendered no more than a 
bunch of vague and generic statements. 

8) Provisions for mining and logging. The 2014 Draft MP permits special species logging 
and mineral exploration and mining in parts of the TWWHA.  By contrast the 1999 MP 
does not permit logging and restricts mining to the Adamsfield Conservation Area, 
where it ceased several years ago.  The future of the areas identified in the 2014 Draft 
MP as Permanent Timber Production and Future Potential Production Forest is 
unresolved. Logging and mining as a permitted activity is totally at odds with the 
protection of the recognized values in the TWWHA and must prohibited everywhere 
within the TWWHA. It needs to be noted that both mining and deforestation are 
regarded as an ‘ascertained danger’ under the UNESCO World Heritage Operational 
Guidelines in relation to natural values, and severe deterioration of the natural beauty or 
scientific value of a World Heritage property through mining can cause the property to be 
placed on the Endangered List (UNSCO 2013, clause 180). 

9) Inadequate management actions to response to the impacts of climate change. The 2014 
Draft MP acknowledges that the TWWHA is in jeopardy from climate change, 
especially fire. For example, on pages 99 it is stated that: “The natural values of the 
TWWHA have not faced greater or more rapid changes for thousands of years. Climate 
change, fire and incursions by invasive species are among the major threats to the 
area’s natural values and processes.” Despite these acknowledged threats there is little 
if anything in the MP as to what management actions are need to respond to these 
threats. This deficiency needs to be addressed in the updated MP. 

10) A diminution of the role for the Parks and Wildlife Service as the principal management 
agency for the TWWHA. The 2014 Draft MP proposes the establishment of a number 
of other bodies to provide input into the management of the TWWHA. These bodies 
are:  
a) The Cultural Business Unit. This unit will provide advice to DPIPWE on the 

management and implementation of the relevant actions in relation to Aboriginal 
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cultural values in the TWWHA and amongst other responsibilities will have a policy 
development and planning function. It will also establish a governance framework 
that provides a role for a non-government Aboriginal organisation in the 
management. 

b) A Tourism Master Plan: This will be developed in consultation with the tourism 
industry, Tasmanian Aboriginal people and other key stakeholders. This plan will 
include, amongst other elements, development of a marketing strategy, examination 
of visitor expectations, demand analysis, commercial opportunities, sustainable use, 
access. 

Both these bodies will have input, and in some instance planning responsibility, over a 
large range of issues impacting on the overall management of the TWWHA. Indeed, in 
many areas the 2014 Draft MP appears to be simply handing responsibility for 
management of a number of issues to these other bodies. For example, the Tourism 
Master Plan is to investigate what is sustainable use when surely this responsibility 
should lie with the PWS who have the required expertise. Furthermore, nowhere in the 
2014 Draft MP is there any guidance provided as to how the input from these units is to 
be integrated into the MP for the TWWHA. For example, where there is a conflict 
between the planning and policy recommendations from these bodies and the MP which 
will take precedence? Passing over planning and management responsibilities to these 
subsidiary bodies will greatly diminish the management role of the Parks and Wildlife 
Service which ultimately should be the principal management agency for the TWWHA.  

 
While the above list refers to several major problems to be noted with the 2014 Draft MP, 
reference to the extended list of comments in the next section (together with those in the 
attached Appendix, included as the 2014 Draft MP does not take into account comments 
provided in our previous submission lodged in December 2013) indicates that the 2014 Draft 
MP has too many flaws for it to achieve the overall management objective for the TWWHA, 
i.e. To identify, protect, conserve, present and, where appropriate, rehabilitate the world 
heritage and other natural and cultural values of the WHA, and to transmit that heritage to 
future generations in as good or better condition than at present. This conclusion is further 
amplified by the failure of the 2014 Draft MP (and unlike the 1999 MP) to adopt any the 
generally accepted key principles for heritage and natural conservation management, 
including the Precautionary Principle.  
 
The TNPA also finds that there is a lack of rigour in the information provided in the 2014 
Draft MP with many statements appearing to be either over-generalised, unfounded and/or 
unsubstantiated (i.e. not backed by references). Indeed, there appears to have been a distinct 
lack of expertise drawn upon in drafting this plan. This is of concern given that the 
management plan is the primary basis for management for the full TWWHA. 
 
Given these extensive flaws, and given the comparative excellence of the 1999 MP, it is 
apparent that the 2014 Draft MP is quite amateurish and clearly not the product of the expert 
and experienced planners employed by PWS, and who possess the accumulated knowledge 
and understanding of the unique values of the TWWHA suited to this purpose, but has been 
cobbled together by others who lack this expertise and understanding. 
 
It would also appear that at just about every opportunity tourism interests have trumped 
conservation interests and the application of proper management prescriptions. As such the 
2014 Draft MP is fundamentally flawed. Indeed, there is only one way of describing this 
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weak excuse for a management plan – it is a tourism plan masquerading as a management 
plan.  
 
The flawed nature of this MP is of great concern to the TNPA. The Outstanding Universal 
Values of the TWWHA have been recognised as being of extraordinary global significance 
and as such deserve to be protected and managed via a world-class management plan. 
Wilderness is also a natural and cultural value of important global significance (and of great 
significance to the Tasmania tourism industry) and also deserves to be protected and 
managed via a world-class management plan.  However, the 2014 Draft MP fails on both 
accounts.  
 
This is indeed unfortunate, as while the 1999 MP does need updating it is essentially a good 
management plan. This is recognised by a number of awards it has received, including i) the 
Planning Institute of Australia (PIA) Tasmanian State Award and Australian National Award 
for conservation planning (2003/2004), and ii) the Australian Federal Minister's Award for 
Planning Excellence 2004. The State of the Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area: An 
evaluation of management effectiveness Report No 1 (2004) – whose findings and 
recommendations have also failed to be acknowledged by the 2014 Draft MP - was also 
recognised through i) the Australasian Evaluation Society’s Award for Best Evaluation 
Publication (Caulley Tulloch Award) in 2005, and ii) was selected as a finalist in the 2006 
Australian Banksia Environmental Awards (category: Land and Biodiversity). 
 
In conclusion the TNPA recommends that the 2014 Draft MP be withdrawn in its present 
form and a new Draft MP be produced based on a more considered revision of the 1999 MP. 
Such an approach should take the 1999 MP as a starting point, take into consideration the 
findings of the review undertaken between 2005-2007, the recommendations made in the 
2004 report “State of the Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area: An evaluation of 
management effectiveness” (subsequently known as the 2004 State of the TWWHA Report), 
together with all the public comments and submissions received during this present review 
period. The review process would need to provide an Issues Sieve, a Table of Changes and 
considered reasons and justification for any revision and/or updating of the management 
objectives and prescriptions and the Key Desired Outcomes articulated in the 1999 MP. This 
was the approach taken with the mid-term review of the 1999 MP undertaken between 2005-
2007 (but which was never formally adopted).  
 
Such as approach would also allow the reviews proposed in the 2014 Draft MP to be 
undertaken, especially those relating to the 2013 extensions and which was cited a major 
reason for updating the 1999 MP, together with the assessment of TWWHA as an Aboriginal 
Cultural Landscape. Surely it would be more sensible to take this extra time to complete 
these reviews first so as to guide the informed identification of the management actions 
required to manage and protect the outstanding values of the TTWHA. To do otherwise 
would be folly and will only court inappropriate and bad outcomes.  
 
If such an approach is not taken, which unfortunately is very likely due to the political nature 
of the present review process, then at a minimum there needs to be summary provided of all 
the comments received during this public submission period together with the corresponding 
responses and associated justifications from DPIPWE as to how each comment was taken 
into consideration in preparation of the updated MP to be placed before the Tasmanian 
Planning Commission. As already mentioned, this was the approach taken with the mid-term 
review of the 1999 MP undertaken between 2005-2007, and there is no justifiable reason 
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why a similar approach should be adopted now. For such an important management plan, 
associated with almost 25 percent of Tasmania, nothing less can be considered appropriate 
given the public’s right to comment and have their views taken into consideration.  
 
Finally, in a recent paper published in the journal Conservation Biology (volume 27, pages 
1133-1135, December 2013, http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/cobi.12189) with the title 
“Continental-Scale Governance Failure Will Hasten Loss of Australia’s Biodiversity” the 
authors argue that conserving biodiversity against a global backdrop of rapid environmental 
change poses one of the biggest and most important challenges to society, and for this reason 
nature reserves have never been more important. However, they note that the weakening of 
protected areas in Australia, a rich, developed country with a global reputation for conservation 
leadership, is particularly alarming. They note that “the recent legislative threats to Australia’s 
parks have come about not because of a lack of data about their likely consequences, but 
apparently to cater to particular political interests. Given that continued weakness in the 
global economy will increase incentives for governments to allow further exploitation of 
natural resources, we must remain vigilant to the potentially serious consequences of such 
actions.”  
 
Unfortunately, this statement is consistent with the findings of the 2004 State of the 
TWWHA Report which noted that key stakeholders considered that political decisions were 
not always consistent with World Heritage Area management objectives and that this was a 
key factor limiting or threatening management performance for the TWWHA. In response 
the following recommendation was made: Proposed Action 4 – “That Tasmanian legislation 
for National Parks and Reserves be amended to reflect the international obligations for 
management of World Heritage Areas under the World Heritage Convention i.e. to identify, 
protect, conserve, present, transmit to future generations and, if appropriate, rehabilitate 
the World Heritage values of the property”. 
 
The TNPA has long argued that together with having a world class system of conservation 
reserves that Tasmania should also strive to put into place a world-class management system 
worthy of these reserves. Past management of the TWWHA made a good start on achieving 
this worthy objective, but as the above paper highlights ongoing and recent threats to the 
conservation values protected within Australia’s conservation reserves remain pervasive. In 
light of these threats management agencies must be guided by the overarching management 
objective of protecting and conserving the values held within these reserves. In this regard, 
by taking account of the issues raised both in this and other submissions and other review 
documents such as the 2004 State of the TWWHA report and the 2007 Management Plan 
Update the TNPA looks forward to assisting DPIPWE and the PWS achieve the goal of a 
world-class management system for the TWWHA. 
 
The TNPA would be happy to provide more information to help clarify issues raised in this 
submission if required. 
 
Yours sincerely 

 
Dr Robert Campbell 

Tasmanian National Parks Association 
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SPECIFIC COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT TWWHA MANAGEMENT PLA N 2014 
 
Each chapter in the 1999 MP begins with an outline of the main purpose and a simple 
summary of the contextual framework of that chapter. A short summary of previous 
management is also provided. This same clarifying framework needs to be adopted in any 
revision of the 1999 MP. A short history of the creation of the TWWHA together with the 
reasons for and a map indicating the areas added over time also needs to be included in the 
introductory section of the plan.  
 
Note: The acronym MP is used for management plan through these comments. 
 
CHAPTER 1: BASIS FOR MANAGEMENT 
 
This chapter essentially combines Chapters 1 and 3 in the 1999 MP and in so doing 
diminishes the importance of the Framework for Management outlined in Chapter 3 of the 
1999 MP.  Indeed, this latter chapter has been reduced to a single page and section in the 
2014 Draft MP – section 1.8 (Vision and Objectives) on page 33. As a result the Guiding 
Documents and Principles, Management Objectives, Key Desired Outcomes included in the 
1999 MP have been eliminated. The result is a greatly diminished MP which lacks the clear 
articulation and guiding principles upon which the management framework seen in the1999 
MP are based (and which are essential for the protection and conservation of the natural and 
cultural values of the TWWHA). Indeed, without such a clear framework of intent the whole 
2014 Draft MP lacks any substantial integrity. It is like building a house without any 
framework - insubstantial and liable to fail upon closer inspection and use. An emperor with 
no clothes. 
 
The TNPA recommends that the approach taken in the 1999 MP be retained where there is 
a separate chapter outlining the Framework for Management, which includes the Guiding 
Documents and Principles, Management Objectives, Key Desired Outcomes together with 
how these will be achieved and evaluated. The updated MP will also need to show that it 
meets the requirement of these guiding principles, e.g. the Australia ICOMOS Charter for 
the Conservation of Places of Cultural Significance (the Burra Charter) 2013. 
 
1.7 The Management Plan 

As is pointed out on page 30, “[The plan] does not apply to freehold land subject to a 
conservation covenant under the NCA, freehold land or vested land held by Hydro 
Tasmania, including where it is classified as FPPFL, or any other freehold land.” This is 
most undesirable. In fact, the NPRMA 2002 can apply to these land tenures (provided they 
are ‘reserved land’ for the purposes of the Act), provided the owners or managing authorities 
agree. Except in the case of Hydro Tasmania (p. 31) it is not indicated in the MP whether 
any approaches have been made to affected owners and authorities to have the MP (or even, 
if necessary, only specified parts of the plan) apply to the affected lands, but efforts in this 
direction should be made so that the document truly becomes a management plan for the 
(whole of the) TWWHA. It is the expectation of the World Heritage Committee that there 
will be a management plan for each listed area and Tasmania should provide this.  
 
Approximately 25,000 ha of the TWWHA is not covered by the 2014 Draft MP as it is 
classified as ‘Future Potential Production Forest Land’ (FPPFL) and promised to the timber 
industry for logging in the future. It makes no sense to have FPPFL or ‘Permanent Timber 
Production Zone Land’ within the TWWHA as this is a totally incompatible use. The plan 
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must declare that no production forestry will be permitted within the TWWHA. This land 
area needs to be upgraded to National Park status and incorporated into the updated MP with 
logging explicitly prohibited. 
 
Reference is also made here to the ‘Tasmanian Government’s Expressions of Interest (EOI) 
process’. This process is wholly inappropriate and should never have been commenced prior 
to the approval of any updated MP as the EOI process is contingent on necessary changes 
been made in the updated MP, i.e. it puts the cart before the horse. Many of the proposals 
which have been made public are contrary to the 1999 MP currently in force. The claim on 
page 32 that "Private investment can contribute to the protection of the TWWHA’s unique 
values” is highly unlikely and not borne out by experience. If it were generally true, no 
change to the existing management plan would probably be required. The further statement 
that “The Management Plan supports this approach through the provision of private 
investment opportunities consistent with the plan’s objectives” is also a clear indication that 
the updating of the MP has been undertaken to facilitate private development first and 
foremost instead of developing a plan that best achieves the main management objective “to 
identify, protect, conserver and present the values of the TWWHA”. This paragraph must be 
deleted from the updated MP.  
 
1.8 Vision and Objectives 

The vision and objectives in the 2014 Draft MP are also diminished versions of those in the 
1999 MP. For example, the guiding Vision for management in the 2014 Draft MP removes 
the phase ‘and where appropriate, rehabilitate’ from the Overall Management Objective of 
the 1999 MP. This weakens this Vision and given the inclusion of logged forest areas within 
the 2013 extensions to the TWWHA the need to rehabilitate is of more importance and 
relevance in any updated MP.  
 
The removal of the need to rehabilitate also ignores the following recommendation made in 
the 2004 State of the TWWHA Report: Proposed Action14 – “That the management plan 
for the TWWHA give high priority to rehabilitating degraded sites and values in the 
TWWHA”. The management objective to rehabilitate is also a legislated requirement under 
the NPRMA 2002, which states under Schedule 1 (Objectives for Management of Reserved 
Land) that the management objectives for National Parks includes the need “to protect the 
national park against, and rehabilitate the national park following, adverse impacts….” As 
such the removal the need to ‘rehabilitate’ is inconsistent with the management needs of the 
TWWHA and our ability to present it ‘in as good or better condition than at present’.   
 
The other change associated with this statement is that what was called the Overall Objective 
of Management in the 1999 MP is now being called a guiding Vision for management. 
Again, this is a weakening of this statement since stated as an Overall Objective of 
Management it provides a clear indication of what management is to achieve, while as a 
Vision it is a vaguer indictor of intent and does not have the same status as a management 
objective. For example, this is clearly seen in Section 3.3 of the 2014 Draft Plan which states 
that “the relevant assessment and approval processes determine if a specific proposal is 
compatible with the management objectives as set out in the management plan….” Therefore 
both the title (i.e. Overall Objective of Management) and the complete corresponding 
statement contained in the 1999 MP need to be reinstated in the updated MP. 
 
The seven further objectives listed on p33 of the 2014 Draft MP are also diminished versions 
of the nine additional objectives listed in the 1999 MP. For example: 
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a) The objective to Identify Values is missing from the 2014 Draft MP (included in 
Objective 2 in the 1999 MP). This is despite such as objective being a duty listed under 
Article 4 of the WHA Convention. The need to identify values must be retained in the 
updated MP. 

b) The objective to more fully understand the World Heritage and other natural and 
cultural values of the WHA, their significance, and their management requirements is 
also missing (Objective 2 in the 1999 MP). Without this objective how can one manage 
to achieve the protection and conservation of these values? The need to fully 
understand the values of the TWWHA (through a clearly articulated process of 
research) must be retained in the updated MP. This need is also consistent with the 
findings of the 2004 State of the TWWHA Report which made a number of 
suggestions for improving management for the identification of natural and cultural 
values and made the following recommendation: Proposed Action 10 – “That the 
Parks and Wildlife Service, in conjunction with others as appropriate, develop a 
coordinated strategy to guide priorities for research in the TWWHA, taking account 
of identified gaps in knowledge required for sound management.”. 

c) The objective to take appropriate protective action to prevent, mitigate or manage 
within acceptable limits has been removed (Objective 3 in the 1999 MP). This is 
despite the Limits of Acceptable Change (LAC) approach being an internationally well 
recognised contemporary management practice.   

d) The objectives under Protect, Conserve and Rehabilitate Values listed in Objective 4 
of the 1999 MP to i) maintain or enhance wilderness quality, ii) maintain or enhance 
environmental quality, ii) maintain of enhance scenic quality have been replaced by 
the single objective to protect and conserve the natural landscapes of the TWWHA. In 
particular, reference to preserving wilderness has been removed. Given that all 
landscapes are natural in most instances, this change has rendered this objective 
meaningless as it does not describe the specific qualities of the landscape (scenic, 
wilderness, etc) that require protection. Again, the full objective must be reinstated.  

e) The objective to ‘assist people to appreciate and enjoy the WHA in ways that are 
compatible…’ has been replace with the statement to ‘provide a diversity of visitor 
experiences in a manner that is consistent…” Through this subtle change, from 
‘appreciate’ to ‘experience’, it opens up the MP to allow a greater diversity of visitor 
related impacts within the area. This also shifts the emphasis from the objective of 
‘presentation’ (which one appreciates) and one of ‘use’ (which one experiences).  

f) Objective 10 in the 1999 MP (‘to manage the WHA with excellence…’) has been 
removed. It begs the question, if the MP does not aim to manage with excellence, what 
then does it aim for? 

 
This list of changes is not exhaustive but demonstrates the point that the management 
objectives in the 2014 Draft MP have severely diminished those in the 1999 MP. Indeed, 
some of these ‘objectives’ are no more than desired outcomes (such as nomination of the 
WHA as an Aboriginal Cultural Landscape). The full list of ten objectives in the 1999 MP 
must be retained. 
 
While the Management Objectives in the 2014 Draft MP have been diminished, thus also 
diminishing the strategic framework of the MP, the Key Desired Outcomes, which formed 
the basis of the tactical and practical framework of the 1999 MP, have been entirely 
eliminated from this section. This renders the plan all but a baseless set of statements with 
no clear articulation of what desired outcomes are being sought through implementation of 
the MP. For example, on p37 of the 1999 MP it is stated that “A key role of management is 
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to ensure than the types and levels of development and recreational use of the WHA do not 
compromise the achievement of the management objectives of the area”. No such underlying 
principle for guiding management is articulated in the 2014 Draft MP. This will leave 
management unclear of what are the desired outcomes and result in an ad hoc approach in 
which ‘anything is allowed’. Either the set of KDOs contained in the 1999 MP must be 
retained or a comparable set of KDOs need to be articulated in the updated MP. 
 
Surely any MP worthy of consideration should at least provide some statement of what the 
plan hopes to achieve. Unfortunately the 2014 Draft MP fails dismally on this point and is 
of great concern. The WHA concept is all about excellence and being the best – if we cannot 
maintain such an approach in the associated MP then we, and the TWWHA, will all be the 
poorer as a result. The management objectives of the 1999 MP and comparable KDOs must 
be retained in the updated MP. This is consistent with Proposed Action 5 recommended by 
the 2004 State of the TWWHA Report which recommended that “The primary concern of 
managers and other decision makers should be to protect the values of the World Heritage 
Area.” 

 
 
CHAPTER 2: STATEMENT OF VALUES 
 
This chapter is a revision of Chapter 2 in the 1999 MP. This chapter, however, fails to 
provide the contextual framework of how the values of the TWWHA fit within the 
definitions and criteria of the Outstanding Universal Values for which the area was listed on 
the register of WHA sites. This is a serious failing. The plan is therefore without a solid 
foundation on which management actions can be based. 
 
The seven WHA criteria fulfilled by the TWWHA are listed on page 24 of the 2014 Draft 
MP. This section should be moved to the start of chapter 2 in order to provide the contextual 
framework for this chapter – as was done in the 1999 MP. Furthermore, the qualifying 
attributes and values of the TWWHA need to be described under each criterion so that the 
link between these values and the WHA criteria can be clearly noted (see, for example, the 
listing of values at: http://www.environment.gov.au/heritage/places/world/tasmanian-
wilderness/values  or the statement: Tasmanian Wilderness 181bis: Statement of outstanding 
universal value available at: http://www.environment.gov.au/resource/state-party-report-
state-conservation-tasmanian-wilderness-world-heritage-area-australia-0  - note that this 
statement is to be updated in 2015 to cover the extensions made to the WHA since 2010).  
 
Taking note of the previous comment, the description of values in the 2014 Draft MP is 
mostly unstructured and in many places only provides a local context. This chapter also 
makes a number of undefined or unsubstantiated statements. For example, and not 
discounting the association Tasmanian Aborigines have with this area, by what criteria is the 
entire TWWHA landscape considered to be an expression of Aboriginal culture (p40)? Also, 
what is the evidence that the dominance of open moorland in western Tasmania is a direct 
result of Aboriginal activity during the late Ice Age (p40)? References need to be provided 
to substantiate these statements. 
 
2.1 Cultural Values 

The statement of values for cultural heritage (pages 35-40) is an unstructured description of 
Aboriginal heritage, remains unclear in many areas about the significance and the level of 
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significance of various values, and contains irrelevant information without reference to 
Outstanding Universal Values. This needs to be remedied in the updated MP. Also, there are 
a number of statements in this section which remain unclear and unsubstantiated. For 
example, how is it that the “cultural criteria has prevented a boarder understanding of the 
area’s cultural heritage as Tasmanian cultural heritage (p 35)”. Finally, there is no 
description of non-Aboriginal cultural and heritage values which also form a key component 
of the values of the TWWHA for many Tasmanians. This deficiency must be addressed in 
the updated MP.  
 
The above deficiencies are of considerable concern for without a clear articulation of the 
values of the TWWHA then it is unclear as to what values are to be protected and conserved, 
i.e. it does not promote a clear understanding of what management framework, policy, 
actions, and prescriptions for management are necessary for sound management.. As a clear 
statement of values, and their significance, is essential as it is the basis for management, the 
statement of values in the 2014 Draft Plan must be rewritten to provide a clear statement of 
all the values of the TWWHA (not only the Outstanding Universal Values which underpin 
its world heritage status). 
 
2.2 Natural Values 

Avoidance of the word ‘wilderness’ persists in the 2014 Draft MP, despite the importance 
of wilderness to the area’s identity and management as outlined in previous plans. For 
example, in the 1999 MP it is stated (emphasis added) “Tasmania’s WHA is one of only three 
large temperate wilderness areas remaining in the southern hemisphere (the others being 
the Fiordland region of New Zealand and the Patagonian Andes in South America). In a 
national context, the WHA contains the largest tracts of high quality wilderness in south-
eastern Australia.” On the other hand, the 2014 Draft MP states: “The natural values of the 
TWWHA are similar to those of the World Heritage Areas of South-West New Zealand and 
Los Glaciares in Argentina. All three areas are located in the temperate zone …” (p40). 
 
The 1999 MP also states that “...maintenance and enhancement of wilderness quality is 
regarded as a key management strategy to protect and conserve the World heritage and 
other natural and cultural values of the WHA in perpetuity.” (p 93) while in the 2014 Draft 
MP there is the statement: “The TWWHA’s extensive and remote characteristics are 
inexorably linked to the integrity of the natural values that underpin its listing” (p158). 
 
These examples are just two of numerous instances in the 2014 Draft MP where the term 
‘wilderness’ has either being ignored or replaced by the terms ‘natural’ or ‘remote’. 
However, as all areas are ‘natural’ the use of this term in this context renders these statements 
meaningless.  
 
While the 2014 Draft MP justifies the removal of wilderness as a management objective due 
to problems within the Aboriginal community (p. 91), this is a weak line of reasoning as 
recent debates on this issue in the media have demonstrated that there is a diversity of views 
on this topic within the Tasmanian Aboriginal community and no substantive reasoning is 
provided as to why one view should be favored over another view. Acceptance and adoption 
of the position stated in the management plan is not evidence based (i.e. it is not-scientifically 
derived), is akin to supporting one opinion over another, and its use as a weapon against 
wilderness and natural heritage is both divisive and irresponsible. 
 



TNPA Submission: TWWHA Management Plan Review, March 2015 
_______________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

14 
 

This change is particularly unfortunate as the ‘wilderness’ qualities of the TWWHA are one 
of its defining and core characteristics as recognized in the naming of the TWWHA. And 
not only is ‘wilderness’ a defining natural value it is also a quality that is central to the 
motivation that draws people to visit. Indeed, this very fact is acknowledged in the 2014 
Draft MP where on page 158 it is stated that there “ is an understanding that wilderness is 
one of the TWWHA’s core values. This view is elemental to the sense of place that many 
people have of the TWWHA and was central in the motivation for many people who were 
involved in advocating and acting for its protection”.  
 
The TWWHA satisfies all four natural values criteria for World Heritage listing and three of 
the seven cultural criteria for listing. While each of these values is important in itself, the 
1999 MP points out that many of these values are naturally disjunct and that "it is the 
aggregate of individual but complementary occurrences, which constitutes the world 
heritage rather than any individual site" (p23). It is further argued that "Individual sites may 
not possess the most outstanding example of a particular value but when viewed as a 
complex with many surrounding features of significance, the entire area serves to 
demonstrate an array of features of global significance. The significance of the area should 
therefore be considered as a whole - not merely as the sum of its specifically identified 
values" (p23).  
 
It is in the sense that management and protection of the values of the TWWHA needs to be 
undertaken at an aggregate level, and not just at an individual site level, that the relevance 
of the notion of wilderness becomes important and remains relevant to the future 
management of the TWWHA. This is clearly understood and stated in the 1999 MP where 
it is stated that “...maintenance and enhancement of wilderness quality is regarded as a key 
management strategy to protect and conserve the World heritage and other natural and 
cultural values of the WHA in perpetuity.” (p 93, emphasis added). 
 
Removal of the recognition and protection of Wilderness as a management objective is also 
counter to the NPRMA 2002, which states under Schedule 1 (Objectives for Management of 
Reserved Land) that the management objectives for National Parks includes the need “to 
preserve the natural primitive and remote character of wilderness areas.” If wilderness is 
acknowledged as a management objective under this Act then it also needs to be 
acknowledged as a management objective under the MP for the TWWHA 
 
Given the importance of the ‘wilderness’ values of the TWWHA the TNPA argues strongly 
that the updated MP must retain the use of the term ‘wilderness’ together with the retention 
of the description of its importance as a value to be protected and enhanced as described in 
the 1999 MP. Furthermore, while it is important to recognize the ‘wilderness’ qualities of 
the TWWHA as a natural value, just as important is the recognition of the underlying 
characteristics of wilderness (i.e. naturalness, remoteness) that must be protected, enhanced, 
and rehabilitated as necessary. Indeed, the 2014 Draft MP does recognize these values but 
does not include them as management objectives to be protected. This must be rectified.  
 
Another issue of particular concern is the description of the tall eucalypt forests of the 
TWWHA as being of local significance only. These are of World Heritage value and the 
updated MP should reflect this. 
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2.3 Social and Economic Values 

The TNPA notes that while this chapter is concerned with a Statement of Values that social 
and economic values are also listed. It needs to be recognised that neither of these are values 
for which the area was granted WHA status – they are secondary benefits, and this should 
be clearly recognised as such in the updated MP. This can be achieved by moving this section 
to another chapter of the management plan (but not retained in this chapter which is a 
Statement of Values). The exception to this to that several social values (e.g. the appreciation 
of the remote and wild character of much of the TWWHA) should be included as part of the 
statement of cultural values. 
 
The 1999 MP recognised ‘the outstanding recreational value of the WHA is the opportunity 
it provides for experiencing wilderness (p.25)’. It was further stated that ‘At the national and 
State level, the WHA is of greatest significance for self-reliant recreation…(p25)’. However, 
the recognition of this significance has been removed from the 2014 Draft MP. This is one 
of the many instances in the 2014 Draft MP where all references to the wilderness values of 
the TWWHA have been removed. As this is one the defining and universally recognised 
values of the area, it is clearly incredulous that a MP for the area can just ignore this dominant 
value. Indeed, the failure to recognise such an international recognised value clearly 
undermines the context of the MP and invalidates the integrity of the plan itself. This 
deliberate and politically motivated oversight needs to be rectified in the updated MP by 
incorporation of wilderness as a recognised and important value of the TWWHA.  
 
Historical hunting is referred to, surely tongue-in-cheek as “environmentally benign”. The 
hunting of the Thylacine could hardly be referred to in those terms. The words “and 
environmentally benign” need to be deleted from this statement. 
 
The reference to ‘local people’ and ‘local family and community’ remains unclear. While 
people and communities living adjacent to the TWWHA no doubt undertake local activities 
within the TWWHA, there are probably a far greater number of people throughout all of 
Tasmania who similarly have undertaken activities in the TTWHA and who also have a 
social connection with the area. Bushwalkers would be an example of such a large 
representative group. In this sense, the whole of Tasmania can be regarded as ‘local’ and the 
activities of those living adjacent to the boundaries should not be portrayed as more 
important, or in some way more legitimate, than the activities of those living a little further 
away, especially when these activities (like sight-seeing and bushwalking) are actually quite 
benign. The relevant statements in this section need to be updated to reflect this fact. 
 
The reference to the salvaging of Huon pine from Macquarie harbour needs to be prefixed 
with a statement that this was a special case as logs were just being recovered which were 
cut decades ago and naturally washed downstream. It has always been recognised that this 
was a finite resource and it is now probably greatly reduced. There should be no suggestion 
of the cutting of any Huon Pine from the TWWHA. 
 
The word ‘wildness’ is used on page 48 with reference to a valuable and appreciated attribute 
(value?) of the TWWHA. This ‘wildness’ is the essence of ‘wilderness’ so if it is admitted 
to exist and be a ‘key part’ of the area, it would make sense to retain the zone for it and 
manage for its protection - and to keep it in the WHA’s title. 
 
The statement ‘A Tasmanian Aboriginal Perspective’ is inappropriate within the 2014 Draft 
MP or any updated MP as it is a personal point of view, and while not being disrespectful of 
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the genuine view being expressed, it cannot be taken as being representative of the 
Aboriginal community. This has been clearly demonstrated in the recent debate over the 
acceptance of the word wilderness by different spokespeople for the Tasmanian Aboriginal 
community. If this statement is to be allowed it begs the question as to why other statements 
(which may have a contrary view) are not included. Furthermore, it remains unclear how the 
statement “The Aboriginal/TWWHA relationship can mitigate this socio-economic 
disadvantage” is to be implemented within the context of this MP. This is a much broader 
political statement which is beyond the statement of the values of the TWWHA with which 
this chapter is concerned.  
 
 
CHAPTER 3 USE AND DEVELOPMENT CONTROLS 
 
This chapter covers most of the content of Chapter 4 of the 1999 MP (General Management 
Strategies). It covers the zoning system and approval processes. 
 
As stated in the 1999 MP (p44), “To implement the plan a works program is required. This 
is a rolling program of works that is developed from the management prescriptions of the 
plan. The works program must clearly give effect to the plan’s prescriptions and focus on 
the management priorities for the WHA”. The 1999 MP then proceeds to outline how the 
plan is to be implemented, provides a number of criteria for prioritising this works program 
and identifies ten Key Focus Areas. It also includes a section on ‘Resolving Conflict’. 
However, no such works program or Key Focus Areas are outlined in the 2014 Draft MP 
again rendering the implementation of the MP to be ad hoc and directionless. In order to 
provide an implementation framework for the Updated MP a work program and Key Focus 
Areas needs to be articulated in the updated MP.  
 
3.1&3.2 The Management Zoning and Overlay System / Distribution of Zones and the Table 
of Use 

As stated in the 2014 Draft MP (p55): “The application of a zoning system is a fundamental 
(emphasis added) tool for regulating use of the TWWHA….The zones…facilitate usage to 
ensure that the area’s values are protected and management objectives are achieved.”  
 
While the TNPA supports this statement and the use of a zoning system to control use in 
order to achieve management objectives, the draft prescriptions for each of the four zones 
outlined in the 2014 Draft MP (c.f. Table of Use, pages 73-75) fail in their ability to 
adequately regulate use and limit the encroachment of inappropriate development across the 
entire TWWHA. The following points help illustrate this failure. 

1) Of the 31 activities listed in the Table of Use, the same prescription is given for 19 
activities for all zones (not including the Visitor Services Zone which accounts for 
only a small fraction of the TWWHA). This includes the same prescription 
permitting most major activities such as Accommodation and associated 
infrastructure for commercial tourism operations, Aircraft landing, Commercial 
tourism operation, Ballooning, Extraction of special timbers and fishing.  

2) Of the 12 activities where the prescription is not the same for all zones, the only 
activities prohibited in either the Self-Reliant or Remote Recreation zones are: dog 
walking, fossicking, geocaching, horse-riding, hunting, motorised boating, personal 
powered water-craft. trail-bike riding, vehicle access and four-wheel driving. While 
the TNPA supports the prohibition of these activities (as they encroach on the 
wilderness values of these zones), unlike the permanent placement of infrastructure 
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across the entire TWWHA permitted under the previous point, these prohibited 
activities are all transient and in most instances unlikely to occur in these zones due 
to remoteness for access points. 

3) The renaming of the Wilderness Zone in the 1999 MP to the Remote Recreational 
Zone (together with the changes to the associated prescriptions of use) in the new 
MP completely undermines the ability of the MP to protect the values within this 
zone. While one can have a semantic argument about whether the term ‘wilderness’ 
is disrespectful to Aboriginal people or not, one cannot escape the fact that the 
concept of wilderness is central to both the articulation and protection of the values 
within this zone. As stated in the 1999 MP (p54), “Wilderness is one of the primary 
ways in which the area’s World Heritage and other natural and cultural values are 
managed, protected and conserved.” The 2014 Draft MP also acknowledges that “a 
high level of integrity of the natural values of the TWWHA…is a substantial part of 
the Outstanding Universal Values of the TWWHA (p102)”. Therefore to remove the 
protection of wilderness simultaneously removes the ability to protect these other 
world heritage values. As the 1999 MP states, “To be able to assess the impact of 
new proposals on wilderness quality is a key requirement of management…”. 
Acknowledgement of wilderness values and the need to protect these values needs 
to be retained in the updated MP by retaining the Wilderness Zone and related 
management prescriptions of the 1999 MP.  

4) Removal of the recognition and protection of Wilderness as a management objective 
is also counter to the NPRMA 2002, which states under Schedule 1 (Objectives for 
Management of Reserved Land) that the management objectives for National Parks 
includes the need “to preserve the natural primitive and remote character of 
wilderness areas.” If wilderness is acknowledged as a management objective under 
this Act then it also needs to be acknowledged as a management objective under the 
MP for the TWWHA. 

 
The definition and delineation of the four management zones in the 2014 Draft MP is based 
on “existing and anticipated patterns of use (p.56)” (i.e. Service and Recreational needs). 
However, the motivating and underlying premise for the declaration of conservation reserves 
is to protect and conserve the natural and cultural values contained within them. That is, it 
is the values within the reserves that are of primary importance. Presentation of these values 
through interpretation and visitor access and opportunities for recreation needs to be 
premised on the primary need to conserve these values. As such, an effective zoning system 
needs to be primarily based on an understanding of the values that need to be protected. In 
this regard, it not possible to understand how the zoning proposed in the 2014 Draft MP 
relates to the protection of the TWWHA values, especially given the worryingly large range 
of tourist and recreational activities permitted across all zones. This is unlike the situation in 
the 1999 MP where use was clearly differentiated across the various zones in order to protect 
values. For this reason it is extremely important to retain the Wilderness Zone (and the 
associated management prescriptions) which is incorporated into the current (1999) MP as 
the naming and prescriptions for this Zone are based around protection of the values within 
this zone – namely the wilderness quality of this area and the manner in which protection of 
this value also protects the area’s World Heritage and other natural and cultural values (as 
explained above). 
 
There is also danger in attempting to specify the spatial extent of zones based on “anticipated 
use”. The fact that the plan can be varied and is to be reviewed at least every 10 years 
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provides adequate opportunity for consideration of proposed changes of use. The MP should 
not try to anticipate these.  
 
Apart from the extraction of special timbers and fishing, the major changes in activities 
permitted in the Wilderness/Remote Recreation zone are those related to tourism operations 
and related infrastructure. In essence, the MP is giving carte blanche access across the entire 
TWWHA to the tourism industry. Furthermore, the zoning prescriptions provide no guidance 
on what types of tourism related infrastructure is appropriate or inappropriate. This approach 
is at complete odds with that taken in the 1999 MP where it is stated that (p54), “The zoning 
system establishes where the major presentation points are, and defines the areas that will 
remain free of high levels of use to allow natural processes to continue.” This approach must 
be reinstated into the new MP, together with the protection and enhancement of wilderness 
values as a stated objective of the MP. 
 
More specifically, in the section of the 1999 MP that relates specifically to Accommodation 
the stated management objective is “To encourage the provision of accommodation in 
nearby townships and areas adjacent to the WHA” (p132). The rationale provided for this 
approach is based on research that “much of the experience sought by visitors … is based on 
the area’s wilderness quality. To maintain this it is important that accommodation has 
minimal impact on wilderness quality and the WHA and the other natural and cultural values 
of the WHA.” Further articulation of the policy to site major facilities outside the TWWHA 
is provided in the 1999 MP by the Management Prescriptions which states that 
“Developments outside the WHA are preferred to those located within the area” (p. 177). In 
relation to Concessions, it is also stated that “If facilities or services exist or can be developed 
outside the WHA that meet visitor needs, such facilities and services will not be provided as 
concessions within the WHA” (p 178). It is also stated that “Concession activities will only 
be allowed if consistent with the protection of World Heritage and other natural and cultural 
values of the WHA”.  
 
Finally, in explaining the need to balance the protection and presentation aspects of 
managing the TWWHA with the demand for visitor experiences, the 1999 MP states that the 
TWWHA is a major plank of Tasmania’s tourism industry and recognition of this fact the 
Parks and Wildlife Service has adopted a number of broad approaches to management. These 
include: "locating major accommodation and facilities outside the WHA or near its 
periphery." (p175). In adopting this approach, a number of locations have been recognised 
in the 1999 MP as WHA gateway areas. These are well situated for general tourism 
development associated with but outside the WHA (such as Derwent Bridge). Visitor 
Services Zones should therefore not provide for the creation or extension of tourist 
accommodation (p. 57) This, and all associated infrastructure, should be outside (if 
appropriate, adjacent to) the WHA. In this regard the statement “Visitor Services Zones and 
Sites complement visitor services centres located nearby but outside the WHA…” on page 
59 of the 1999 MP needs to be maintained together with the statement that VSZs provide 
“principally for the needs, interests and abilities of day visitors” on page 57 of the 1999 MP.  
 
As outlined above, the level of infrastructure associated with the zoning system proposed in 
the 2014 Draft MP is totally inconsistent with the approach taken in the 1999 MP. As no 
justification for this change has been articulated in the Draft MP, while a clear statement of 
reasons is provided in the 1999 MP for the approached adopted in this plan, the management 
approach to Accommodation in the TWWHA and the associated management prescriptions 
of the 1999 MP should continue to be followed, i.e. “If facilities or services exist or can be 
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developed outside the WHA that meet visitor needs, such facilities and services will not be 
provided as concessions within the WHA”   
 
Along with the failure of the proposed Zoning system to differentiate the level of 
development allowed within each zone, there is an associated failure to set any standards for 
the type of developments so permitted within each zone. As such, the 2014 Draft MP ignores 
the following findings in the 2004 State of the TWWHA Report which listed “increasing 
levels of tourism and numbers of visitors to the TWWHA” as a  new or emerging threat to the 
natural and cultural values of the TWWHA and made the following recommendation: 
Proposed Action 20: “That the Parks and Wildlife Service establish standards for visitor 
facilities, services and for the quality visitor experience to be provided in different sites 
and/or zones in the TWWHA, and implement associated programs of management, 
accreditation and monitoring to ensure that these standards are met.” 
 
Other failures of the zoning prescriptions in the 2014 Draft MP include: 

1) Apart from the Table of Use mentioned above, a failure to clearly articulate the 
Management Objectives and Management Prescriptions within each zone (as was 
undertaken for the 1999 MP). 

2) The width of the Recreational Zone along walking tracks is specified to be 200m on 
either side of the track (p. 56). This is excessive and should be limited to the narrow 
width (say 10-20 m) on either side of the track. The argument that a width of 200m 
is required to allow for re-routing is not valid as tracks are often re-routed at distances 
in excess of this. Instead the zone along a walking track should not be hard-wired 
around the placement of existing tracks but be defined to be a width either side of a 
track. So if there is a valid reason to re-route the track, the alignment of the associated 
zone moves to where the new tack is located and the zone associated with the 
discarded track reverts back to the Wilderness Zone (called Remote Recreational 
Zone in the 2014 Draft MP). Furthermore, the need to have a zone up to 200m wide 
to allows sufficient scope for future infrastructure is also excessive as this could, in 
theory, allow for ribbon development along the entire track.  

3) The Visitor Services Zones (VSZ) remain larger than required (see discussion in 
Appendix). For example, the proposed VSZ with the Mount Field NP needs to be 
restricted to the carpark and the ski huts and facilities. The track out to Tarn Shelf 
should be zoned Recreational. Also, the extension of the VSZ at Cockle Creek cannot 
be justified and needs to be limited to the linear strip either side of the existing road. 
The VSZ at Melaleuca is also far larger than needed and the large VSZ on Maatsuker 
Island cannot be justified and should be rezoned as Recreational. 

4) Aircraft landing. The 1999 plan allowed for investigation of three additional landing 
sites, outside the Wilderness Zone (this should include floatplane sites); this should 
not be expanded. 

5) Apiary sites. As in the 1999 MP this should be limited to sites adjacent to existing 
roads or vehicle tracks (no new access tracks) and should exclude the Wilderness 
Zone. 

6) Ballooning needs to be prohibited in the Wilderness Zone (as it will require 
motorised access).  

7) Commercial filming. This should not be permitted in the Wilderness Zone if it 
requires mechanical access or if it might result in damage to flora, fauna or cultural 
heritage. 
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8) Commercial tourism operations in the Self-Reliant Recreational and Wilderness 
Zones should be restricted to guided bushwalking with parties limited in number to 
be consistent with the management guidelines for T3 and T4 tracks.  

9) Cycling should not be permitted in the Self-Reliant Recreational Zone or the 
Wilderness Zone. 

10) Four-wheeled driving should not be permitted anywhere off roads and formed tracks. 
11) Fossicking is not environmentally benign and can impact on the values of the 

TWWHA. It needs to be prohibited everywhere. 
12) Personal powered water craft (i.e. jetskis) need to prohibited in Port Davey (as it is 

in all other zones) as this is adjacent to the Wilderness Zone, is a form of motorised 
access, and is inconsistent with the maintenance of the values of this region (which 
includes peace and quietness). 

13) While accommodation facilities and associated infrastructure for commercial 
tourism operations are permitted in all zones, in relation to public huts and associated 
infrastructure the 2014 Draft MP only permits maintenance of existing huts.  So it 
appears that while privately managed tourism opportunities are to be allowed to 
flourish in an essentially uncontrolled manner across the entire TWWHA, the needs 
of the public are to be limited. This proposal is a blatant disregard to those who seek 
to access the more remote parts of the TWWHA for solitude and its wilderness 
qualities. As recommended previously, accommodation facilities and associated 
infrastructure for commercial tourism operations should not be allowed (or severely 
restricted to the VSZ) within the TWWHA. A similar comment holds whereby the 
2014 Draft MP generally restricts walking tracks to existing tracks within the Self-
Reliant Recreational and Wilderness Zones.  

14) Under the 2014 Draft MP the extraction of special timbers is to be permitted by 
authority within regional reserves and conservation areas. Logging is an activity that 
is completely at odds with the “identification, protection, conservation and 
rehabilitation of the area’s values” and should be prohibited everywhere within the 
TWWHA.  

 
Finally, the following statement on page 66 of the 2014 Draft MP needs to be corrected to 
reflect the intent of section 48(5) of the NPRMA 2002: 

Regardless of anything else in this plan, buildings, within the meaning of the 
NPRMA, may only be erected in national parks, State reserves, historic sites, game 
reserves, conservation areas, regional reserves, and nature recreation areas where 
that building is:… 

The addition of the work ‘only’ is significant as it places a limit on the types of buildings 
that can be erected in these reserves. 
 
3.3 Assessment and Approval Processes 

According to the 2014 Draft MP, the principal tool to be used for assessing the compatibility 
of a specific proposal with the management objectives and specific prescriptions of the MP 
is the Reserve Activity Assessment (RAA) undertaken by the PWS. There are four levels of 
RAA corresponding to the nature of the proposal or activity to be assessed. Only a Level-4 
RAA requires the formulation of a Development Proposal and Environmental Management 
Plan and public comment. These are to be reserved for proposals that are large in scale and 
have high public interest and/or substantial potential for impact on values. This begs the 
question of what defines ‘large’, public interest’ and ‘impact’. For example, are aircraft 
landings to be the subject to Level 4 RAAs? According to the 2014 Draft MP a large number 
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of aircraft landings are to be permitted but this is despite there being no such RAAs 
undertaken to assess their impact. The RAA is also a non-statutory process and so can be 
easily changed. Much more information about the how the RAA process is to be used in 
assessing proposals is required in the updated MP.  
 
On the other hand, the 1999 MP contained a clearly-defined process for the assessment of 
major proposals. The PWS would provide the developer with guidelines for an 
environmental impact statement. This would be assessed by the PWS and the assessment 
included mandatory public comment consultation and advice from the National Parks and 
Wildlife Advisory Committee. The replacement of the statutory assessment process outlined 
in the 1999 MP by the requirement in the 2014 Draft MP for only an assessment under the 
non-statutory RAA process obviously diminishes the rigour of the assessment process and 
is unacceptable. The requirement for assessing Major Impact Proposals as specified in the 
1999 MP must be retained in the updated MP. We also note that under the World Heritage 
Operational Guidelines (clause 110) “Impact assessments for proposed interventions are 
essential for all World Heritage properties” and maintenance of the assessment process 
articulated in the 1999 MP is consistent with this requirement. 
 
There also appears to be two separate mechanisms for the assessment of development 
proposals within the TWWHA: 

• The ‘normal’ process in which a developer approaches the PWS and the proposal is 
subject to RAA and any other applicable statutory assessment; and; 

• The ‘Expressions of Interest’ (EOI) process described on pages 77-78 of 2014 Draft 
MP.  

Whether or not the same assessment process is to apply to both types of proposals, or whether 
they will be subject to different assessment processes, must be clarified in the updated MP. 
Nevertheless, all proposals must be assessed and approved under the same process as 
recommended above. 
 
3.3.4 Expression of Interest Process 

Calling for EOIs before the MP for the TWWHA has been finalised illustrates the 
government’s lack of sincerity in getting the process right as it pre-empts the lifting of the 
restrictions in the 1999 MP on many of the proposed EOIs when updating of the MP – this 
is akin to putting the cart before the horse. EOIs should not have been invited before 
applicants knew the management framework they must work within. Furthermore, had the 
correct procedure been followed (with the MP being finalised first) then there would be no 
need to place this initiative in the management plan as it is a presumably a one-off scheme.  
 
At Stage 2 of the EOI process it is stated that the proposal will be assessed against the 
objectives of the relevant reserve class under the NPRMA and the purposes of reservation 
of that reserve class under the NCA. However, no mention is made of the fact the proposals 
should also be assessed against the requirement of the TWWHA MP, i.e. assessed under the 
RAA. This a requirement needs to be included in the updated MP (see previous comments).  
 
Also, the granting of a lease or licence should not be undertaken until the relevant proposal 
has been fully assessed and cleared by the relevant State and Commonwealth approval 
processes. Again, another instance of putting the cart before the horse. It would appear that 
the Government in its haste to approve as many EOIs as possible in the shortest possible 
time has thrown overboard any commitment to correctly follow due process. All EOIs need 
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to be fully assessed under the RAA (as a minimum) and the approval process as outlined in 
the 1999 MP must be retained.  
 
Finally, it remains unclear as to whether the present EOI process is a ‘once only’ opportunity 
(as it appeared to be when first announced) or if it to be repeated, or remain open indefinitely. 
This must be clarified since this is potentially the main mechanism for the assessment of 
development proposals within the TWWHA (especially if EOI proposals are to the assessed 
in a different manner as alluded to previously).  
 
3.4 Statutory Powers 

This section is entirely inappropriate and should not have been included. Like the EOI 
process, it is a case of putting the cart before the horse. The 2014 Draft MP should have 
awaited the changes to the Act, rather than assuming the Parliament will rubber-stamp the 
government’s proposed amendments. In any case, it is a wholly inappropriate process which 
can have no other purpose than facilitating inappropriate developments in national parks, 
state reserves, nature reserves and historic sites.  
 
The exercising of a Statutory Power (e.g. granting of a mining lease under the Mineral 
Resources and Development Act) is not something to be taken lightly in National Parks, 
State Reserves, etc. The current Act allows this only where a MP specifically provides for 
Statutory Powers to be exercised. It appears that the intention is for the Director (who is 
under control of the Minister) to be able to issue 'permits' "authorising [the exercise of] 
statutory powers". This is outrageous and fundamentally changes the protection heretofore 
provided to National Parks, etc. The exclusion of Statutory Powers (like the right to grant 
mining leases) in national parks, as set out in section 35, is the SINGLE MOST 
IMPORTANT PROVISION of the NPRMA 2002. It is what distinguishes National Parks, 
State Reserve, Nature Reserves and Historic Sites from other (lesser) reserves and Crown 
land.  
 
The granting of the right to exercise Statutory Powers previously required Parliamentary 
approval through specific provisions in a MP - see p. 192 1999 MP. Now it is apparently 
envisaged that the Director would permit Statutory Powers to be exercised, the only safety 
net being that Parliament could later disallow such permission. There are times, however, 
when Parliament does not sit for months and considerable damage could be done as a result 
of the Director’s action. Apart from this being the worst attack on the conservation status of 
National Parks since the concept was introduced to the State in 1915, this planned provision 
does not appear to have been properly thought through. In practice, many Statutory Powers 
(such as that of granting a Mineral Exploration Licence or a Mining Lease) are exercised by 
Ministers, yet it is here proposed that a Minister would have to ask the Director to grant a 
permit so that the Minister could exercise his/her Statutory Powers. The whole proposal is 
contrary to the very concept of National Parks as we have known them and has not been 
properly formulated.  
 
The existing process is the appropriate one in relation to this most important issue (the, 
hopefully extremely rare occurrence of the exercising of Statutory Powers likely to be 
detrimental to national parks within these, our most highly protected areas). Since the 2014 
Draft MP has been produced under the authority of the NPRMA 2002, it should comply with 
that Act and so should specify the statutory powers that may be exercised in National Parks, 
etc. as the 1999 MP does (pp. 192-195).  
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3.6.1 Primary Production 

This section would more appropriately be located in Chapter 8 on General Management later 
in the MP. 
 
3.6.1 Beekeeping 

Reference is made to permitting new apiary sites to be established but the 1999 MP (p. 185) 
requires research to be carried out to show these activities do not pose a significant threat 
before any new sites are considered (and that stated conditions be met). Has this research 
been carried out? Nevertheless, the requirements specified in the 1999 MP (which is more 
detailed than the ‘assessment’ mentioned in the 2014 Draft MP) needs to be maintained in 
the updated MP. 
 
3.6.2 Huon Pine Salvage and Special Species Timber 

The 2014 Draft MP states the “extraction of special species timbers will be considered 
through the RAA process and any other assessment and approval process or applicable 
legislative process” (p81). Logging is an activity that is completely at odds with the 
“identification, protection, conservation and rehabilitation of the area’s values” and should 
not be allowed anywhere within the TWWHA. Nevertheless, the TNPA supports the 
continuing salvage of Huon pine driftwood as is presently permitted under the 1999 MP. 
 
 
CHAPTER 4 CULTURAL VALUES MANAGEMENT 
 
There are numerous cultural values in the TWWHA that are of relevance to non-Aboriginal 
communities. Therefore the last part of the Management Objective listed on page 83 needs 
to be amended as follows: “…in partnerships with Tasmanian Aboriginal people and the 
boarder Tasmanian community”. Consistent with this change, the content of this chapter 
needs to be expanded to account for the management of these other non-Aboriginal cultural 
values.  
 
4.1 Governance: Joint Management 

The establishment of a Cultural Business Unit (CBU) would appear to be a process that is to 
be undertaken in tandem with the ongoing management responsibilities undertaken by the 
PWS to implement the TWWHA MP. However, there is no guidance given in the 2014 Draft 
MP as to how the outcomes of the CBU (which is to be empowered with policy development 
and planning responsibilities) are to be integrated into the overall TWWHA MP. In 
particular, what will be the mechanism for resolving a potential conflict between policy or 
planning outcomes of the CBU and the management objectives enshrined in the TWWHA 
MP (e.g. fire, tracks and access)? Will all outcomes of the CBU have to be consistent with 
the MP? It is important that the CBU is stated to be a subsidiary to the TWWHA MP and 
that any policy and/or planning suggestions made by the CBU are fully consistent with the 
objectives, management prescriptions, and KDOs of the TWWHA MP (i.e. this MP takes 
priority).  
 
4.2 Identification of Values 

The TNPA supports the management actions in relation to issue.  
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4.2 Cultural Understanding and Protection 

The 2014 Draft MP acknowledges that Aboriginal values in the TWWHA have not yet been 
fully identified and that protection of Aboriginal cultural values requires a greater level of 
understanding. It is further acknowledge (p 86) that “Some parts of the area could be 
adversely affected before Aboriginal values, and their relationships to natural values, are 
properly identified and understood. Additionally, a lack of appropriate assessments could 
lead to poor outcomes, such as the placement of inappropriate or ineffective infrastructure.” 
Why then is the area being opened up the tourism developments (via the EOI process 
presently underway) before an adequate assessment and inventory of Aboriginal values has 
been obtained? Surely any increase in access and development of tourist infrastructure will 
exacerbate this problem. Indeed, there is a valid argument that the updating of the TWWHA 
MP be delayed until these assessments have been completed.  
 
As mentioned previously, there is a no mention of non-Aboriginal values in this section – 
either an understanding of these values and what is required to protect them. This values 
include the physical remains of past European use in certain locations to the cultural value 
placed by many of the wilderness values of the TWWHA (e.g. remoteness, tranquility, an 
absence of intrusions by a modern technologically-based society). The recognition and 
protection of these values are just as important as the recognition and protection of 
Aboriginal values. 
 
4.5 Access to Country 

This section is full of problematic ideas. For example, how will the "A program of regular 
access visits (p. 90)” be organised? Will there be options for new roads? Also, what are the 
options that provide "access to, and use of, animal, plant and other materials in the TWWHA 
for cultural purposes” and why in the TWWHA (supposedly Tasmania’s most protected 
area) when there is the remainder of Tasmania from where these items can be accessed. 
 
It also remains unclear, and potentially problematic, exactly what is desired by the statement 
that “Aboriginal people will be engaged to develop protocols that allow the use of fire as a 
traditional cultural practice (p. 90)”. What exactly is the desired outcome? Is it about 
attempting to re-establish fire practices that may have existed when Aboriginal people 
occupied and used this land – if so, do we have any knowledge as to what those practices 
may have been? Who will be allowed to undertake such practices? And how is this 
compatible with the Fuel-stove only requirement for other users? Also, given the great risk 
posed by fire to many of the values within the TWWHA how is the use of fire as a cultural 
practice to be managed, controlled and integrated into the Bushfire Risk Assessment Model? 
Far more clarity on this extremely important issue is required. 
 
Finally, more clarity is also required on the opportunity to establish base camps. Will these 
be temporary or permanent? What level of infrastructure will be allowed? Where will they 
be allowed? The 2014 Draft MP needs to be much more prescriptive on exactly what is being 
proposed and permitted here – otherwise such a carte blanc approach as is being allowed 
here is likely to result in conflict and inconsistency with other management objectives and 
prescriptions outlined in the MP.  
 
4.6 A Cultural Landscape 

The statement (p. 91) that “the term “wilderness’ … is problematic for Aboriginal people…” 
is not entirely correct. It may have been acknowledged as an issue for some Tasmanian 
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Aboriginal people but as the recent debate in the media on this issue has demonstrated it is 
clearly not an issue for all Tasmanian Aboriginal people as implied by this statement. 
Furthermore, the most accepted definitions of Wilderness (c.f. 1999 MP) do not imply that 
the landscape is empty of human culture. Indeed, the 1999 MP definition of ‘wilderness’ 
was deliberately constructed to address this issue in Tasmania and for the TWWHA. The 
statement cited above therefore needs to be revised to reflect this diversity of views.  
 
To say that it is difficult to properly acknowledge the TWWHA as a living cultural landscape 
with the term ‘wilderness’ is also not correct. As mentioned above wilderness acknowledges 
prior occupation of the land by Aboriginal peoples and so these two concepts are not in 
conflict – both can exist together and as stated previously they are just different ways of 
looking at the same thing. If there is a problem, then we need to educate people as to the 
compatibility between the wilderness concept and occupation by Aboriginal societies (pre- 
colonial or modern technological societies). The use of education as a tool to achieving 
KDOs is wide-spread throughout the MP. The TNPA therefore recommends the use of both 
concepts (Wilderness and Cultural Landscape) for management purposes.   
 
While the 2014 Draft MP (p. 91) notes that the World Heritage Committee has formally 
recognised ‘Cultural Landscapes” since 1992, it is also noted that the concept of wilderness 
is currently not a World Heritage value (p. 158). However, this does not mean that wilderness 
may not become a recognised World Heritage value in the future. Indeed, a move to assess 
the potential for the World Heritage Convention to contribute to wilderness conservation 
around the world has already been initiated at the 10th World Wilderness Congress held in 
2013. Given the recognised importance of the concept of wilderness to the management and 
promotion of TWWHA this is an issue in which Australia should take lead in promoting. In 
this regard, the TNPA recommends the following KDO be added to the MP: 

- The Australian government work together with other member states of the 
Convention to get recognition of wilderness as a World Heritage value. 

 
While the 2014 Draft MP states that “The TWWHA has the potential to qualify as a Cultural 
Landscape” (p. 91), however, it appears that much of the new management that is put in 
place in this plan is predicated on the TWWHA being a cultural landscape and needing this 
management regime. Until this issue is clarified the management regime being proposed in 
the Draft MP can be seen as being premature. The TNPA therefore recommends that a formal 
assessment of Aboriginal cultural landscape values be undertaken as part of the ongoing 
review of the MP and before finalisation of the updated MP.  
 
 
CHAPTER 5 NATURAL VALUES MANAGEMENT 
 
This chapter covers material included in Chapter 5 (Identification, Protection, Conservation 
and Rehabilitation) of the 1999 MP.  
 
The TWWHA satisfies all four of UNESCO’s natural criteria for World Heritage listing. 
However, neither these criteria nor the qualifying characteristics of the TWWHA are listed 
or described. This is a serious flaw that needs to be corrected in the updated MP. 
 
While it was noted earlier that the management objective to ‘rehabilitate’ has been removed 
from the Vision (or Overarching Management Objective) for the 2014 Draft MP, the 
management objectives listed for Natural Values Management include the need to “restore 
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natural biological and geological diversity and processes within the TWWHA”. The TNPA 
supports the inclusion of the need to restore in this objective and again re-iterates the need 
to include this in the Overall Management Objective statement. As noted previously, with 
the recent inclusion of logged forest areas within the WHA the need to restore or rehabilitate 
is of particular relevance and importance in any updated MP.  
 
While the TNPA generally supports the Key Desired Outcomes (KDOs) listed in this 
chapter, we again note the reduction in information provided in comparison to the 1999 MP 
and the exclusion of prescriptions related to a range of important natural values. These 
include: 

i) Natural diversity and processes 
ii)  Geodiversity and geoconservation 
iii)  Vegetation 
iv) Animals 
v) Feeding wildlife 
vi) Introduced animals 
vii)  Landscape, and 
viii)  Wilderness 

Indeed, given the centrality and importance of the natural values in this list of exclusions 
one wonders what specific natural values are to be managed under the 2014 Draft MP. The 
generic nature and non-specificity of the statements in the 2014 Draft MP in relation to the 
management of natural values is therefore unacceptable as again there is no clear guidance 
as to what the specific management objectives of the MP are and what the key desired 
outcomes are. A few examples illustrate this point: 

1) The 1999 MP has a stated objective (p77) “To maintain biodiversity, i.e. the full 
range of species, communities, ecosystems, genetic diversity and biogeographic 
integrity…” The 2014 Draft MP has no such statement and so it remains uncertain as 
to whether the maintenance of biodiversity is a stated management objective under 
this plan.  

2) Is the feeding of wildlife by commercial operators and concessionaires to be 
prohibited under the Updated MP as it currently is under the 1999 MP? 

3) The 1999 MP has a stated objective (p90) “To protect and maintain World Heritage 
and other landscape values, including scenic (particularly vistas and viewfields and 
cultural landscape values)” The 2014 Draft MP has no such statement and so it 
remains uncertain as to whether the maintenance of landscape values is a stated 
management objective under this plan.  

4) The 1999 MP has a stated objective (p94) “To maintain and enhance the quality of 
the wilderness recreational experience for visitors to the WHA” The 2014 Draft MP 
has no such statement and so it remains uncertain as to whether the maintenance of 
such wilderness experiences is a stated management objective under this plan 

 
The lack of detail in the 2014 Draft MP on these issues (and many more) results in the 
statements in this MP lacking any prescriptive value. As such, it will be impossible to assess 
whether the management objectives for the natural values of the TWWHA are being 
achieved. This inability to make an actual assessment against the management objectives is 
likely to result in a situation where almost anything could be allowed under the MP. One of 
the specific strengths of the current 1999 MP is the ability to ascertain the specific 
management objectives, prescriptions and KDOs for a large range of issues. This allows 
certainty for management and provides direct guidance on the management activities 
required to achieve the stated KDOs. Such specificity needs to be retained in the updated 
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MP otherwise the whole MP is rendered no more than a bunch of vague and generic 
statements.  
 
Given the deficiency just noted, the updated MP also needs to be mindful of the findings of 
the 2004 State of the TWWHA Report which identified the slow response and/or low priority 
given to managing impacts and threats to sensitive areas and values as a key factor limiting 
management performance for the protection and conservation of values. In response the 
following recommendation was made: Proposed Action 12 – “That the management plan, 
budget allocations, and day-to-day management of the TWWHA give high priority to 
addressing identified impacts and threats to the natural and cultural values of the TWWHA”. 
The updated MP needs to be consistent with this recommendation. 
 
The 2014 Draft MP also acknowledges that “the natural values of the TWWHA have not 
faced greater or more rapid changes for thousands of years (p101)” with climate change, 
fire and incursions by invasive species seen as the major threats. However, the management 
prescriptions in the 2014 Draft MP to mitigate these threats are weak and unclear. For 
example, in regard to the threat from fire, the 2014 Draft MP contains no management 
objective, only a single KDO and two management actions. This is in contrast to the 1999 
MP which contained a list of five management objectives and 25 management prescriptions. 
Again, the 2014 Draft MP fails to adequately prescribe the management objectives in 
relation to fire and how these objectives are to be achieved. Furthermore, the management 
of fire in the TWWHA as outlined in the 2014 Draft MP is confusing as it is acknowledged 
that Aboriginal cultural practices within the TWWHA are to be encouraged, including the 
use of Aboriginal burning practices. As the protection of the Outstanding Universal Values 
of the TWWHA must take a priority, the current lack of clear objectives and confusion 
regarding the incorporation of traditional Aboriginal practices needs to be rectified in the 
updated MP. 
 
 
CHAPTER 6: MANAGEMENT FOR PRESENTATION 
 
This chapter covers material included in Chapter 6 (Presentation) of the 1999 MP.  
 
The TNPA acknowledges that together with the primary management objective of 
conserving and protecting the natural and cultural values within the TWWHA, the 
presentation of these values is the other main management objective. However, the 
conservation objective needs to take priority over the objective to present. This ranking of 
priorities needs to be made clear in the updated MP. Furthermore, the approach taken in this 
chapter misunderstands the meaning of the term ‘presentation’ which needs to be correctly 
interpreted as “to show and explain to an audience.” Examples of presentation in this sense 
are Visitor Interpretative Centres (usually found in the VSZs) and the short walks within the 
TWWHA which are accompanied by some form of interpretative signs. This is contrary to 
the approach taken in the 2014 Draft MP which uses this term to promote commercial 
tourism activities which are not directly related to “showing and explaining the TWWHA to 
an audience” but instead use the TWWHA as a backdrop for the conduct other activities. In 
this regard these activities are not directly about ‘presentation’ as they can be undertaken 
just as easily in areas outside the TWWHA. 
 
In this regard, the TNPA does not support that statement on page 113 of the 2014 Draft MP 
that “the TWWHA presentation must continue to evolve in response to changing visitor 
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demand and expectations.” Demand driven objectives hark back to the old paradigm of 
assumed ‘unlimited’ resources that were seemingly inexhaustible. The new paradigm of 
management is now based on the concept of sustainability, i.e. managing the supply of a 
resource to achieve outcomes that will protect and achieve long-term management 
objectives, in this case the conservation and protection of the Outstanding Universal Values 
within the TWWHA. Towards this end there needs to be a recognition in the updated MP 
that presentation of the TWWHA values needs to be undertaken within a conservation 
framework and that there will be limitations on what is possible in order to protect these 
values. For example, there may be a ‘demand’ by certain visitors to climb over the Parthenon 
in Athens, but a sympathetic understanding of the need to sustain the values of this building 
prohibits such activities. Having a regard to such limitations also holds in relation to 
protecting the values of the TWWHA. This understanding needs to represent a core element 
within the development of any Tourism Master Plan as proposed in the 2014 Draft MP. 
Towards this end, the following Management Action needs to be added: 

- The Tourism Master Plan outlines a strategy for ensuring the protection and 
conservation of the natural and cultural values of the TWWHA.  

 
The TNPA also has some problems with the Management Action associated with KDO 6.2 
which simply recommends a strategic approach to improving visitation in the TWWHA. 
This begs the questions as to what level of visitation is desired or considered acceptable. The 
MP needs to be cognisant of the fact that there are natural and social limits to the number of 
visitors which any site within the TWWHA can handle. In this regard the updated MP needs 
to be mindful of the findings of the 2004 State of the TWWHA Report which found that 
increasing level of tourism and number of visitors to the TWWHA poses a threat to the 
natural and cultural heritage of the area.  In response, this report noted that tourism and 
visitation requires careful management to ensure that human use of the TWWHA is 
ecologically sustainable and does not degrade the area’s special values. The need to place a 
limit on the number of walkers completing the Overland Track is an excellent example of 
this type of management. Consistent with the Limits of Acceptable Change approach the 
placement of restrictions on visitation levels is a common management practice used in other 
parks around the world. Increasing levels of visitors to other parts of the TWWHA is likely 
to result in a need to impose similar management restrictions in the future. The updated MP 
needs to reflect this approach to the management of increasing visitor levels. 
 
In order to avoid the conflict over past tourism proposals within the TWWHA, the 
development of any Tourism Master Plan needs to be undertaken within a wide range of 
stakeholder groups, including key user groups of the TWWHA (e.g. bushwalkers and 
recreational fishers), key ENGOs and those who have expertise in the management of the 
natural and cultural values contained within the TWWHA. Such as approach was taken with 
the Bushwalking and Track Review process on which the TNPA was a member. The 
inclusion of such stakeholders needs to be formally recognised in the updated MP – the 
reference to ‘other key stakeholders’ is too vague and subject to exclusion bias to achieve 
desired political outcomes. If such an inclusion of stakeholder groups cannot be guaranteed 
then the proposal to develop a Tourism Master Pan needs to be deleted from the MP.  
 
If a Tourism Master Plan is to be developed, then why is the government proceeding with 
the EOI process before this plan is finalised?  Again, surely another case of the cart before 
the horse. The EOI process needs to be put on hold until both the updated TWWHA MP and 
the Tourism Master Plan are finalised. Only then will proponents and the government 
understand the management framework within which EOIs can proceed.  
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The reference to hunting at the start of this chapter also needs to be deleted – hunting is not 
an activity which is associated with presentation as it is a destructive activity and should be 
prohibited everywhere in the TWWHA.  
 
6.2 Diversity and Quality of Experience 

While the TNPA supports a diverse range of visitor experiences in the TWWHA (i.e. KDO 
6.3), we strongly oppose the associated Management Action that the zoning in the TWWHA 
be revised in response to the Tourism Master Plan (TMP). The approach to management 
enshrined in this proposed Management Action is at the core of the fundamentally flawed 
approach taken by the whole 2014 Draft MP. In essence, what is being propose is that the 
2014 Draft MP is to be secondary to the TMP, or put another way, a Tourism Policy has 
been developed by the government and the proposed management plan for the TWWHA 
that has been developed is based solely on accommodating that Policy. Hence, instead of 
making the protection and conservation of the natural and cultural values (the very values 
for which the area is globally recognised as a WHA) the primary management objective, as 
recommended above, this objective is to be made secondary to the demands of tourism. This 
is a reversal of priorities and is totally unacceptable. As such this Management Action needs 
to be deleted and replaced with the following: 

- The Tourism Master Plan needs to be consistent with the zoning and management 
objectives and prescriptions of the TWWHA MP.  

 
While there may be some scope for the development of a TMP for the TWWHA, such of 
plan needs to be seen as a subsidiary document or plan to the TWWHA MP – not the other 
way around. The TWWHA MP, if it is to serve the purpose for which it was designed, must 
take precedence over any subsidiary document related to management of the TWWHA – i.e. 
the TMP must augment the TWWHA MP, not supersede it.  
 
This recommended Management Action also highlights the need for a zoning system that 
effectively regulates use of the TWWHA to ensure that the area’s values are protected and 
management objectives are achieved. As outlined previously the proposed zoning in the 
2014 Draft MP fails to achieve this key outcome.  
 
Finally, the approach taken by the TMP also needs to be questioned. As stated above the 
‘demand’ driven approach is completely at odds with the need to ‘present’ the values of the 
TWWHA. So instead of building infrastructure and modifying aspects of the TWWHA 
supposedly to suit visitor ‘demand’, the opposite approach should be taken where the true 
values of the TWWHA are promoted so that visitors will want to come and see them ‘as they 
are’. Indeed, this is consistent with the current debate where a large part of the community 
is demanding that ‘wilderness’ values continue to be acknowledged and protected in the 
TWWHA MP and the associated wilderness zone in the 1999 MP be retained. After all, it is 
the values of the region that are universally acknowledged as World Heritage, not the 
opportunities for commercial tourism. 
 
6.3 Access 

It is stated (p. 117) that “Roads and tracks detract from the visitor experience if their quality 
does not match visitor expectations.” Again, the authors of the 2014 Draft MP seem to forget 
that the plan is about the management of Outstanding Universal Values; it is not about 
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managing to ‘match visitor expectations’ (as one might with a hotel). There is a need in the 
MP to educate prospective visitors as to what they should expect. 
 
6.3.1 Tracks 

No rationale is given for the proposal (p118) to consider lifting the present prohibition on 
built infrastructure on the South Coast Track.  The popularity of this track usage would seem 
to indicate that walkers are happy with the present lack of facilities along the track and the 
relative wilderness quality of experience so offered. If there is a need for recreational plan 
for the South Coast Track then it is improper to pick out only one aspect which it should 
consider. This change appears to being made solely to satisfy one of the EOI proponents. 
This is not appropriate. 
 
6.3.3 Aircraft 

The 2014 Draft MP acknowledges the potential for conflict between aerial access and other 
users and offers a number of measures to minimise the impact of aerial access: selection of 
landing-site approaches; careful site selection; low volumes. Nevertheless the 2014 Draft 
MP recommends a large increase in helicopter and floatplane landings within the TWWHA. 
These constitute a significant impact on remoteness and therefore the wilderness experience 
available in the Tasmanian Wilderness. Floatplane landings in remote areas such as Lake 
Judd and New River Lagoon would be extremely intrusive. Landings on Central Plateau 
lakes could be equally damaging to wilderness qualities, i.e. the thin edge of the wedge, with 
infrastructure such as jetties, standing camps, huts and other accommodation to follow. 
 
Furthermore, despite many of the sites selected being popular wilderness walk locations 
where conflict is inevitable, no rationale as to why these sites and the frequency of flights 
are seen as appropriate is provided, effectively ignoring its own criteria for minimising 
impact. Again, these changes appear to being made to satisfy proponents of several EOIs 
which is inappropriate. By permitting these flights the 2014 Draft MP also ignores the 
recommendations made in the 2004 State of the TWWHA Report which listed “increasing 
mechanised access to remote areas of the TWWHA” as a new or emerging threat to the 
natural and cultural values of the TWWHA and made the following recommendation: 
Proposed Action 22 – Maintain natural peace and quiet. In particular: “That the Parks and 
Wildlife Service, in consultation with airspace regulators and operators, proactively manage 
noise to maintain the natural peace and quiet of the TWWHA, and so protect the quality of 
visitors’ wilderness recreational experience e.g. by developing tranquillity standards for 
identified sites and/or zones within the TWWHA.”  This report also notes that noise 
disturbance from overflights has become a significant management issue in National Parks 
in several countries e.g. in the Grand Canyon, USA, and at Mt Cook, New Zealand. 
 
The TNPA notes that in relation to aircraft activities within the TWWHA the 1999 MP states 
that “The use of aircraft to gain access to remote parts of the WHA is generally incompatible 
with the recreation experiences sought by on-ground visitors to such area” (p133). The plan 
also notes that surveys undertaken by the PWS have shown that there remains public concern 
about aircraft activity intruding on visitors’ experiences in the WHA. In light of these 
concerns, the current management objectives for aircraft activities with the WHA are limited 
to the following: 

• To provide for scenic flights over the WHA in accordance with the objectives for each 
management zone while minimising disturbance for on-ground visitors and wildlife. 
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• To allow aerial access for conservation management purposes and in emergency 
situations. 

 
So in essence the 1999 MP provides for scenic over-flights, but limits access (e.g. landings). 
It states that landing strips for light aircraft are located at Melaleuca, Moores Valley (south 
of Birchs Inlet), near Cradle Valley (since closed) and at the townships of Strahan and 
Queenstown. Float plane operators fly out of Strahan and are licensed by the Service to land 
at localities on the Gordon River and Macquarie Harbour. Furthermore, while a number of 
management prescriptions are provided in the management plan in relation of landings, in 
general any additional landing sites are to be made available only following investigation of 
options and subject to a number of conditions. In relation to float-planes the plan also states 
that permits "are only issued when the purpose is considered to be consistent with the 
management objectives for the WHA" (p133).  
 
If the 2014 Draft MP was serious about assessing the impact of flights on the natural peace 
and quiet of the TWWHA it should initially only recommend trial flights to one or two sites 
close to Visitor Service Zones (e.g. Lake St Clair) within the TWWHA over say a two year 
period. This review should also include a process of broad public consultation. However, no 
flights to the Self-Reliant Recreation Zone or the Remote Recreational/Wilderness Zone 
should be permitted in line with the recommendation of the 2004 Report.  
 
Finally, the TNPA is concerned that there are no Key Desired Outcomes and associated 
management prescriptions (as is the situation with the 1999 MP) listed for aircraft activity 
in the TWWHA which in essence mean that there may be an uncontrolled increase in those 
areas where such activity is permitted and no prescriptions for minimising and assessing 
impacts. The 2014 Draft MP also remains silent on a number of other issues related to aircraft 
activity within the TWWHA, e.g. is the prohibition of airdrops of food or equipment from 
planes throughout the WHA to continue? In light of these deficiencies, the TNPA 
recommends that KDOs and management prescriptions be developed for this activity 
consistent with those contained in the 1999 MP. 
 
6.3.4 Motorised Boats 

As was the situation in relation to aircraft activity, the TNPA is concerned that again there 
are no Key Desired Outcomes (or management prescriptions) listed for motorised boat 
activity in the TWWHA which in essence mean that there may be an uncontrolled increase 
(and associated problems) in those areas where such activity is permitted. For example, what 
are the management prescriptions in relation to jetties and moorings? Furthermore, this 
section ignores the recommendations made in the 2004 State of the TWWHA Report which 
listed “cruise ships, boating and diving activities in the Port Davey–Bathurst Harbour 
region” as a new or emerging threat to the natural and cultural values of the TWWHA. In 
light of these comments, the TNPA recommends that KDOs and management prescriptions 
be developed for this activity consistent with those contained in the 1999 MP and there 
should be no expansion of places where motorised boating is allowed.  
 
6.4.1 Port-Davey – Bathurst Harbour 

In 2010 the TNPA received a letter from a commercial operator working the Bathurst 
Harbour region expressing concern about the impact of increase in motorised visits to the 
area. In particular it was stated that “growth in visitation is eroding the area’s wilderness 
values” and “greater management control should be place on all visitations (commercial 



TNPA Submission: TWWHA Management Plan Review, March 2015 
_______________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

32 
 

and non-commercial) to ensure that the remote wilderness value of the area is maintained 
into the future. Fundamentally the company feels that motorised transport of all kinds is at 
odds with wilderness values”.  Despite the sentiments expressed in this letter about the 
increase in disturbance from motorised boats in this region, and possibly others, little has 
been done to address the concerns expressed.  
 
While the TNPA notes the monitoring and education mentioned in KDO 6.6 on page 125 of 
the 2014 Draft MP, we remain concerned of the limited ability of the PWS to carry out such 
activities. If there is no monitoring then the ability to assess and minimise impacts is limited. 
Also, the TNPA notes that in the associated management prescriptions there is no mention 
of setting limits on impacts if so required. The TNPA recommends adoption of a Limit 
Acceptable Change management approach where triggers and associated management 
responses are identified and included in the updated MP. 
 
Note: the Port Davey Marine Reserve is not shown on the Tenure Map on p. 21 - it should 
be. 
 
6.4.2 Gordon River 

The 2014 Draft MP acknowledges that that “From February 2004 to March 2013, estuarine 
banks near the river mouth were found to have eroded at double the average rate of that 
expected from sea-level rise alone, with an increasing trend evident. Erosion rates are 
declining in the zones above where commercial vessels operate.”(p 125). Hence, motorized 
boating, even subject to controls, still erodes the riverbanks. Yet this finding is ignored by 
the provision of lax management prescriptions. The TNPA recommends that KDOs and 
management prescriptions be developed for this activity consistent with the prevention of 
river erosion and which strengthen those contained in the 1999 MP (which have failed to 
contain the erosion rates).  
 
6.4.4 Cave and Karst Features 

It is mentioned that three cave sites within Aboriginal lands are not subject to the MP. They 
could be if the lands were made private reserves (or other appropriate category) and ALCT 
agreed. Vigorous efforts should be made to get this agreement or to have compatible 
management plans prepared for these land parcels. 

6.4.5 Franklin River 

The TNPA questions why the issue of canoeing and rafting is limited to just the Franklin 
River and again notes the lack of a KDO for this activity. The TNPA recommends that this 
section be broadened to cover all canoeing and rafting within the TWWHA and the retention 
of the KDO in the 1999 MP. 
 
No rationale or justification is provided for the proposal to increase numbers in commercial 
rafting parties from 13 to 15 and again looks like simply appeasing a request from the tourist 
industry. It is also another ‘deaths by a thousand cuts’ phenomenon where over time 
activities are incrementally increased eventually triggering sustainability criteria. For 
example, an increase in party size will place increased pressure on camp sites. Who has 
asked for the increase in party size, and why? The line about “if monitoring shows 
‘unacceptable' levels of impact” size will be reduced back to 13 cannot be taken seriously 
and would never happen. Until a justification for this increase can be demonstrated on 
sustainability criteria no increase in party sizes should be allowed.  
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Keeping the Mt McCall Road open also needs to be questioned and options for the closure 
of this road should be examined, particularly if the cost of keeping it open for a few operators 
is surely not justified economically.  
 
6.4.6 Climbing and Canyoning 

The lack of a KDO for this activity is again noted. The TNPA recommends the retention of 
the KDO in the 1999 MP. 
 
6.4.7 Snow Skiing 

The lack of a KDO for this activity is again noted. The TNPA recommends the retention of 
the KDO in the 1999 MP. 
 
6.5 Cultural Heritage and 6.6 Historic Heritage 

The 2014 Draft MP is making a distinction between ‘Cultural Heritage’ (Aboriginal) and 
‘Historic Heritage’. As a consequence, there is no discussion of historic heritage in the 
Statement of Values, and historic heritage is not included in the Cultural Values 
Management part of the Draft MP, but instead is relegated to this sub-section of General 
Management. This approach is contrary to Article 5.1 of the Australia ICOMOS Burra 
Charter 2013 and to the Australia ICOMOS Code on the Ethics of Co-existence in 
Conserving Significant Places 1998. The World Heritage Convention also does not make 
this distinction in the definition of cultural heritage. Therefore it is not appropriate to restrict 
‘Cultural Heritage’ to Aboriginal culture only and the updated MP must be not make the 
same mistake (i.e. of distinguishing between ‘Cultural Heritage’ (Aboriginal) and ‘Historic 
Heritage’).  
 
By limiting discussion of Historic Heritage to this minor section of the 2014 Draft MP, the 
Draft MP does not do justice to these values as this section does not articulate the actual 
historic heritage values of the TWWHA nor does not discuss their significance. These issues 
must be addressed in the updated MP as the discussion in the 2014 Draft MP does not provide 
an adequate basis for managing the historic heritage values. 
 
6.7 Presentation within the 2013 Boundary Extension 

The TNPA supports a review of future presentation opportunities with the 2013 extensions 
but notes that the comment in the 2014 Draft MP on page 137 that this review will be “based 
on a principle of maintaining the current recreational opportunities” would seem to be pre-
determining the outcomes of this review. The TNPA argues that the statement of this 
principle be deleted from the MP and replaced by a statement that the review be guided by 
and consistent with achieving the main management objectives of the TWWHA MP – i.e. to 
identify, protect, conserve, rehabilitate and present the TWHA.  
 
The argument that because some activities have become established they cannot be phased 
out is insidious. All it seems to say is "any activity that has an ongoing unacceptable impact 
on natural and cultural values will require a management response to mitigate its impact.” 
This is clearly inadequate. Activities with unacceptable impacts must be stopped. At least a 
clear phase-out regime over a reasonable timeframe (not beyond the life of the plan) should 
be imposed. Towards this end, the following Management Action needs to the added below 
KDO 6.12: 
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- Activities which are found to have unacceptable impacts will be stopped, with a 
phase-out regime over a reasonable timeframe (within the life of the plan) identified. 

 
Furthermore, the statements on page 137 that: "There may be opportunities to develop 
mountain-bike trails, designated four-wheel-drive, all-terrain vehicle and trail-bike routes, 
adventure activities such as zip lining, horse riding and educational facilities. It is important 
that these opportunities are identified and considered in the necessary review of boundary-
extension assets, particularly roads, and in the adaptive management of this area. Such 
management will be based on a principle of maintaining the current recreational 
opportunities.” are unacceptable and again represent a refusal to acknowledge that the land 
status has changed. It is not acceptable to continue to allow destructive unsustainable 
activities in the WHA or develop new activities in the 2013 extensions that are contrary to 
the management prescriptions of the reminder of the TWWHA. The 2013 extensions are part 
of the TWWHA, they are not different, and therefore need to be managed in a way which is 
commensurate with the whole area. Furthermore, these activities can be conducted elsewhere 
- not in a World Heritage Area (it must not become ‘all things to all people’).  Apart from 
the review to be undertaken, and the comment above, these statements need to be deleted 
from the updated MP. 
 
If there is a need for a distinctive form of management within some parts of the 2013 
extensions, then perhaps new and different zones should be defined for some of these areas 
– at least during a phase out period of activities after which time these zones will become 
part of the existing zones and therefore come under the associated management 
prescriptions.  
 
6.8 Additional Commercial Tourism Opportunities 

The TNPA does not support retention of this section in the MP as it is an ad hoc addition 
and the opportunities listed have not been demonstrated to be consistent with the 
management prescriptions outlined in the 2014 Draft MP. For example, the proposal for 
vessel-based accommodation of up to 24 berths per vessel on the Gordon River is unlikely 
to be consistent with the need to prevent river erosion (and water pollution). It is obvious 
that these ad hoc additions are to accommodate specific requests made through the EOI 
process. However, these proposals, as with any others, will need to be assessed via the 
protocols identified in the MP and the listing of two such proposals is inappropriate in the 
MP. The inclusion of this section in the 2014 Draft MP emphasizes the fact that the TWWHA 
MP should have been finalised before the EOI process so that the zoning prescription and 
criteria for assessing proposals were clear first. Circumventing this process by surreptitiously 
including permission for these proposals to proceed is totally inappropriate.   
 
 
CHAPTER 7 MANAGEMENT FOR COMMUNITY ENGAGEMEMT 
 
The Management Objective for this chapter promotes the role of the TWWHA as a 
component of communities and to “involve these communities in its management.”  The 
TNPA notes that this is a change from the corresponding Management Objective in the 1999 
MP which fosters the involvement of “the community in the area’s conservation”. As stated 
previously, the rationale for setting aside areas within conservation reserves is to protect and 
conserve the natural and social values contained within these reserves.  Thus conservation 
should be the primary focus of management. The TNPA would like the focus in the 
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Management Objective to be restated to “involve these communities in both the area’s 
conservation and overall management”. 
 
7.1 Information, Consultation and Partnerships 

The TNPA supports community involvement in the ongoing conservation (and management) 
of the TWWHA and that communities have access to a range of sources that provide current 
information about TWWHA management issues (KDO 7.1, page 146). However, we note 
with some concern that while this objective has been often stated in the past, in practice it is 
often quickly forgotten. For example, the development of the Overland Track Policy in 2013 
was undertaken with limited consultative and no public involvement and as a consequence 
was not supported by the stakeholder groups impacted. The TNPA looks forward to an 
improvement in the achievement of this KDO. 
 
7.4 Economic and Social Wellbeing of Local Communities. 

The TNPA supports the environmental, economic and social benefits that flow to local 
communities from the TWWHA. However, there are many means for achieving such 
benefits, and the achievement of these benefits needs to be consistent with, and subsidiary 
to, the achievement of the overall management objective for the TWWHA - i.e. to identify, 
protect, conserve, rehabilitate and present the TWWHA. For example, the TNPA has long 
advocated the siting of accommodation facilities in communities outside the TWWHA in 
order to support the economic and social benefits of these communities. Indeed, this was a 
stated management prescription in the 1999 MP (“If facilities or services exist or can be 
developed outside the WHA that meet visitor needs, such facilities and services will not be 
provided as concessions within the WHA”) and this prescription needs to be retained in the 
updated MP. Consideration of social and economic benefits should not be allowed to over-
ride the protection of the Outstanding Universal Values contained in the TWWHA. This 
requirement needs to be listed as a management prescription.  
 
7.5.2 Permanent TimerbProducti0n Zone Land 

The proposal for Forestry Tasmania to be able to burn the TWWHA within a kilometre of 
the boundary to protect its production forests is of great concern. ‘Access tracks or 
firebreaks’ should not be able to be built within the TWWHA and Forestry Tasmania should 
not be permitted to fell trees within the boundary. They have to carry out their management 
operations within the areas they retain.  
 
7.5.2 Land Managers within the TWWHA 

As noted elsewhere, strenuous efforts should be made to get other owners/managers within 
the TWWHA to agree to the TWWHA Management Plan applying to their land or to prepare 
compatible plans for management of their land. 
 
 
CHATER 8: GENERAL MANAGEMENT 
 
8.1 Fire Management 

The 2014 Draft MP states (p 101) that “Fire is perhaps the greatest challenge for the 
management of the TWWHA, particularly in the context of a changing climate. Fire is also 
one of the most powerful tools land managers have to conserve and manage the cultural and 
natural values of the TWWHA.” The TNPA does not disagree with this statement. 



TNPA Submission: TWWHA Management Plan Review, March 2015 
_______________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

36 
 

 
The 2014 Draft MP also states that there is a “clear need to reintroduce a significantly 
greater level of fire back into the landscape to help maintain specific cultural and natural 
values, and….” If there is a ‘clear need’ then this must be documented and referenced as the 
use of fire as a management tool for the reasons listed in this statement is not always agreed.  
Indeed, the 2014 Draft MP states (p. 155/156) that “ there is limited knowledge of the impacts 
of fire on some of these values…” which would appear to contradict that earlier statement 
that there is a clear need to increase the use of fire management. Also, the 2014 Draft MP 
notes (p 157) that there has already been an increase in the incidence of fire in the TWWHA 
mostly associated with the increase in lightening strikes. So perhaps the problem now is that 
the level of fire is getting to be too great.   
 
The landscape of the TWWHA has components that are millions of years old, sometimes 
hundreds of millions of years old. A precautionary approach to the use of fire is therefore 
necessary when it potentially impacts on vulnerable environments containing rainforest and 
alpine vegetation, particularly any assemblages of Huon pine, King Billy pine, pencil pine, 
deciduous beech, Eucalyptus regnans and other fire-sensitive species. Towards this end, the 
TNPA supports the development of a holistic fire plan for the TWWHA. However, along 
with the issues that this plan will include (listed on p. 157) there needs to be an additional 
requirement that the plan is based on the most up-to-date research and understanding 
concerning the appropriateness of the use of fire to manage, protect and conserve natural and 
cultural values. Furthermore, in light of the development of this plan, the Management 
Actions listed on page 102 of the 2014 Draft MP should be deleted (as they are premature) 
with the relevant management actions to be determined as part of the development of a 
holistic fire plan for the TWWHA. Finally, in proposals in relation to fire management made 
in the updated MP need to be cognisant of the findings of the 2004 State of the TWWHA 
Report which found there was a “lack of knowledge about fire regimes and possibly the 
inappropriateness of current regimes to establish and maintain the optimal mix of ecological 
communities for the long-term conservation of biodiversity in the TWWHA and to properly 
manage the risk of unmanageable wildfires”  
 
There needs to be an acknowledgement expressed in this section that the increase in fires in 
the TWWHA resulting from dry lightning strikes is consistent with changes associated with 
climate change (see excellent statement on this issues on p. 102 of the 2014 Draft MP). Given 
that the impacts of climate change will increase in future years, there also needs to be some 
understanding expressed as to how this future risk (i.e. the increasing frequency of wild fires 
due to lightning strikes) will be managed.  
 
The use of fire as a cultural practice by Aboriginal people is also a cause for concern.  On 
page 59 of the 2014 Draft MP it is stated: “locations within the Remote Recreation Zone may 
be viewed by Aboriginal people as places that provide opportunities for cultural practice, 
particularly the use of fire.” Such practices must be rigorously defined, particularly in 
relation to fire. There are massive challenges to be faced in any form of prescribed burning 
at a time of climate change and in the vicinity of fire-sensitive vegetation. 
 
The TNPA supports the TWWHA being designated as a Fuel Stove Only Area. The recent 
increase in the use of campfires and the incidence of escaped fires, together with the fire 
sensitive nature of many of the vegetation communities in the TWWHA, underlies the need 
for a strengthening of this policy and further education.  The review of the provision of 
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designated fireplaces across the TWWHA should not be used to weaken existing controls – 
only to strengthen them.  
 
8.2 Wilderness 

The TNPA supports the statement on page 91 that the “TWWHA’s extensive and remote 
characteristics are inexorably linked to the integrity of many of the natural values that 
underpin its listing”. However, the broad statement (p158) that “the notion of ‘wilderness’ 
is problematic for Tasmanian Aboriginal people…” cannot be substantiated. While it may 
have been acknowledged as an issue by some Tasmanian Aboriginal people as the recent 
debate in the media on this issue has demonstrated it is clearly not an issue for all Tasmanian 
Aboriginal people.  This statement therefore needs to be dropped or modified to reflect this 
diversity of views. 
 
Also, the statement on p. 159 of the 2014 Draft MP that wilderness implies an empty land, 
both historically and in the present day, is not correct. The TWWHA was occupied 
historically and has many people (temporary visitors) within it today. This statement is also 
contrary to the definition of wilderness used in the 1999 MP.  
 
There are two distinct issues here: i) the concept of wilderness as the place which  retains 
much of its natural character and is remote from the impacts of modern society, and ii) the 
concept of the prior occupation of such places by indigenous people. The two need not be 
seen as mutually exclusive. While there are many definitions of wilderness, nowadays it is 
generally distinguished from other environmental settings through a combination of three 
main attributes - naturalness, remoteness and size. As stated in the 2014 Draft MP (p. 158) 
a wilderness area is defined as an area that is, or is capable of being restored to be: 

• of sufficient size to enable long term preservation of its natural systems and 
biological diversity;  

• substantially undisturbed by colonial and modern technological society; and,  
• remote at its core from points of mechanised access and other evidence of colonial 

and modern technological society.  
Furthermore, a range of activities are seen as being incompatible with wilderness protection 
because they diminish its essential qualities of remoteness and naturalness. Such activities 
include mechanised access and provision of mechanised access points and routes, e.g. roads 
and aeroplane access, together with the extraction of resources such as timber and minerals. 
This generally accepted definition does not disqualify an area from being declared a 
wilderness due to prior occupation by an Aboriginal community, nor an Aboriginal 
community which continues to respect traditional cultural practices in that area (i.e. does not 
introduce elements of a modern industrial society into the area). As such, the qualities of 
naturalness and remoteness that define an area as wilderness can still be acknowledged and 
protected without being disrespectful to the Aboriginal culture that also gives the area 
meaning (i.e. the concept of an Aboriginal Cultural Landscape). Both can be acknowledged, 
managed and protected simultaneously - they are just different ways of looking at the same 
thing.  
 
Putting aside the debate about wilderness and Aboriginal sensitivities, the 2014 Draft MP 
does nevertheless acknowledge the characteristics that are usually associated with 
wilderness – remoteness, being free of the impacts of modern society - and that that 
‘protection of these expanses remains a management priority and the plan contains a 
number of actions and provisions intended to achieve that outcome’ (p159-160).  Apparently 
this is to be achieved via the zoning system which places restrictions on usage and 
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infrastructure in remote areas. However, faith in this statement and approach is difficult 
given the hostility to the natural environment, wilderness and remoteness demonstrated in 
other parts of the 2014 Draft MP. As demonstrated by our comment in relation to the zoning 
system described in Chapter 3 of the 2014 Draft MP the management prescriptions 
associated with the Remote Zone fail entirely to limit large-scale commercial tourist 
operations and the associated infrastructure within this Zone.  
 
If the 2014 Draft MP intends to honour the statements made about protecting the remote 
characteristics of the TWWHA then it needs to reinstate the management prescriptions 
associated with both the Wilderness Zone and the aircraft activity policy currently included 
in the 1999 MP. Furthermore, a quantitative measure of wilderness (or remoteness) quality 
also needs to be retained as described in the 1999 MP (see p 92) as it is only via such an 
approach that future management decisions can be assessed against their impact on these 
values and guarantee their continued protection.  
 
8.3 Climate Change 

Climate change will have impacts on the TWWHA beyond those associated with an increase 
in extreme weather related events such as storms and fires. There will also be impacts on the 
ecology of the area, including changes in the distributions of flora and fauna, as well as 
cultural values (e.g. the loss of Aboriginal sites due to coastal erosion). Furthermore, the 
disappearance of existing alpine areas may lead to localised extinctions.  A summary of these 
impacts is included in the 2009 report “Implications of Climate Change for Australia’s 
World heritage Properties: A preliminary assessment” produced by the Australian 
Government. The TWWHA MP needs to acknowledge these potential impacts of climate 
change and develop appropriate KDOs and management prescriptions.  
 
8.5 Roads 

Conducting a strategic review of the road network in the TWWHA (especially in the 2013 
extensions) appears to be a sensible approach. However, it would be useful for the MP to 
provide some guidance as to the what criteria will be used to guide this review, i.e. what 
criteria will be important for assessing the utility of a particular road or track? For example, 
the impacts on remoteness and wilderness should be listed as a key threat emanating from 
roads. 
 
No vehicles should be allowed on the Low Rocky Point Track. 
 
 
CHAPTER 9: MONITORING AND EVALUATION 
 
The TNPA supports “the delivery of an informed, effective and transparent adaptive 
management regime for the TWWHA”  
 
As the 2014 Draft MP states, a key requirement of adaptive management is the evaluation 
of the effectiveness of actions in achieving KDOs.  It is in this regard that the 2014 Draft 
MP is a comparative failure as compared to the 1999 MP as many KDOs associated with 
many of the management issues have been either weakened or deleted. These changes are 
too many to list here, however, a quick review of the two MPs will clearly demonstrate this 
point. The TNPA is concerned with this approach as it is confusing and difficult to relate 
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back to the management objectives. We strongly recommend that the approach taken in the 
1999 MP be re-instated.  
 
Given the deficiency just noted, the updated MP also needs to be mindful of the findings of 
the 2004 State of the TWWHA Report which found that the greatest limitation to the 
evaluation of management actions was the lack of time-series measured data on relevant 
performance indicators. In response the following recommendation was made: Proposed 
Action 25 – “That TWWHA management plans prescribe long-term monitoring programs 
for selected World Heritage and other significant natural and cultural values (including 
degraded values), and threats or pressures on values that will be formally monitored and 
reported on in future State of the TWWHA Reports”. The updated MP needs to be consistent 
with this recommendation and prescribe long-term monitoring programs for selected World 
Heritage and other significant natural and cultural values. 
 
Contemporary management systems also often use performance indicators and reference 
points to monitor and measure management strategies. Two commonly used reference points 
(RFs) are Limit RFs and Target RPs – the former usually identifies a state beyond which 
conditions should not deteriorate further while the latter identifies a preferred state that 
management should aim to achieve. In this context the 2014 Draft MP’s proposed use of an 
‘upper target’ (p. 166) requires explanation as it remains unclear what this refers to. Also, 
there is no discussion in the report of the Limit to Acceptance Change concept and how this 
relates to the achievement of management objectives. This is particularly important in 
identifying standards below which conditions will not be allowed to fall (i.e. limit reference 
points) and the related managed actions that will be utilised to recover conditions (i.e. back 
to the target reference level). This is standard management practice around the world today. 
This deficiency needs to be addressed in the updated MP. 
 
It is stated that Annual Status and Trends Reports will be made publically available. While 
not stated, we gather the other two types of reports will also be made publically available 
and this should be stated.  
 
 
 
Additional Comments: 
 
The multiple use of references in the 2014 Draft MP to links to various subsidiary policies 
results in a corresponding lack of transparency and detail being provided in the 2014 Draft 
MP about these associated issues. A summary of the relevant policy needs to be provided in 
the MP at the relevant section to assist the reader understand the content of these policies 
and the policies themselves should be included in the MP as appendices.  
 
The lack of references to many statements made in the 2014 Draft MP is disturbing and need 
to be corrected. If these statements cannot be substantiated then they must be modified and/or 
deleted. 
 
There are many reference to the 2013 extensions in the 2014 Draft MP but these extensions 
are not clearly indicated on any map. This needs to be rectified in the updated MP. 
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APPENDIX 1 
 
Colin Shepherd 
TWWHA Management Plan Project 
Department of Primary Industries, Parks, 
Water and 
Environment 
GPO Box 44 
Hobart, TAS, 7001 
 
 

6th December 2013 
 
Dear Colin, 
 
Re: Review of TWWHA Management Plan 1999 
 
Thank you for your invitation for the Tasmanian National Parks Association (TNPA) to 
make a submission to the initial stage of the review of the 1999 Tasmanian Wilderness World 
Heritage Area Management Plan (the Plan). In this submission I am limiting our comment 
to some contextual and procedural issues together with some specific issues which we would 
like to bring to your attention at this initial stage of the review process. The TNPA shall 
provide a fuller submission once the initial draft management plan is released for public 
comment. 
 
Launched in September 2001, the TNPA is a non-profit, non-government organization which 
gives the public a voice on issues that affect Tasmania’s National Parks and other 
conservation reserves. Membership is mainly comprised of people who regularly use 
Tasmania’s conservation areas, as well as a number of professionals with considerable 
experience in the management of conservation areas and conservation values. Like similar 
associations in other Australian States, the TNPA provides a link between the community, 
park policy makers and other government and non-government organisations to identify and 
address issues concerning the ongoing management of Tasmania’s reserve system and other 
areas of high conservation status. Further information about the TNPA can be found at 
www.tnpa.asn.au.  
 
Context  

As you are aware, the Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area covers a significant area 
of Tasmania (over 20 percent). The area includes all of Tasmania’s largest national parks 
and the national and global importance of the conservation and heritage values protected 
within this area is acknowledged by its listing as a World Heritage Area. The updated 
management plan will determine the future of this magnificent area for the next decade. 
Given this context, the TNPA believes it is imperative that all issues are given careful 
consideration and this review of the management plan is not rushed – it is too important to 
the future of the values protected within the TWWHA and to Tasmania to do otherwise. 
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Process for Developing the Plan 

The TNPA believes that if a new plan is to be accepted by all stakeholders and the broader 
Tasmanian community there needs to be not only adequate public consultation but an 
adequate response to the issues raised in that consultation.  The TNPA notes that a major 
contributing factor to the ongoing debate about the merits of the proposed Three Capes Track 
was the failure to respond to a number of serious criticisms raised during the initial public 
consultation period and in other forums. 
 
The process for developing the 1999 TWWHAMP is described in “The Development of the 
1999 Management Plan for the Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area” which can be 
found at: 

http://www.wilderness.net/library/documents/science1999/Volume5/Sawyer_5-45.pdf 

This paper not only describes the stages of consultation undertaken but discusses the rationale 
for the approach taken and contains a number of conclusions about consultation and the 
development of management plans which remain relevant.  The TNPA does not consider that 
such an extended and exhaustive process is warranted for the current plan review but 
considers that there should be more opportunities for public input than a series of public 
meetings and an opportunity to comment on a draft plan.  For example, the comment period 
on the draft plan should be followed by the release of a revised draft plan accompanied by a 
detailed and considered response to the issues raised during the consultation. 
 
The consultation periods need to be at least twelve weeks to give organisations such as TNPA 
time to consult its membership and formulate a considered response. 
 
Fundamentals of Management 

The fundamental dilemma for management of protected areas in general, and wilderness 
areas in particular, is to present the area without compromising the values being presented. 
The policy successfully pursued by PWS for many years has been to provide interpretative 
facilities and a range of high standard short walks in Visitor Service Zones around the 
TWWHA (e.g. Cradle Mountain).  This is compatible with the presentation and community 
engagement objectives of the 1999 TWWHAMP; the vast majority of visitors appear well 
satisfied by the experiences currently available and there is no evidence of demand for 
additional access to, or facilities in more remote (high wilderness quality) areas of the 
TWWHA.   
 
Maintenance of the world-heritage natural and heritage values and the wilderness quality of 
the area, and the restoration of wilderness quality where feasible (e.g. closure of roads and 
removal or non-maintenance of huts), has been, and must remain, the underlying principle 
guiding the management of the area.  The area comprises a large percentage of the remaining 
extensive, high quality, temperate wilderness in Australia, and is one of only a few such 
regions in the world. It is this wilderness quality which underpins the Tasmanian Wilderness 
WHA’s success in meeting the criteria as a natural property and which is the foundation for 
the  maintenance of the integrity of both the natural and cultural values of the area 
(TWWHAMP, 1999, page 23). 
 
This is reinforced by the announcement at the 10th World Wilderness Congress (October 
2013) that IUCN is assessing the potential for the World Heritage Convention to contribute 
to wilderness conservation around the world. 
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Wilderness mapping was one of the ten key focus areas of the 1999 TWWHAMP.  This is 
the most direct technique for monitoring physical impacts on wilderness quality and should 
be required to be undertaken at regular intervals (e.g. every five years). 
 
Keeping It Wild (found at: http://www.fs.fed.us/rm/pubs/rmrs_gtr212.pdf) provides a useful 
summary of current US National Parks Service thinking on maintenance of wilderness 
quality.  Note that it includes some criteria such as “natural quiet” not directly mentioned in 
the 1999 TWWHAMP. 
 
Management Objectives 

The Tasmanian Wilderness WHA has been recognised as a place of outstanding universal 
value, forming part of the natural and cultural heritage of the world community. It satisfies 
all four criteria for World Heritage listing for its natural values and additionally three of the 
seven cultural criteria for listing. These natural and cultural values are well summarised in 
the 1999 Plan in the chapter Summary of Values. However, the TNPA notes that within this 
chapter recreational and economic values are also listed. It needs to be recognised that neither 
of these are values for which the area was granted World Heritage status and in this regard 
should not be considered primary values for management purposes. The TNPA would like 
this point to be clearly recognised in the revised management plan.  
 
Australia, as a signatory of the World Heritage Convention, has an obligation to conserve and 
protect the world heritage values for which the TWWHA was listed. This obligation is 
enshrined in the Overarching Management Objective for the TWWHA which has been 
identified as: 

To identify, protect, conserve, present and, where appropriate, rehabilitate 
the world heritage and other natural and cultural values of the WHA, and to 
transmit that heritage to future generations in as good or better condition 
than at present. (TWWHAMP, page 30) 

This overarching management objective is, in many respects, consistent with the listed 
objectives of national parks, as specified under the Tasmanian National Parks and Reserves 
Management Act 2002, which are also concerned with the need to conserve and protect the 
values of the reserved area. This extends to the conservation of natural biological and 
geological diversity of the area, water quality, sites of cultural significance, and the 
preservation the natural primitive and remote character of wilderness areas. 
 
The need to ‘present’ the values of the WHA, as specified under the management objective 
for the TWWHA, can also be seen to encompass one of the objectives for national parks ‘to 
encourage and provide for tourism, recreational use and enjoyment consistent with the 
conservation of the national park’s natural and cultural values’ as specified the under the 
State Act.  
 
Given the twin objectives to both protect/conserve and present values, park management is 
often seen as trying to achieve a balance between these two objectives. While this is true to 
some extent, as noted previously, the fundamental objective for the management of the 
TWWHA (and national parks in general) is the need to protect and conserve the world 
heritage values within this area. Tourism and recreational use, in needing to the consistent 
with the conversation of these values, must be subsidiary or secondary to the achievement of 
this primary objective. The TNPA has long argued this case and given the recognised 
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international significance of the values within the TWWHA, this fundamental objective to 
protect and conserve the values of the area must remain the overarching objective of the new 
management plan. In this regard the TNPA suggests a slight rewording of the existing 
overarching management objective as follows: 

To identify, protect, conserve, where appropriate, rehabilitate, and where 
consistent with these primary concerns, present the world heritage and other 
natural and cultural values of the WHA, and to transmit that heritage to future 
generations in as good or better condition than at present. (TWWHAMP, 
page 30) 

This proposal is consistent with Proposed Action 5 recommended by the 2004 State of the 
TWWHA Report which states that “The primary concern of managers and other decision 
makers should be to protect the values of the World Heritage Area.” (A further decision of 
this point is given under Issue 1 in Appendix A).  

 
Issues Arising From 2005-2007 Mid-Term Review 

A mid-term review of the Plan was undertaken between 2005 and 2007 and changes 
recommended at that time were identified in the following document: “Draft Tasmanian 
Wilderness World Heritage Area Management Plan 1999 – 2007 Update”. At this time the 
TNPA noted that on page 1 of the Table of Changes it was stated that the limited mid-term 
review was to focus on the following three issues: a) fixing errors, b) addressing significant 
new issues; and c) dealing with areas of the plan that are significantly under-performing. To 
the extent that the revision to the Plan incorporated comments received during Stage 1, and 
also noting that that revisions bring the Plan into line with the legislative changes since 1999, 
the TNPA was generally supportive of the revisions made.  
 
However, the TNPA also noted at this time, and with some concern, that many of the 
significant issues (including 7 issues raised in the TNPA submission) which it believed 
should have been addressed under focus item (b) above were identified to be held over to the 
next review (i.e. the one now being undertaken). In this regard, the TNPA again supports that 
these fourteen issues (listed in Appendix 1 of the above report and summarized in Table 1 
below) now be addressed as a matter of high importance. Towards this end, I have attached 
in Appendix A of this submission a copy of the earlier submission made by the TNPA to the 
mid-term review as we believe that the comments on these issues are still relevant. If needed, 
we will also provide further comments on these issues after the release of the initial draft 
plan. Note, we understand that the recent inclusion of the Melaleuca - Cox Bight area within 
the TWWHA has to some extent dealt with issue 9. (The TNPA will be providing a 
submission on the two recent draft management plans for this area recently released for public 
comment) 
 
(It is noted that the version of the 1999 Plan on the PWS website which is accessed via the 
page on the DPIPWE website informing the public of the present review is the original 1999 
Plan. As such, it remains unknown whether the changes listed in the 2007 Update report 
identified above were ever formerly included in the present management plan now under 
review. Later note: now having spoken with Tim O’Loughlin I now understand that they 
never were.)  
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Table 1. Listing of significant issues identified by the mid-term review to be held over until 
the full review of the management plan.  

No. Issue 
1 Accommodation within the WHA 
2 Huon Pine salvage 
3 Baitfishing 
4 Aircraft activities 
5 Conservation status and management requirements for river systems in the WHA 
6 Reappraise the motorized Boat Area Only Zones 
7 Lake St Clair levels 
8 Mt McCall road 
9 Mining Southwest Conservation Area (Melaleuca – Cox Bight) 
10 Visitor Services Zones 
11 Natural Quiet 
12 Fuel Stove Only Areas 
13 Civil Enforcement Mechanism 
14 Introduced Animals 

 

The following comments are provided in relation to several of the issues listed in Table 1. 

Issue 1: Accommodation Facilities 

The TNPA would like to affirm the comments made in its submission in 2005 to exclude the 
development of new overnight accommodation and related facilities within the WHA, and 
particularly within Visitor Services Zones (refer to Issue 7 in 2005 TNPA submission). The 
TNPA notes that this view is consistent with the policy as expressed in the current plan (“If 
adequate faculties or services exist or can be developed outside the WHA that meet visitor 
needs, such facilities and services will not be provided as concessions within the WHA”, page 
178) and was supported by many other submissions, including that of the TWWHA 
Consultative Committee. It is also consistent with the primary management objective, as 
outlined previously, to protect, conserve and where appropriate, rehabilitate the world 
heritage values of the area. In this regard, the TNPA supports the principals of the integrated 
vision articulated by the PWS for the Cradle valley region at the northern end of the Cradle 
Mountain-Lake St Clair National Park in which all accommodation facilities will be located 
outside the park. 
 
The TNPA also notes the comment in Appendix 1 of the 2007 report that “the Service will 
monitor the progress of [the] three developments” - these being proposals for accommodation 
facilitates at Pump House Point, Cockle Creek East and additional facilities at Cynthia Bay. 
While the TNPA argued strongly at the time that none of these developments needed to be 
provided as concessions within the WHA as all could have been “developed outside the WHA 
that meet visitor needs” it is noted that only the first of these proposals is proceeding (and at 
the much reduced scale). In the meantime a number of accommodation facilities have been 
built in gateway areas outside the WHA. These outcomes clearly demonstrate that the practice 
of recent governments of allowing exceptions to the WHA management policy outlined 
above has been a failure while at the same time demonstrating that there is ample scope for 
developing such facilities outside the WHA that meet visitor needs.  
 
The TNPA supports appropriate tourism based projects in Tasmania and supports the regional 
benefits that will flow from such projects. However, the TNPA argues strongly that these 
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same benefits can be achieved by placement of such projects outside the boundaries of 
Tasmania's National Parks. The development of very successful tourist nodes outside national 
parks at Strahan, Cradle Valley and Coles Bay, to name only three, validates this argument. 
Exclusive provision of sites within the WHA would provide private access rights and a large 
unfair competitive advantage to a few, if not a single operator. On the other hand, the 
placement of facilities outside the WHA and related national parks nurtures a mutually 
beneficial relationship between tourism operators and national parks rather than a competitive 
one. The wisdom of such a policy has been supported by the Mercury which in an editorial 
wrote “With the pressure of economic growth and the push for prosperity, Tasmania’s 
national parks…will always be a prize sought by developers. We must protect the integrity of 
these natural assets by defending their boundaries and resisting infringements on their 
borders” (see Appendix B). Likewise, in an article published in Australian Geographic 
Outdoors (November 2010), Peter Mooney also acknowledged the benefit to regional centres 
from providing tourism infrastructure in towns and communities near national parks: “It’s 
about having a commitment to providing high-quality experiences, with a minimum footprint 
on the environment. For example at Cradle Mountain, the Cradle Mountain Tourism Plan 
2003 has concentrated on developing critical infrastructure such as a new sewage plant, 
transport hub and new visitor centre outside the park boundary.” Given the protection to the 
natural and heritage values within the WHA, together with the more inclusive community 
benefits, that flow from siting tourist facilities outside park boundaries, the policy in the 1999 
plan should be strengthened to clearly exclude any new overnight accommodation (and other 
related tourist) facilities within the boundaries of the WHA, including the new extensions.  
 
Issue 10: Visitor Services Zones 

In light of the recommendation to exclude new accommodation (and other associated) 
facilities within the WHA, and the desire to preserve and restore wilderness values (see 
below), the TNPA also re-affirms its view that the Visitor Services Zones need to be reviewed 
and, where necessary, significantly reduced to become more aligned with the areas within 
these zones where service facilities presently exist (especially those at Cradle Mountain and 
Cynthia Bay). Refer to Issue 6 in 2005 TNPA submission. 
 
Issues 4, 6 & 10: Motorized Activities and Natural Quiet 

Since the mid-term review the TNPA has written to the Tasmanian Parks and Wildlife Service 
(PWS) on several occasions in relation to the increase in motorized activities within the WHA 
and the intruding nature of these activities on the natural quiet and wilderness values of the 
area. These concerns, which have generally been brought to our attention by visitors to the 
WHA, mainly relate to overflights by light aircraft (and the no-adherence to the Fly 
Neighbourly policy) and increasing motorized boat activities, especially in the Bathurst 
Narrows and Bathurst Harbour regions.  
 
In relation to the latter issue we bring to your attention the observations of Ian Balmer (who 
operates the sea kayak operation Roaring 40s) that “growth in visitation is eroding the area’s 
wilderness values” and based on these observations he “feels that greater management 
control should be place on all visitations (commercial and non-commercial) to ensure that 
the remote wilderness value of the area is maintained into the future. Fundamentally the 
company feels that motorised transport of all kinds is at odds with wilderness values”. 
 
The maintenance of peace and quiet within the TWWHA has been acknowledged as a 
significant issue by the PWS. The 2004 report “State of the Tasmanian Wilderness World 
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Heritage Area: an evaluation of management effectiveness” noted the importance to the 
Tasmanian public of maintaining the natural tranquillity of the TWWHA and the need for 
proactive management of noise to protect the quality of visitors’ wilderness recreational 
experience in the TWWHA. In this regard the following action was recommended: 

 
Proposed Action 22: That the Parks and Wildlife Service, in consultation with airspace 
regulators and operators, proactively manage noise to maintain the natural peace and quiet 
of the TWWHA, and so protect the quality of visitors’ wilderness recreational experience e.g. 
by developing tranquillity standards for identified sites and/or zones within the TWWHA. 
 
The TNP strongly support this proposal and recommends that tranquillity standards for 
identified sites and/or zones within the TWWHA be identified and included within the new 
management plan (for example, restricting motorised activities beyond the Bathurst 
Narrows). 
 
Issues that have arisen or substantially changed since 1999 

Climate Change 

The existence of climate change is now established beyond any reasonable doubt. It is likely 
that the ecosystem and natural values of the TWWHA, as well as throughout Tasmania, will 
be affected by predicted climatic changes. Such changes will result in the modification of 
existing ecosystems and biodiversity. Expected impacts of climate change ion fauna species 
were recently documented by Mallick 2013 (Impacts of climate change on the fauna values 
of the Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area, DPIWE, Hobart) who recommended 
management actions that are relevant to the plan area.  
 
Another main implication for the TWWHA from climate change is an increase in the 
frequency and severity of wildfires – one of the largest fires ever recorded in the TWWHA 
occurred in January 2013 although it received remarkably little media coverage.  One of the 
major values of the TWWHA is Tasmania’s alpine vegetation and most of this is extremely 
fire sensitive. Identification of appropriate fire management regimes is needed to ensure that 
the incidence and severity of wildfires are reduced and that habitat values and assets are 
protected. Research is also needed on potential fire impacts and strategies for minimising 
potential changes. 
 
Even without fire, climate change is likely to result in significantly hotter and drier conditions 
during summer. Research and monitoring is needed on the effect of these changes on endemic 
flora and fauna. 
 
Boundary extensions 

The first priority for the post-1999 boundary extensions should be the protection of world 
heritage and other values and the enhancement (and where needed restoration) of wilderness 
quality throughout the TWWHA. In many areas this can be achieved primarily through the 
potential to close existing logging roads and 4WD tracks (e.g. Catamaran valley, Picton 
valley, Upper Huon valley, Weld valley, Upper Derwent valley, Florentine valley, Travellers 
Rest and Clarence Lagoon). The enhancement (and where need restoration) of wilderness 
quality should also apply to the Melaleuca-Cox Bight region (included in the TWWHA in 
December 2012) and (subject to the consent of the owner) to private land now included in 
the TWWHA, especially that owned by the Tasmanian Land Conservancy (Skullbone 
Plains).  
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To explain this last recommendation, together with the Catamaran and Picton/Huon/Weld 
suggestions, we refer you to the TNPA News article “Wilderness, Remoteness and High 
Conservation Value Forests” which is attached as Appendix C. 
 
Restoration of Wildness Quality 

The TNPA strongly supports the restoration of wilderness quality where feasible (e.g. closure 
of roads and removal or non-maintenance of huts). Towards this end, the following 
suggestions are made: 
 
For road closures within the pre-2013 TWWHA we suggest: Mt. McCall road, Little Fisher 
Valley road, Lake Ada-Talinah Lagoon road, Lake Augusta-Lakes Pillans and Field road and 
Patons Road (Forth Valley). 
 
For road closures adjacent to the current (late 2013) TWWHA, and thereby affecting its 
wilderness quality, we suggest that the PWS requests of ALTC that it closes its road network 
in Gowan Brae/ Circular Marsh.  
 
For hut management, we suggest: 

• The locked hut at Lake Linnhe (2 km east of Lake Lenone, southern Central Plateau 
TWWHA) be removed, or destroyed, or as a minimal measure, unlocked. This might 
alter its current status in the existing ‘self-reliant recreation zone’, which allows 
Central Plateau huts to remain. 

• No more huts to be built in the TWWHA outside the recreation and visitor services 
zones. For example the relatively new ‘Ironstone Hut’ at Lake Nameless damages the 
wild character of its setting (currently within a Self-Reliant Zone). 

• Existing huts outside the recreation zones and visitor services zones are to be allowed 
to deteriorate and decay. No maintenance is to be permitted, even on historical huts. 

 
Ongoing Evaluation 

A feature of the 1999 Plan is the inclusion of an evaluation system designed to track the 
implementation of the plan and measure achievement of the key desired outcomes (pages 49-
51). Included in this system was the preparation of publically available progress reports 
(including a concise ‘State of the WHA’ report every two and a half years) to document and 
evaluate progress in implementation of the management plan. Unfortunately, under the life 
of the present Plan only one such report has been prepared and made publically available, the 
2004 report “State of the Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area: an evaluation of 
management effectiveness”. This was an excellent report and it is a great pity that a more 
recent report has not been forthcoming (as was recommended in the Plan) as it would have 
helped inform the preparation of the new management plan. Nevertheless, in the absence of 
a more recent report, the TNPA recommends that the conclusions and recommendations 
made in the 2004 report are used. The TNPA also strongly supports the continued inclusion 
of such a system of evaluation in the new management plan. Such a system of evaluation 
allows one to evaluate the extent to which the objectives of the adopted management plan are 
achieved, and to continually improve the management of the WHA in response to the findings 
of evaluation. 
 
Threats from Political Interests 
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In a recent paper published in the journal Conservation Biology (volume 27, pages 1133-
1135, December 2013, http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/cobi.12189) with the title “Continental-
Scale Governance Failure Will Hasten Loss of Australia’s Biodiversity” the authors argue 
that conserving biodiversity against a global backdrop of rapid environmental change poses 
one of the biggest and most important challenges to society, and for this reason nature 
reserves have never been more important. However, they note that the weakening of protected 
areas in Australia, a rich, developed country with a global reputation for conservation leadership, 
is particularly alarming. They note that “the recent legislative threats to Australia’s parks have 
come about not because of a lack of data about their likely consequences, but apparently to cater 
to particular political interests. Given that continued weakness in the global economy will 
increase incentives for governments to allow further exploitation of natural resources, we 
must remain vigilant to the potentially serious consequences of such actions.”  
 
The TNPA has long argued that together with having a world class system of conservation 
reserves that Tasmania should also strive to put into place a world-class management system 
worthy of these reserves. Past management of the TWWHA made a good start on achieving 
this worthy objective, but as the above paper highlights ongoing and recent threats to the 
conservation values protected within Australia’s conservation reserves remain pervasive. In 
light of these threats management agencies must be guided by the overarching management 
objective of protecting and conserving the values held within these reserves. In this regard, 
by taking account of the issues raised both in this submission and other review documents 
such as the 2004 State of the TWWHA report and the 2007 Management Plan Update, the 
TNPA looks forward to assisting DPIPWE and the PWS achieve the goal of a world-class 
management system for the TWWHA. 
 
 
The TNPA is happy to provide more background on these issues should you require. If you 
do require more information please don't hesitate to contact us.  
 
Yours sincerely, 
 

 
 
Dr Robert Campbell 

President, Tasmanian National Parks Association. 
 
Ph: 0409568 635 
 
 
 
Attached Appendices: 
 
 

A. TNPA Submission to 2005 review of TWWHA Management Plan 
 

B. Editorial in the Mercury – 7 May 2009 
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C. Wilderness, remoteness and ‘high conservation value forests by Paul 

Smith 
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Appendix A: TNPA Submission to 2005 review of TWWHA  
Management Plan 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
ABN - 38 875 435 295 

 
Peter Mooney 
General Manager, 
Tasmanian Parks and Wildlife Service, 
GPO Box 1751,  
Hobart, 7000 

4 February 2005 
 
Dear Peter, 
 
Re: Tasmanian Wilderness WHA Plan Review 
 
On behalf of the Tasmanian National Parks Association, please find attached a list of issues 
needing to be addressed as part of the mid-term review of the 1999 Tasmanian Wilderness 
WHA Management Plan.  
 
Together with these issues, the TNPA would also like to make the following points: 
 
1. Whilst the current management prescriptions in the current plan are technically sound, the 
TNPA is concerned over a lack of political commitment to adhere to these prescriptions. 
Indeed, the State of the TWWHA Report identified this as one of the key factors limiting or 
threatening management performance (p. 194). The amendment to the 1999 TWWHA 
Management Plan to allow the proposed development at Cockle Creek East is a case in point.   
 
2. The number of commercial tourism enterprises both within and adjacent to the TWWHA 
has increased in recent years and several proposals are currently under development. Whilst 
tourism is an important element of the state’s economic future, a key emerging issue for the 
TWWHA is how increasing tourism and visitation can be effectively managed to deliver 
ecologically sustainable human use without degrading the area’s natural and cultural heritage. 
In this regard, the TNPA supports the need identified by the WHACC for the management 
plan to have an integrated visitor strategy (State of the TWWHA Report, p199). 
 
3. The TNPA welcomed the release of the State of the Tasmanian Wilderness WHA report 
which was released in October 2004. The TNPA notes the 30 proposed actions listed on pages 
228-237 of the report and as part of the mid-term review supports the implementation of all 
actions. In particular, the TNPA notes the concern expressed under Proposed Action 1 – 
“there were insufficient funds to allow for full implementation of the statutory 1992 
management plan during its term, and the uncertainty surrounding future funding levels 
raised concerns regarding the continuity of many management programs for the TWWHA.” 
The TNPA urges you to take all measures possible to secure funding to secure the adequate 

TNPA 
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implementation of the current TWWHA management plan so as to ensure achievement of the 
management objectives. 
 
Finally, the TNPA would like to thank the PWS for the opportunity to provide input to the 
mid-term review of the TTWHA Management Plan and looks forwards to supporting the 
PWS in achieving the management objectives of the plan and establishing ‘world’s best 
practice’ in the management of the TWWHA. 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 

 
 
Robert Campbell 
President, TNPA 
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Tasmanian Wilderness WHA Plan  
Mid-term Review 

 
Submission by Tasmanian National Parks Association 

February 2005 
 
 
Issue 1: Management Objectives 

Action: That the management objectives of the plan be amended to incorporate the management 
principle that “The primary concern of managers and other decision makers should be to protect 
the values of the World Heritage Area.” 

Why Required: This is Proposed Action 5 recommended by the 2004 State of the TWWHA 
Report. The State of the TWWHA report outlined several instances where the natural and cultural 
heritage values of the TWWHA have been compromised or degraded as a consequence of 
inappropriate management actions undertaken during the 1990s. For example, there was a 
reduction in the integrity of the significant glacial moraines at Cythnia Bay as a result of the 
construction of the Visitor Centre, accommodation cabins, car parks and other facilities (p112), 
while the conservation value of native grassland in Cradle Mountain-Lake St Clair National Park 
was degraded by the construction of new huts, walking tracks, a Visitor Centre, and the 
installation of services on some of the best examples of montane grasslands throughout the Park. 
(p128). The continuation of such actions is leading to the continued degradation of WHA values 
and is akin to “a death by a thousand cuts” if allowed to continue. Such practices must no be 
allowed to continue. 
 
 
Issue 2: Commonwealth EPBC Act 1999 

Action: That the WHAMP comply with the principles of the Commonwealth EPBC Act 1999 

Why Required: This is Proposed Action 24 recommended by the State of the TWWHA report. 
Regulations of the EPBC Act 1999 include management principals that establish a standard for 
management plans for WHAs. The Department of Environment and Heritage has indicated that 
the 1999 WHAMP does not fully comply with the principles set out in the Regulations. 
 
 
Issue 3: Indicators and Benchmarks 

Action: That performance indicators and management benchmarks be identified to assist 
monitoring and achievement of management performance. 

Why Required: While most of the Key Desired Outcomes listed in the WHAMP are 
commendable, at present there is no objective manner against which achievement or non-
achievement of these KDOs can be measured. As a consequence, the performance of the 
management plan is relatively subjective. For example, KDO 4.2 of the management plan 
(WHAMP) is the “Maintenance or enhancement of wilderness quality” (p.35). However, it is 
difficult to measure performance against this KDO unless there is a performance indicator and 
management benchmarks against which the performance of the indicator can be assessed. This 
problem is furthermore compounded by the fact that data quality issues presently prevent 
measurement of indicator values in many instances. Again, in relation to wilderness quality while 
the State of the WHA Report cites several instances where wilderness quality was compromised 
during the 1992-1999 period it concludes that “measured changes in wilderness quality over the 
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1992-1999 period cannot reliability be derived from the existing wilderness quality data” (p138). 
Hence, while it is important to identify indicators and management benchmarks, it is equally 
important that monitoring and data quality issues are also addressed (see below). On this point 
the State of the TWWHA Report argues that “periodic re-survey and mapping of wilderness 
quality is required to enable the net changes in wilderness quality of the TWWHA to be accurately 
determined” (p138). Whilst the example of wilderness quality has been used to illustrate the need, 
indicators and management benchmarks are required against all KDOs. Finally, the continued 
loss of wilderness quality due to ongoing developments such as the inappropriate siting of the 
new Pelion hut continues to highlight the urgent need for action on this issue. 
 
 
Issue 4: Research and Monitoring 

Action: That a coordinated, prioritised and well funded research and monitoring strategy be 
determined for the WHA. 

Why Required: This incorporates Proposed Actions 10 and 25 recommended by the State of the 
TWWHA report, as the greatest limitation on the satisfactory evaluation of the 1992 management 
plan was found to be the lack of time-series of measured data on relevant performance indicators. 
Indeed, achievement of management objectives can only be achieved if underpinned by a well 
funded and coordinated research and monitoring strategy (refer to previous Issue).   
 
 
Issue 5: Evaluation of Management Effectiveness 

Action: That management effectiveness continue to be evaluated and reported through regular 
State of the TWWHA Reports and that these be undertaken with a view of informing changes to 
or preparation of new management plans. 
 
Why Required: Performance evaluation and reporting are widely recognised as fundamentals of 
best practice management systems as evaluation is a critical step in recognising and correcting 
any departures from the desired outcomes of management. It also provides managers and other 
decision-makers with a sound information base to support adaptive management and provides 
transparency in management by providing all stakeholders with ready access to detailed accurate 
information about management matters. 
 
 
Issue 6: Visitor Services Zones 

Action: That the areas encompassed within the present Visitor Services Zones be significantly 
decreased to become more aligned with the areas within these zones where service facilities 
presently exist. 

Why Required: The Lake St Clair Visitor Services Zone (VSZ) demonstrates the need for this 
action. This zone presently encompassing the area of around 8 km2 extending from Watersmeet 
around to Pump House Point and back to Derwent Bridge (Map 1, Site Plan, Cynthia Bay, Lake 
St Clair, 2003). This is an enormous area - several times larger than the town of Derwent Bridge! 
- of which existing visitor service facilities are basically confined to Cynthia Bay which itself 
only represents a small fraction of the VSZ. The 1999 WHAMP states that VSZs are to provide 
“principally for the needs, interests and abilities of day visitors” (p60). Given this prescription, 
together with the management objective “to maintain, as far as possible, a natural setting … and 
to minimize the environmental, aesthetic and social impacts of facilities and visitor use”, (p60) it 
remains inconceivable that the entire extent of the existing VSZs are needed to cater for the needs 



 

 3

of day visitors. To do so would entail replacing the existing naturalness of these areas by small 
towns. Furthermore, within the Lake St Clair VSZ are found areas of high geoheritage and 
biological significance, such as the Frankland Beaches and Golden Swamp, not to mention the 
glacial moraines at Cynthia Bay which are of high international significance and which have 
already been degraded due to the construction of existing visitor facilities. Such areas of high 
conservation value should not have been included in the present VSZs and need to be removed 
in order to preserve their integrity. It is recommended that the majority of the existing Lake St 
Clair VSZ be re-zoned to Recreation, Self-Reliant Recreation or Wilderness as deemed 
appropriate for each area. For example, the strip along the road leading from Derwent Bridge to 
Cynthia Bay, together with the areas around existing walking tracks, should be included as part 
of the Recreation Zone. Similarly, a large area of the Cradle Valley VSZ needs to be rezoned in 
a similar manner.  
 
 
Issue 7: Development of new facilities and other infrastructure 

Action: That the management plan be revised to exclude the development of new overnight 
accommodation facilities in the WHA, and particularly within Visitor Services Zones.  

Why Required: The State of the TWWHA Summary Report lists the development of new 
facilities and other infrastructure as one of the main threats and pressures on the natural and 
cultural heritage of the TWWHA (p12). Many of these developments have and continue to be 
focused within the Visitor Services Zones. A number of management prescriptions are listed for 
the VSZs (WHAMP p60). While these prescriptions include provision of “some overnight use by 
developing a range of facilities”, it is also stated that VSZ should cater “principally for the needs, 
interests and abilities of day visitors.” Furthermore, it is prescribed that such sites should be 
reviewed as part of the Recreational and Tourism Strategy. This strategy, which is outlined on 
pages 175-177 of the WHAMP, states that the WHA is a major plank of Tasmania’s tourism 
industry and in recognition of this fact the PWS has adopted a number of broad management 
approaches. Included in this approach is the development of a number of locations as WHA 
gateway areas that are well situated for general tourism development associated with but outside 
the WHA, and more specifically, “locating major accommodation and facilities outside the WHA 
or near its periphery.” This strategy is aimed at preserving the wilderness quality within the 
WHA. In the section of the WHAMP that relates specifically to Accommodation, it is a 
management objective “To encourage the provision of accommodation in nearby townships and 
areas adjacent to the WHA” (p132). Again, the rationale provided for this approach is based on 
research that “much of the experience sought by visitors … is based on the area’s wilderness 
quality. To maintain this it is important that accommodation has minimal impact on wilderness 
quality and the WHA and the other natural and cultural values of the WHA.” Further articulation 
of the policy to site major facilities outside the WHA is provided by the Management 
Prescriptions which states that “Developments outside the WHA are preferred to those located 
within the area” (p. 177). In relation to Concessions, it is also stated that “If facilities or services 
exist or can be developed outside the WHA that meet visitor needs, such facilities and services 
will not be provided as concessions within the WHA” (p 178).  
 
Given these existing management objectives and prescriptions, the TNPA sees no circumstance 
under which preference should be given for locating new overnight accommodation facilities 
within the WHA. At all gateway areas to the WHA “facilities or services exist or can be developed 
outside the WHA that meet visitor needs”. Indeed, the State of the TWWHA Report cites several 
instances where construction of new facilities have led to further reductions and degradation of 
alpine and montane vegetation communities and wilderness values. In particular, the 
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development of the Lake St Clair Visitor Centre etc led to a reduction in the integrity of highly 
significant glacial moraines at Lake St Clair and associated woodland-scrub vegetation (p122). 
The continuation of such developments continues to comprise the WHA values and is akin to a 
“death by a thousand cuts” and must not be allowed to continue.  
 
 
Issue 8: Cynthia Bay-Derwent Bridge Area 

Action: Develop an Integrated Vision for Cynthia Bay-Derwent Bridge Area 

Why Required: The Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area is one of the best-known and 
most important tourism destinations in Tasmania. Growth in visitor numbers will place increased 
demand on visitor facilities in gateway areas such as the Cynthia Bay-Derwent Bridge area and 
will, if not properly managed, impact on the natural and cultural values on the TWWHA. The 
TNPA believes that the proposed redevelopment and expansion of the Cynthia Bay 
accommodation site is such an example. At present the Cynthia Bay-Derwent Bridge area is 
managed through two separate planning systems – the 1999 TWWHA management plan and the 
Central Highlands Council Planning Scheme. These plans were developed with limited reference 
to each other. As a result there is no overarching tourism strategy that articulates a vision for 
visitor experience and appreciation of the area or defines infrastructure and management systems 
required to deliver the vision.  
 
As was developed for Cradle Valley at the northern end of the Cradle Valley – Lake St Clair 
National Park, the TNPA argues that a comprehensive framework for tourism and infrastructure 
development is required in the Cynthia Bay – Derwent Bridge region at the southern end of the 
same park. This framework is necessary to: 

• Protect the natural and cultural values of the WHA, and 
• Meet the demands of increased visitor numbers 

In particular, the vision articulated for the Cradle Valley Tourism Development Plan (CVTDP) 
would see the Cynthia Bay-Derwent Bridge area as a place: 

• Which is identifiable as the entrance to the WHA 
• That is a transition between ‘humanised’ landscapes of the surrounding region and the 

WHA where natural and cultural values are dominant. As the CVTDP states: “the visitor 
experience must be one that unfolds as people travel through the area, revealing a complex 
and many layered landscape of great natural beauty” (p8). The TNPA believes that the 
present ad hoc approach to development at Cynthia Bay is likely to undervalue the WHA 
experience with the attendant risk to visitor satisfaction (e.g. poor sense of arrival). 

• Where the experiences available to visitors are compatible with the values of the WHA 
(the CVTDP articulates that the visitor experience must be one that “educates and uplifts” 
– “in wilderness is the preservation of the world” – “visitors want to be exposed to the 
wild and unique values of the WHA” (p8)). 

• Where use and resource development reflect and respond to the natural and cultural values 
of the WHA, “comforts yet extends the visitor by taking them outside their normal 
experience of city and countryside into nature” (p8). 

• Where use and development is managed to avoid degradation of WHA values; 
As is evident in the Cradle Valley region at the northern end of the park, and outlined in the 
CVTDP, there are inherent risks associated with continuing with the current adhoc non-
integrative approach: 

1. some natural and cultural values will be seriously compromised, 
2. short term savings but long-term costs, 
3. quality of visitor experience degrading over time, 
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4. loss of local economic benefits. 
On the other hand, there are significant gains to be made through adoption of a long-term strategic 
approach, most notable the maintenance and protection of WHA values and significant 
improvements in the quality of the visitor experience. Furthermore, there are substantial long-
term economic gains to the local towns adjacent to the WHA. 
 
The strategic approach being taken at the northern end of the park informs the approach that 
should be taken at the southern end of the same park. In particular, the following principals 
outlined for the entry into the WHA from Cradle Valley area need to be adopted for the entry into 
the National Park from Derwent Bride to Cynthia Bay (CVTDP p14): 

• The landscape is the dominant element with buildings well set back.  
• Reduce the impact of car spaces from an environmental and visual perspective. 
• Interpretation included with transport services and provided at visitor nodes and walks. 
• Rehabilitation of disturbed sites. 
• Removal of existing PWS staff accommodation and workshop. 
• Development limited to facilities necessary to serve day visitors and WHA managers. 

The emphasis is on management to reduce environmental impacts and any direct adverse impacts 
on the WHA values and “enhance appreciation of the wilderness setting”. In particular, the vision 
for the arrival at Dove Lake and viewing of Cradle Mountain is for a “strong sense of wilderness 
and natural values, and where some experiences may safely stretch the comfort zone of some 
visitors” (CVTDP p15).  
 
 
Issue 9: Pump-House Point 

Action: That any re-development of the Pump House Point site not include the provision of 
overnight accommodation facilities and be kept to visitor day-use only. 

Why Required: See previous Issue and lengthy TNPA submissions on this issue previously 
submitted to PWS in relation to proposal by Doherty Hotels Pty Ltd to develop this site. In 
particular, the original decision to allow a tourist development at Pump House Point was made 
when the site was outside the National Park and before adoption of the present management plan.  
Now with the site being inside the National Park and the World Heritage Area, this original 
decision to allow a development needs to be reversed. The Pump House Point site and its 
surrounds have precious glacially formed beaches, the largest in Tasmania since Lake Pedder 
was flooded, and sand dunes, moorland and wetland habitats as well as habitat for two of our 
threatened species. (Tasmania’s own Wedge Tail Eagle and the Swift Parrot) This proposal also 
contradicts the World Heritage Area Management Plan objectives. 
 
 
Issue 10: Re-zoning 

Action: Re-zoning amendments to the WHAMP which decrease the protection of areas within 
the WHA not be allowed within the life-time of the plan. 

Why Required: Ad hoc amendments to the WHAMP, such as that which allowed the Cockle 
Creek East proposal to proceed, render the integrity of the management plan meaningless. This 
must not be allowed to happen again.  
 
 
Issue 11: New Proposals and Impact Assessment  
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Action: There is a need for a consistent, practical and formal procedure for assessing proposed 
projects and activities in the TWWHA, and for coordinated and consistent documentation and 
recording of the number and nature of proposed developments in the TWWHA, and of the process 
and outcomes of those assessments. 

Why Required: Recommended in the State of TWWHA Report, p113-114. While the New 
Proposals and Impact Assessment procedure was incorporated into the 1999 management plan to 
provide a mechanism for assessing proposals that had not been specifically identified in the 
management plan it has opened something of a veritable Pandora’s Box! This process is supposed 
to be open and transparent but in essence has allowed a back door for ad hoc developments. For 
example, while the PWS has stated that “The TWWHA management plan provided clear 
guidance regarding the provision of facilities in different zones of the TWWHA” (p113, State of 
TWWHA Report), the fact that amendments to the plan such as that for Cockle Creek East (which 
allow for a development in an area previously zoned as not allowing for such developments) 
illustrates that the new procedures are ad hoc and that zoning prescriptions can be easily 
overridden. The process is also not transparent, as while public submissions are called for these 
submissions appear to disappear into a bureaucratic black hole, with little or no feedback offered 
as to why public concerns are dismissed, especially when the amendments go against the original 
objectives and prescriptions in the management plan. Given this lack of transparency and 
apparent lack of integrity in the current process, a more formal feedback loop is required. 
Otherwise, it may be preferable to go back to the original approach of the 1992 management plan 
where such development proposals can only be considered when the entire management plan is 
being more formally reviewed. An alternative approach is offered in the previous issue, where 
areas cannot be rezoned with a loss of protection. 
 
 
Issue 12: Walking Tracks 

Action: That the Limits of Acceptable Change (LAC) concept be adopted for the management of 
all walking tracks in the WHA. In particular, the BATR management recommendation for the 
Western Arthurs Range needs to be implemented and that this approach should be expanded to 
all other tracks.  

Why Required: As outlined in the State TWWHA report many walking tracks in the TWWHA 
are not currently being sustainably managed (p107): many tracks continue to erode, unplanned 
tracks continue to develop; and backcountry campsites continue to expand and deteriorate, 
especially in alpine areas. The management objective to manage walker usage within ecologically 
sustainable limits is clearly not being met and the LAC approach should be adopted as it appears 
to have been supported by all stakeholder groups represented on the BATR panel. On this issue, 
the TNPA notes the views of the WHACC that “The Walking Track Strategy is far too big an 
issue to be left unresolved for so long – it should be the absolute highest priority for the PWS and 
every effort made to educate people about the problem and get the political will to fix it.” (State 
of the TWWHA Report, p 201). The TNPA also notes the excellent track work that has already 
been undertaken throughout the WHA, but argues strongly that much more is needed.   
 
 
Issue 13: Port Davey-Bathurst Harbour region 

Action: Prohibit the entry of large cruise ships and regulate boating and diving activities in the 
Port Davey-Bathurst Harbour region. 

Why Required: In the 1990s a significant and unique community of marine invertebrates was 
discovered in Bathurst Channel. This community is vulnerable to disturbance from boat anchors, 
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ship motors, and divers, as well as increased nutrient levels. Careful management of boating and 
diving activities and visitor use is needed to protect these sensitive marine communities. The 
potential of allowing cruise boats and other motorized vessels to operate within the Port Davey 
region poses a significant threat to these marine communities and also increases to risk of 
introducing marine weeds and pests. There is also an increased risk of an oil spill. (p59 State 
Report). The recent introduction of the New Zealand screw shell is an example of the threats to 
this sensitive community. The State of the TWWHA Summary Report lists cruise ships, boating 
and diving activities as an emerging threat to the natural and cultural heritage of the TWWHA 
(p12). 
 
 
Issue 14: Maintenance of natural peace and quiet 

Action: Helicopter access to the WHA for tourism purposes to be prohibited. 

Why required: This helps fulfill Proposed Action 22 recommended by the State of the TWWHA 
report. The importance to the Tasmanian public of maintaining the natural tranquility of the 
TWWHA was demonstrated through the public response to a proposal to provide helicopter 
landing sites in the TWWHA. There was an unprecedented level and uniformity of public 
opposition to the proposal. A major concern of most respondents was that aircraft noise would 
disturb the ‘peace and quiet’ of the area and intrude on their wilderness experience. This strong 
public response signals the need for proactive management of noise to protect the quality of 
visitors’ wilderness recreational experience in the TWWHA (State of the TWWHA Report, 
p235).  
 
 
Issue 15: Mt McCall Road 

Action: That the Mt McCall Road be closed and rehabilitated. 

Why Required: The closure of this road was included in the 1992 WHA management plan but 
did not proceed due to lobbying by several outdoor rafting companies. The fact that one of these 
operators (Peregrine) has since withdrawn from using this road demonstrates that this road is not 
required. The closure and rehabilitation of this road would be a major enhancement to the 
wilderness quality of the WHA (p 138 State TWWHA report), and would reduce the spread of 
weeds and other pests. Furthermore, resources currently required to maintain this road could be 
diverted to other priority needs. 
 
 
Issue 16: Gordon River flows 

Action: That flows from the Gordon Dam be regulated to minimize degradation of natural 
environment along the lower Gordon River. 

Why Required: The State of the TWWHA Summary Report lists altered flows by hydroelectric 
power generation operations as one of the main threats and pressures on the natural and cultural 
heritage of the TWWHA (p12). Furthermore, the same report argues that additional regulations 
under the proposed Basslink project will add a new dimension to this existing threat. Regulation 
of river flows by hydroelectric power generation operations disturbs the natural, physical, 
chemical and biological processes of river systems. For example, there has been considerable 
erosion of the riverbanks and loss of riverside vegetation downstream of the Gordon Dam, whilst 
the rare hydrological phenomenon of meromixis has been lost or reduced in all the lakes adjacent 
to the lower Gordon River due to hydrological modification associated with hydro power 
generation operations (p 119, 137 State TWWHA Report).  
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Issue 17: Melaleuca – Cox Bight enclave 

Action: Inclusion of the Melaleuca - Cox Bight corridor within the WHA.  

Why Required: This action was a recommendation made by the IUCN twice circa 1990 
(Reference: The Appropriate Boundaries of a WHA in Western Tasmania, Dept Parks, Wildlife 
and Heritage, Tasmania 1990) and is now possible since the expiry of Exploration Licence 13/86 
(through default on 15 April 1996). When this license expired an area of 24 square kilometres, 
adjoining the Cox Bight beach and running back two thirds of the distance to Melaleuca, became 
available to be incorporated into the WHA.  Mr Peter Hodgman MHA, the then Minister for 
Environment and Land Management attempted unsuccessfully to move on this in 1997, but it 
remains an obvious step to take.   
 
 
Issue 18: Spread of plant diseases 

Action: Introduce measures to control and limit the spread of Phytophthora cinnamomi.  
 
Why Required: Phytophthora cinnamomi causes ‘dieback’ in susceptible native vegetation and 
is easily spread by human actions. The State of the TWWHA Report states that increasing access 
by quad bikes and all terrain vehicles south of Birches Inlet poses a significant risk of spreading 
Phytophthora cinnamomi into uninfected parts of the TWWHA. Removal of bridges in this 
region would halt this threat. The Report also suggests that washdown facilities be provided by 
all commercial operators for clients to use when embarking/disembarking within the TWWHA. 
Given the severity of this threat (the disease is difficult to eradicate once established) an active 
precautionary response is required on this issue. 
 
 
Issue 19: Conservation representative on TWWHACC. 

Action: That a conservation representative be placed on the TWWHA Consultative Committee.  

Why Required: The TWWHACC needs to be representative of all stake holder groups in 
Tasmania with a shared interest in the ongoing management of the TWWHA. As the largest 
conservation asset in Tasmania, it is only natural that a representative of the conservation 
organizations in Tasmania be appointed to the TWWAC. That such a person is not currently a 
member of the TWWAC is a travesty which needs to be corrected immediately. 
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Appendix B: Editorial in the Mercury – 7 May 2009 
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Appendix C: 

Wilderness, remoteness and ‘high conservation value forests 
 
Paul Smith 
TNPA News 15, Winter 2012. 
 
On 31 October 2011, TNPA wrote to Professor Jonathan West to point out that the 
environmentalists (ENGOs) involved in the Forest Principles Process (which led to the 2011 
Inter-Governmental Agreement, or IGA) appear to have overlooked a crucial conservation value 
in their description of ‘high conservation value forests’ (HCVF). The conservation value (CV) at 
issue here is the potential of an area to contribute remoteness to adjacent areas. This potential is 
a CV because the wild character of land is a CV and an area of natural land does not really have 
this character unless it is significantly remote. In their efforts to convince the general public that 
nature should be protected, environmentalists avoid this somewhat abstract concept in order to 
focus on the things that anyone can easily be impressed with - those things that, with little effort, 
they can see or hear. So the emphasis is on saving rare and endangered plants and animals, 
spectacularly old or big trees and forests, and beautiful natural scenery, including rivers. The 
strong public status of science is invoked to support this approach, by environmentalists noting 
the significance of certain natural things for biology, pharmacology, geology, geomorphology, 
archaeology and the like. However, the wild character (otherwise called wildness or wilderness 
quality) of land has arguably been the main characteristic that has motivated many 
environmentalists in Tasmania. For example, the word ‘wilderness’ was deliberately inserted into 
the name of the Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area to emphasize the major value it was 
intended to protect. 
 
So what is wildness, wild character and wilderness? In contrast to the evocative and rather 
rambling description of wilderness in the Wilderness Act of 1964 that was passed by the US 
Congress, it is succinctly defined by the Australian National Wilderness Inventory (NWI) as land 
that has two features: naturalness and remoteness. The main criterion for the remoteness of a 
piece of land is the time it takes to walk from it to the nearest point of mechanized access, such 
as a road. The NWI notes that the “wilderness quality” of a piece of land can be anywhere on a 
continuum from zero to extremely high, depending on how natural and how remote it is. This 
means that an area an experienced bushwalker would not consider to be wilderness, such as the 
eastern face of Mount Wellington, can have “wilderness quality”, albeit of a low grade. To avoid 
such confusing uses of the word ‘wilderness’, we might use ‘wild character’ instead of 
‘wilderness quality’. Thus land with a low degree of wild character is not ‘wilderness’ but 
something else, such as ‘natural’ land (not very remote) or ‘remote’ land (quite remote but not 
very natural). Only land that is both highly remote and highly natural would have a strong enough 
wild character to be called ‘wilderness’. 
 
Because wild character is widely regarded as an important conservation value, especially when 
it is strong enough to produce wilderness, then land that can be managed to maintain or enhance 
the wild character of adjoining land can be said to have ‘conservation value’. As noted above, 
this value is usually referred to as wilderness quality. If managing an area for wild character 
(‘wilderness quality’) takes the form of preventing road construction (or blocking and 
revegetating existing roads) it may maintain (or restore) remoteness, in both that area and land 
adjacent to it. An area that is managed in such ways to maintain (or produce) remoteness in 
adjacent areas has been called a “remoting zone” (Hawes and Heatley 1985 Wilderness 
Assessment and Management The Wilderness Society Hobart). Areas in positions that give them 
the potential to be managed as remoting zones therefore have conservation value (CV) and if 
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such remoting functions are of high value for conservation purposes, then these areas have ‘high 
conservation value’ (HCV). This particular type of CV is generated solely by the position of these 
areas and not by their condition - which is a matter of what is on and under its surface, such as 
its biology, geology, geomorphology and archaeology. In addition to a potential to function as a 
remoting zone, an area may have two other types of positional CV. These are that if it is 
protectively managed it may provide ecological interconnectivity between adjacent areas of HCV 
and/or it may be able to provide a more effective reserve boundary for adjacent areas of HCV 
that are to be protected within a reserve. 
 
TNPA’s letter to Professor West drew attention to an apparent neglect of this remoting zone 
function in the ENGOs’ claim that 572,000 ha should be reserved because this area has HCV. 
Although the ENGOs’ claim is based on both conditional and positional HCV, it appears to be 
restricted to only two of the latter – the positional HCVs of interconnectivity and reserve 
boundaries. One example of this omission is that the ENGOs’ claim does not try to enhance the 
remoteness and therefore the wild character of the TWWHA near the Picton River (to its west, 
south and east). They could have attempted to do this by proposing that all of the roaded, logged 
and regenerated/planted area in this valley be managed as a remoting zone (see Map 1) by adding 
it to the TWWHA so that its roads could be closed and revegetated as part of TWWHA 
management. Similar remoting potentials are overlooked or not specifically advocated for the 
Weld River valley and also the Huon River valley above its junction with the Picton. Another 
apparent neglect of remoteness and thereby of wild character and wilderness quality is that 
although the ENGOs claim all of the State Forest south of the Catamaran River for protection, 
their argument for this would be stronger if it stated that this area has positional HCV as a 
remoting zone which, by blocking the logging roads that approach South Cape Bay, would restore 
or maintain about eight kilometres of ‘access remoteness’ (which, expressed as ‘time 
remoteness’, is a half day walk) for the South Coast Track (see Map 2). Note that, in reading 
these maps and also Map 3, which is referred to below, one should assume that logging roads 
may go virtually to the edge of the areas of State Forest (if they have not already done so) thus 
reducing the remoteness of adjacent roadless country outside State Forest. 
 
Perhaps the remoting zone CV of the Picton valley was neglected by the ENGOs because it 
seemed to claim too much, not only against forestry interests but also against people who 
generally support the protection of wild character but in this case have strong interests in road 
access for fairly short walks (such as on the Picton Range and around Lake Sydney) and for 
rafting the Picton River. However, such avoidance of considering the potential for restoring wild 
character betrays the concerns of many of those who initiated, led and participated in conservation 
campaigns in Tasmania in the 60’s, 70s and 80s. For too long, environmentalists have avoided 
stressing the conservation value of remoteness, perhaps from fear of being anthropocentric, or of 
being seen to advocate elitist pursuits such as adventurous river rafting and multi-day 
bushwalking. But if humanity is to maintain an environment where all types of people are free to 
develop their capabilities, then the most physically and mentally capable must have physical and 
mental challenges that they find stimulating and testing. If they have the opportunity to engage 
with these, their exploits may encourage others to extend themselves as well. In addition to this 
part of an area’s positional CV as a remoting zone, another part of that value is that it provides 
for important passive forms of recreation, such as observing wild country from aircraft and 
peripheral vantage points; by reading about it; by viewing it on film and video; and simply from 
the romantic satisfaction of knowing that it is out there. Through both these active and passive 
forms of recreation, remoteness may evoke perceptions of magnificence and emotions of awe and 
inspiration. We should not undervalue these, nor shy away from trying to protect their sources. 
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Map 1.    ENGOs’ Weld-Huon-Picton reserve claim 
 
 
Another important remoting zone issue in Tasmania emerged on the 19th of January this year, 
when LJ Hooker advertised the sale of the Tasmanian estate of the late Martin Polin. This issue 
is only partially dependent on the results of the IGA process because it primarily depends on the 
management of freehold land. The opportunity presented here is to enhance the wild character of 
the Central Plateau section of the TWWHA, by means of a remoting zone stretching from 
Derwent Bridge to Lake Fergus, as shown on Map 3. A crucial 1600ha of this zone has been 
purchased from Gunns and placed under the protective management of the Tasmanian Land 
Conservancy. This is Skullbone Plains:, which has logging roads approaching to within three 
kilometres of Lake Ina in the TWWHA and also an off-road vehicle track that accesses the lake 
in contravention of the 1999 TWWHA Management Plan. Most of the rest of this proposed 
remoting zone encompasses the Polin properties of Gowan Brae and Circular Marsh (6,752ha). 
The remainder of the remoting zone is three areas of State Forest: one stretching from Travellers 
Rest River to the Clarence River; another adjoining the southern boundary of Skullbone Plains; 
and the third running from the Pine River to Fergus Bluff. The ENGOs’ IGA reservation claim 
covers all of the Travellers Rest River/ Clarence River section, but only some  
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Map 2.    ENGOs’ Lune River-Catamaran River reserve claim 
 
 
 

 
Logging coupes threatening the remoteness of the South Coast Track near South Cape Bay 
(Photo: Google Maps, accessed 19 June 2012) 
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Map 3.    Remoting zone proposal for the Central Plateau section of the TWWHA 
 
 
of the sections south of Skullbone Plains and between Pine River and Fergus Bluff. Another issue 
with Polin’s estate is that it includes Gordonvale, an 80 hectare block that is 3 kilometres inside 
the WHA in the Rasselas Valley. This could be the site of a future stoush with TNPA and other 
ENGOs if a private interest buys it, for example to build and run a commercial lodge with 
helicopter access. 
 
As this is written, the sale of the Polin estate is still under negotiation and we do not know who 
will be the next owners of Gowan Brae, Circular Marsh and Gordonvale. Hopefully, they will 
value the potential of these areas for keeping and restoring remoteness to adjacent TWWHA and, 
in the case of Gowan Brae and Circular Marsh, close existing roads and vehicular tracks to realize 
this potential. 
 
Conventional definitions of wilderness traditionally mention uninterrupted, impressive size or 
vast extent as being necessary for a natural area to be considered a wilderness. However, the 
approach mentioned above as being used by the Australian National Wilderness Inventory is 
fundamentally different. It starts its analysis by looking at small pieces of land, perhaps a hectare 
or a square kilometre at a time, assessing whether each piece has characteristics that would qualify 
it as wilderness. As noted above, the diagnostic characteristics used in this method are the 
naturalness and remoteness of each piece. This analytical method allows wilderness quality (or 
wild character) to be systematically mapped across a region of any size, producing ‘contour maps’ 
with lines of equally wild character (‘isowilds’?) that indicate where things are really wild and 
where they are not so wild. Such maps can systematically show where more remoteness or 
naturalness would be most effective in increasing wild character (and thus wilderness quality) 
right across the region. 
 
It is now of concern to note that this analytical approach was not used by Professor West’s 
Independent Verification Group (IVG). Its conservation experts’ assessment of the ENGOs’ 
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claim (for 563,000ha of State Forest to be protected from logging) thus appears to have 
disregarded TNPA’s request of 31/10/11 that any potential for remoting zone function should be 
counted as a conservation value. Perhaps this omission was encouraged by the ENGOs always 
talking about the need to protect “HCV forests”, so that when the IVG conservation experts 
looked at clear felled and burnt areas such as those of the Picton and south of the Catamaran 
River, they saw no forests (and if they saw young regrowth or plantation, they saw no forest that 
could have HCV) so there appeared to be nothing there to protect. In retrospect it seems that the 
ENGOs should have referred to ‘HCV areas’, not ‘HCV forests’, despite the fact that the issue 
was stopping and restoring environmental damage by wood production forestry. 
 
Paul E. Smith 
Mobile: 0407 339 521 | Email: smithpe@utas.edu.au 
 
 

 
Top: Glacial erratic in the middle of Gowan Brae (Note the person on the right for scale) 
(Photo: Bob Brown) 
 

 
Right: Chimney of old Gowan Brae homestead near the Nive River at the southern edge of the 
property (Photo: Amy Lin) 


