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“Wilderness is land whose landscapes 
and the living systems thereon remain in 
a largely natural condition: that is, largely 
undisturbed by the impacts and activities 
of human society other than Indigenous 
societies following predominantly 
hunter-gatherer ways of life.”
(Hawes, M, Dixon, G & Bell, C 2018, Refining the definition of Wilderness: 
Safeguarding the experiential and ecological values of remote natural land, 
Bob Brown Foundation Inc., Hobart, Australia)
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• The Lake Malbena appeal hearings were held in the last 
week of June. The TNPA, represented by president Nicholas 
Sawyer, was a party to the Appeal, supporting the Central 
Highlands Council’s refusal of a planning permit for the 
Halls Island/Lake Malbena proposed helicopter-accessed 
tourism development.

• The TNPA’s Nick Sawyer co-authored a ‘Talking Point’ 
piece in The Mercury on the PWS RAA (Reserve Activity 
Assessment) process (a key factor in enabling commercial 
developments proposed for national parks to be waved 
through with no public scrutiny).

• The TNPA was actively involved in fundraising for the Lake 
Malbena Appeal.

• TNPA joined other eNGO’s in boycotting the govt’s ‘public 
consultation’ process in regard to its proposed Tourism 
Master Plan for the TWWHA

• Letter to PWS General Manager Jason Jacobi re Waterfall 
Valley Hut (Overland Track) revised RAA, asking how 
the PWS intends to resolve issues raised by the public, 
particularly in the event of major diff erences of opinion. 
(The TNPA received an unsatisfactory response, which 
failed to directly address the question).

JUNE 2019

Timeline - 
What has the 

TNPA been up to 
over the past 

5 months?

• The TNPA made a submission to Kentish Council on the 
proposed Dove Lake (Cradle Mountain) viewing shelter, an 
inappropriate massive structure which would dominate the 
view of Dove Lake and Cradle Mountain. see https://tnpa.
org.au/latest-news/

• The TNPA continued to seek donations to the Lake Malbena 
Appeal fund. Funds are required primarily to pay for the 
appearance of expert witnesses.

• The TNPA had an active Facebook presence, posting links 
on a range of issues and announcements, including, among 
others: - Helicopter access to Halls Island/Lake Malbena; 
proposed ‘ecotourism’ development on Kangaroo Island 
(South Australia); comment on the release of the fi nal 
Freycinet Master Plan; and a proposed (by the Bob Brown 
Foundation) alternative location for the ‘Next Iconic Walk’ in 
the Tyndall Range (western Tasmania).

• A new posting on the TNPA website was an article titled 
‘Sham Consultation over TWWHA Tourism Master Plan’ see 
www.tnpa.org.au/latest-news/

JULY 2019

https://tnpa.org.au/latest-news/
https://tnpa.org.au/latest-news/
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• Following the announcement (in July) that the Tyndall 
Range, in the west of Tasmania, had been selected as the 
location for the ‘Next Iconic Walk’, the TNPA questioned 
the suitability of this relatively unspoiled area for such 
an intrusive development (see https://tnpa.org.au/next-
iconic-walk-how-did-the-tyndalls-get-chosen/).

• Some members of the TNPA management committee had 
informal discussions with Sophie Underwood from PMAT 
(Planning Matters Alliance Tasmania) to discuss tourism 
policy (or lack of it) in Tasmania, including the issue of the 
carrying capacity of individual national parks.

AUGUST 2019

• Members of the TNPA management committee met with 
PWS staff  responsible for managing the ‘Next Iconic Walk’ 
project planned for the Tyndall Range in Tasmania’s west. 
The proposal will now be subject to a feasibility study.

• The TNPA’s Nick Sawyer and Chris Bell met with PWS 
General Manager Jason Jacobi. The discussion was 
primarily about the Tyndalls proposal and there was 
no time to raise other matters, such as the Cradle 
Transportation Study.

• The Wellington Park Management Trust announced 
a proposal to locate the new kunanyi/Mt Wellington 
visitor centre at Halls Saddle, in a large disused quarry 
near Fern Tree and outside the boundary of Wellington 
Park. In a media release TNPA president Nick Sawyer 
expressed support for this location, while at the same 
time criticizing the lack of a strategy for addressing the 
excessive and growing number of vehicles using the 
Pinnacle Road. See https://tnpa.org.au/possible-new-
location-for-kunanyi-visitor-centre/

• The TNPA’s Facebook page included a link to an ABC 
story on the lack of PWS action on infringements by 
licensed commercial operators in parks and reserves. 
There was also a link to an article in The Examiner on the 
lack of action on wild deer management.

SEPTEMBER 2019

• Nick Sawyer attended the AGM of the group Friends of 
Cradle Valley, which was held at Cradle Mountain.

• The TNPA made representation to Clarence Council on the 
commercial development proposal for Rosny Hill, a reserve 
on Hobart’s eastern shore.

• Following the announcement that the Tasmanian Auditor-
General would do an audit of tourism in Tasmania’s 
protected areas, Nick Sawyer spoke to the ABC, stating “It’s 
been going on for far too long with an anonymous panel of 
public servants making all the decisions on developments 
in national parks before they see the light of day”. Nick 
Sawyer also spoke to The Examiner.

• A Facebook post on the announcement stated that the 
audit will assess the eff ectiveness of the EOI process to 
achieve development and appropriate tourism experiences 
from private operators. The audit's scope will include 
the State Growth Department and the Offi  ce of the Co-
Ordinator-General, which is where the EOI proposals are 
sought and assessed (behind closed doors!). The audit is to 
be fi nalised by June 2020. 

• A decision by RMPAT (the Resource Management and 
Planning Appeal Tribunal) on the Lake Malbena appeal was 
announced on 21 Oct. The decision was disappointing for 
all those who are opposed to the Halls Island development. 
For the TNPA’s response to the announcement see https://
tnpa.org.au/lake-malbena-decision/ 

OCTOBER 2019

• The TNPA website included a report on the fi nal two days (8 – 9 
August) of the Lake Malbena Appeal (see www.tnpa.org.au/
latest-news/ Aug15th)

• The TNPA Facebook page included a link to an ABC report, 
along with a statement from TWS (the Wilderness Society) on 
potential logging in Tasmanian forests which have been under 
a moratorium since the 2012 Forest Agreement.

• The Facebook page also included a link to a report by the AFAC 
(Australian Fire and Emergency Service Authorities Council) on 
the 2018 – 2019 Tasmanian bushfi res. http://www.fi re.tas.gov.
au/userfi les/AFAC/AFAC_Review.pdf

https://tnpa.org.au/lake-malbena-tribunal-appeal/
https://tnpa.org.au/lake-malbena-tribunal-appeal/
http://www.fire.tas.gov.au/userfiles/AFAC/AFAC_Review.pdf
http://www.fire.tas.gov.au/userfiles/AFAC/AFAC_Review.pdf
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OUR RIGHT TO KNOW
PUBLIC CONSULTATION – USE AND MISUSE

In the 1990s Tasmania was a world leader in natural area 
planning.   The development of the 1999 Tasmanian 
Wilderness World Heritage Area Management Plan 
(TWWHAMP) involved substantial community 
engagement (see reference), the outcomes of which 
were refl ected in the fi nal plan. 

The State Government of the day must have considered 
that this engagement with the community was 
worthwhile.  Even though some individuals inevitably 
disagreed with some aspects of the plan, most 
acknowledged that they had been heard and accepted 
the end result.  i.e. the eff ort put into community 
engagement resulted in better planning outcomes with 
a social licence.  

Twenty years of persistent lobbying that “greentape 
stifl es development” has reversed this enlightened 
situation; the State Government has imposed an agenda 
of ‘unlocking’ our national parks, which does not have 
broad community support, resulting in public confl ict 
and distrust of both the State Government itself and its 
processes.  The commodifi cation of our national parks 
is treated as a “given” and opportunities for consultation 
that still exist have been rendered almost meaningless, 
with most consultation confi ned to the bare minimum 
required by law, with little scope to comment on the real 
issues, and little evidence of a serious response to the 
resulting comments. 

The advantages of taking public 

consultation seriously should be 

obvious.  It is hard to think that any 

developer really wants to discover the 

level of opposition to their proposal 

only when they fi nd demonstrators 

obstructing construction.  Yet this 

may well be the outcome of the State 

Government’s policy of promoting 

development while minimising real 

consultation.

by Nick Sawyer

Example 1 – the Next Iconic Walk

The State Government has recently announced the 
Tyndall Range 10-15 km north of Queenstown as the 
chosen location for Tasmania’s “Next Iconic Walk” (a 
new track to be developed by the State Government to 
emulate the “success” of the Three Capes Track).

The immediate reaction of most people familiar with 
walking on the west coast is that this proposal is out 
of touch with reality.  If the aim is to emulate the 
Three Capes Track and attract large numbers of often 
inexperienced walkers even in summer, this is the wrong 
location. The Tyndall Range includes areas of very high 
environmental sensitivity and ecological signifi cance 
and is a high elevation area in the wettest region of 
Tasmania. The environmental impacts will inevitably 
be substantial (even if the new track avoids the alpine 
plateau, it will inevitably facilitate access to it).  It is 
wildly optimistic to assume that the proposal will receive 
much use outside the summer months and even these 
will be interrupted by periods when the weather is too 
severe for the majority of walkers.

Yet only the fi nal details of the proposal will be 
“informed by consultation with the public”. 

Example 2 – the Dove Lake Viewing Shelter

Another recent example is the monolithic viewing 
shelter proposed for Dove Lake (Cradle Mountain) on 
the site of the current car park.  The fi nal design was 
subject to public comment but it was apparent that 
the concept of a monolithic viewing shelter was not 
negotiable.  I was privileged to meet with the planning 
consultants and senior PWS staff  to discuss this 
proposal.  They were able to justify it in terms of practical 
improvements for visitors to Dove Lake but the truly 
alarming aspect of the discussion was that they could 
not, or would not, acknowledge the existence of less 
intrusive alternatives that would address these practical 
issues at least as well as the proposed monolith while 
being far more appropriate in such a sensitive location.  
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View from Tyndall plateau to Mount Sedgwick.  The proposed route of the “iconic walk” will give walkers a view over the foreground lakes. Image credit: Nick Sawyer

What do both these examples have in 
common?

All the key decisions have been made before the 
public is even aware of the proposal, let alone had the 
opportunity to comment on the underlying rationale:

• If the State Government’s aim is to encourage 
more visitors to spend their money in West Coast 
Municipality, is spending $20 million on an “iconic 
walk” a cost-eff ective way to achieve this?

• If the State Government has $20 million to spend on 
remote area walking tracks, is another “iconic walk” 

the best use of this money or should it be spent on 
maintenance of existing tracks, many of which are 
sorely neglected?

• And if the $20 million is to be spent on another 
“iconic walk”, is the Tyndalls the best location? 
Consultation about the colour of the hut at Lake 
Huntley is not a substitute for an opportunity to 
address the concept of a hut at Lake Huntley (an 
anathema to almost everyone familiar with the 
area)! 
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In the case of Dove Lake, the starting point of 
consultation should have been the opportunity (which 
is welcomed by almost everyone) to repurpose the 
current car park – what are the alternatives, and what 
are the pros and cons of each?

The same criticism applies to the proposals assessed 
through the State Government’s secretive expressions of 
interest process for developments in national parks; all 
the key decisions have been made before the proposals 
see the light of day.  Depending on the proposal, there 
may be a requirement for an assessment by PWS which 
may provide some opportunity for public comment but 
little likelihood of real change.

This constraint on the extent of the debate extends to 
broader aspects of tourism policy.  The opportunity to 
experience wild nature is one of Tasmanian tourism’s 
key competitive advantages so one would expect 
that proposals to protect this would merit serious 
consideration.  Yet any suggestion of numbers limits 
on visitors in our most popular national parks is 
immediately ridiculed; likewise a suggestion by a 
prominent academic of a tax on tourists. 

The future of Tasmania’s Wilderness World Heritage 
Area and other natural areas is important.  This requires 
that all aspects of any proposal/policy (e.g. the Tourism 
Master Plan for the World Heritage Area, which is 
currently being developed) are subject to well-informed 
public debate.  Most importantly, this debate needs to 
acknowledge that most of the diff erences of opinion 
derive from fundamentally diff erent philosophical 
perspectives:  

• The present State Government views the Tasmanian 
wilderness primarily as a resource for the tourism 
industry that needs to be ‘marketed’ and supplied 
with ‘experiences’ by commercial tourism operators;

• Many Tasmanians see wilderness as a place 
for self-reliant personal experiences in natural 
environments free from the encumbrances of 
modern society.  

The present State Government’s approach of pretending 
that these diff erences do not exist, or ridiculing those 
with a diff erent philosophical position, can only stifl e the 
debate that we need to have, while ignoring evidence 
which suggests that the majority of Tasmanians oppose 
large commercial developments in national parks or 
other reserves.

There has never been any direct consultation on this 
fundamental question of commodifi cation of national 

parks, although it could be argued that it was implicit 
in the 2014 draft TWWHAMP which included far 
less rigorous controls on development than its 1999 
predecessor (it was written without any attempt at 
broad community engagement).  Outrage during the 
mandatory public comment on the draft plan brought 
some improvement, most notably restoration of some 
recognition of the importance of wilderness, but the 
resulting 2016 TWWHAMP leaves the TWWHA far more 
open to development than its 1999 predecessor.

Bona fi de consultation can provide 

real benefi ts but this is unlikely if the 

consultation is undertaken only to fulfi l 

a statutory requirement.  Well informed 

criticism of a proposal/policy can lead 

to major improvements or provide 

reasons for rejection, and feedback to 

those making comments demonstrates 

that their views have been respected, 

even if they were not acted upon. This is 

a vital aspect of achieving social licence 

for a proposal/policy.

To be meaningful, consultation needs to be based 
on a genuine desire to engage the community and 
respond to their views, free of artifi cial constraints that 
predetermine outcomes.  If the real issue is that it’s the 
wrong project in the wrong place, confi ning discussion 
to comment on the details is unlikely to achieve 
anything except to allow the State Government to claim 
that they have consulted; it may even make stakeholders 
more angry than they were in the fi rst place, if they feel 
that they put a lot of eff ort into submissions which have 
been ignored. 

Reference:

https://tnpa.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/
Development-of-1999-TWWHA-Management-Plan-
Sawyer-2000.pdf

https://tnpa.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Development-of-1999-TWWHA-Management-Plan-Sawyer-2000.pdf
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The Tasmanian Parks and Wildlife Service (PWS) website 
tells us that the agency manages a total of 823 terrestrial 
(i.e. land-based, as distinct from marine) reserves, 
covering around 2.9 million hectares – over 42% of 
Tasmania’s land area. This is indeed something to be 
celebrated – wherever you are in Tasmania you are 
never far from a reserve of some kind. We are blessed 
with a wealth of greatly varied, unique and often highly 
scenic landscapes and places as well as distinctive fl ora 
and fauna species, geoheritage and cultural heritage. 
However only a little over half of this 42% of the 
State is included in National Parks, the rest (over 800 
reserves) having diff erent tenures, and mostly with less 
protections than are aff orded to reserves with National 
Park status. 

The managing authority for the vast majority of these 
reserves is the Parks and Wildlife Service (PWS), with a few 
managed by local councils or other agencies.

Tasmania’s ‘Other’ Reserves 

by Catharine Errey

The ‘other’ classes of reserves

State Reserve, Nature Reserve, Game Reserve, Historic 

Site, Conservation Area, Nature Recreation Area and 

Regional Reserve.

• The class (other than National Park) with the largest 
number of reserves (438) and largest combined 
land area (616,640ha) is Conservation Area, which 
includes signifi cant parts of what is broadly known 
as The Tarkine, and also a large area south of 
Macquarie Harbour, as well as much of the Central 
Plateau. 

• The Regional Reserve class also accounts for a large 
area (454,286 ha) of the State and includes the 
Tyndall Range, the Blue Tier (in the North East) and a 
number of reserves in The Tarkine.

• Many small off shore islands are reserved as bird, 
penguin or seal habitat/breeding areas. This 
includes a considerable number of islands in Bass 
Strait, many of them off  Flinders Island.

Heemskirk Regional Reserve Image credit: Rob Blakers
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• Of the numerous small and very small reserves the 
reasons for reservation are many and varied, and as 
well as habitat and breeding areas, include, among 
others: - representative forest, rare or threatened 
plants, wetland, estuary, waterfall, cave/karst 
features, lighthouse, scenic feature.

Most visitors and a majority of 

Tasmanians would agree that it 

is Tasmania’s parks and reserves 

that make Tasmania a magnet for 

visitors and, for many locals, the 

only place to live.  It is therefore 

of great concern that ‘reserved’ 

does not equate with ‘protected’. 

Significantly, not all National Parks 

have a management plan (few have 

an up-to-date management plan) 

and few of the ‘other’ classes have a 

management plan at all.

How protections for ‘other’ reserves differ 
from protections for National Parks

The ‘other’ classes of reserves do not necessarily provide 
as much protection of natural values as might be 
implied by the title ‘reserve’.  The objectives of several 
classes of reserves explicitly provide for activities that 
most Tasmanians would assume are not permitted in 
any sort of ‘reserve’.  For example:

• Game Reserve – hunting.

• Regional Reserve – mining.

The National Parks and Reserves Management 

Act 2002 (NPRMA) Schedule 1 lists Objectives for 
management of reserved land, starting with Management 
objectives for National Parks. A comparison between 
the objectives for National Parks and those for ‘other’ 
classes of reserves provides a revealing picture of the 
lack of protections for these other reserves. For example, 
it is only National Parks which have the objective “to 

preserve the natural, primitive and remote character 

of wilderness areas.” 

Game reserves, which might appear to be reserves 
established for the purpose of protecting wildlife 
habitat and breeding areas, include the objective: “to 

provide for the taking, on an ecologically sustainable 

basis, of designated game species for commercial or 

private purposes, or both.” Management objectives 
for Conservation reserves and Regional reserves also 
include this objective.

Conservation areas, the class of reserves with the largest 
total land area, include, in their Management objectives: 

e)  “to provide for the controlled use of material 

resources including special species timber 

harvesting, and including as an adjunct to 

utilisation of marine resources;

f)  “to provide for exploration activities and 

utilisation of mineral resources;

g)  – see above, the taking of designated game species

h)  “to provide for other commercial or industrial 

uses of coastal areas

Nature Recreation reserves, surprisingly, also allow 
mineral exploration activities and utilisation of mineral 
resources.

Regional reserves, which also account for a large area 
of the State, allow for mineral exploration and mining, 
for “the controlled use of other natural resources 

including special species timber harvesting” as well as 
the taking “of designated game species for commercial 

or private purposes, or both”

Examples of ‘other reserves’

The following are examples of reserves in each of the 
classes: -

Conservation Area (total number 438 reserves)

Includes: Bay of Fires CA (northern East Coast); 
Great Lake CA (Central Plateau); Prime Seal Island 
CA (off  Flinders Island); Ralphs Bay CA (Hobart’s 
Eastern Shore); Tamar CA (near Launceston)

Game Reserve (total number 12 reserves)

Includes: Bruny Island Neck GR; Little Dog Island 
GR (off  Flinders Island); Moulting Lagoon GR (East 
Coast) 

Historic Site (total number 30 reserves)

Includes: Port Arthur HS; Macquarie Harbour HS 
(West Coast); Eddystone Point Lighthouse HS (East 
Coast) 

Nature Recreation Area (total number 25 reserves)

Includes: Black Bluff  NRA, near Cradle Mountain – 
contains ‘representative forest’

Reynolds Falls NRA – also ‘representative forest’

Rosny Hill NRA (Hobart’s Eastern Shore) – ‘scenic’; a 
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large commercial tourism development is planned 
for this site. The managing authority is Clarence City 
Council.

Nature Reserve (total number 86 reserves)

Includes: Diamond Island NR, East Coast – penguin 
rookery; Macquarie Island NR, Sub-Antarctica 
(94,305.82ha); Mersey Hill Karst NR, northern 
Tasmania.  

Regional Reserve (total number 148 reserves)

Includes: Leven Canyon RR (inland North West); Mt 
Heemskirk RR (West); Mt Victoria RR (inland North 
East); Paradise Plains RR (inland North East). 

State Reserve (total number 65 reserves)

Includes: Pieman River SR (West – near the Tarkine); 
The Nut SR (at Stanley, North West); Henty Glacial 
Erratics SR (West Coast – a geoheritage site); 
Hastings Caves SR (South). 

Mt Victoria Regional Reserve Image credit: Rob Blakers

The TNPA has a strong focus on the lack of statutory 
protection for our National Parks, but unfortunately all 
the ‘other’ classes of reserves have even less protection. 
This is of particular concern given the agenda of the 
current Tasmanian government to ‘unlock’ our National 
Parks and reserves to commercial tourism developers. 
A further threat to Tasmania’s reserves is the yet-to-be-
implemented Statewide Planning Scheme will mean 
even less protection for Tasmania’s reserves, including 
for National Parks.

The images that accompany this article give an 
indication, albeit a small one, of how many truly unique 
and scenic parts of Tasmania are within classes of 
reserves other than National Parks. 

For lists of, map and details of Tasmania’s reserves 

see: https://parks.tas.gov.au/about-us/managing-our-
parks-and-reserves/reserve-listing
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Mt Victoria Regional Reserve Image credit: Rob Blakers

Paradise Plains Regional Reserve Image credit: Rob Blakers
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Reynolds Falls Nature Recreation Area Image credit: Rob Blakers

Rosny Hill Nature Recreation Area Image credit: David Jamrozik
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Leven Canyon Regional Reserve Image credit: Martin Hawes © Copyright Martin Hawes
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Tarkine rainforest Image credit: Chris Bell

Vale of Belvoir Regional Reserve Image credit: Rob Blakers

Tarkine coast Image credit: Chris Bell
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The Buttongrass Ball is an annual event that has been 
going for over 20 years and for many of those years the 
proceeds of the Ball have been donated to the TNPA. 
This means that over the years a considerable number of 
people have volunteered their time, energy and skills to 
make the Ball the great event that it is.

Dance caller and MC David Wanless not only does a 
great job in those roles (and looks resplendent in his 
kilt – tartan of course – and odd socks) but also is the 
organiser of the event, the event programme, publicity, 
and designs and writes the words on the back of the 
dance programme, which is given to all who attend the 
event. 

David is a passionate advocate for protection of 
Tasmania’s national parks and reserves and all who 
attend the event could not fail to understand the threats 
to our natural and cultural heritage.

David’s words on the back of the programme notes are 
reproduced as follows: -

Buttongrass Ball 27 July 2019

Image credit: Cathy Hutchinson

TNPA REPORT

What future do we want for 
Tasmania’s parks?

We have chosen several dances representing special 
places which are under threat from inappropriate 
commercial development (as well as fi res exacerbated 
by climate change).

Remember when our national parks were for nature 
and the general public? Sadly, our current government 
is pushing commercial development within our parks, 
via its opaque and secretive EOI process, changes to 
the World Heritage Area management plan, changes to 
planning legislation and even challenging the rights of 
local councils to consider whether developments should 
be approved.

If this continues, Tasmania’s precious World Heritage-
listed wilderness will be gradually carved up and 
disappear. High end tourism via helicopter and 
luxury huts are fundamentally incompatible with 
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wilderness. Wilderness is defi ned by its remoteness from 
mechanised access. It is not only wilderness areas which 
are under threat either – kunanyi is threatened by a 
cable car and inadequate planning.

Wilderness is a precious and diminishing escape from 
our busy, technology and time driven society; a refuge 
which allows people to think, heal, learn and be creative.

With careful management and limiting (not ever-
increasing) visitor numbers, Tasmania can remain 

Image credit: Cathy Hutchinson

Image credit: Cathy Hutchinson

special. Make your voice heard, get involved and 
support and cherish what is so wonderful about 
lutruwita/Tasmania!

“Tasmania is real in a fake world” (Gerard Castles)

“Tasmania can be a shining beacon in a dull, uniform 
and largely artifi cial world” (Olegas Truchanas).

“Oh, Tasmania, the hardest heart would understand. Just 
to feel your wilderness, your silence sings to me.” (Shane 
Howard)
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The issue of disposal of faecal waste at the remote Lake 
Rhona, an enclosed alpine lake basin and increasingly 
popular overnight bushwalking destination in the 
Franklin-Gordon Wild Rivers National Park, part of the 
Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area, has been of 
concern for quite a few years, for both environmental 
and health-related reasons. Around 2013, educational 
signage was fi nally installed by the Parks and Wildlife 
Service (PWS) to encourage visitors to Lake Rhona to 
undertake a short walk outside the lake catchment 
before defaecating, and to practice Minimal Impact 
disposal techniques. This softly, softly approach was 
to be trialled before undertaking anything more 
interventionist.

Ideally, monitoring would have been undertaken to 
ascertain the eff ectiveness (or otherwise) of this on-
site education approach, but we are reliably informed 
that this was never done. Anecdotal reports and 
casual observations do not constitute monitoring. And 
monitoring data is what is required to truly understand 
both the nature and extent of any management problem.

Late last year (2018) the Tasmanian National Parks 
Association (TNPA) became aware that the PWS had 
recently installed a fl y-in, fl y-out style toilet at Lake 
Rhona. The installation of a toilet infrastructure, 
apparently without full consideration of alternatives 
or even monitoring data on the perceived problem, 
appeared short-sighted (sources suggest this occurred 
on the direct instruction of the Minister so was probably 
a result of lobbying by some infl uential user). Even if it is 
similar to the minimalist toilet type that has been used 
in the Arthur Ranges since the late 1990s, it unavoidably 
requires costly ongoing servicing by PWS.

The new Lake Rhona toilet was subsequently fl own 
back out of the site to protect it from last summer’s 
wild fi res in the area (the Gell River fi re). We believe 
there is a better way to deal with human faecal waste 
at Lake Rhona that would be more broadly eff ective in 
the longer term. We also felt the absence of the toilet 
and closure of the area (due to the wildfi re) provided 
a belated opportunity to implement this alternative 
approach.

A missed opportunity for progressive 
management at Lake Rhona

by Grant Dixon

Hence, we wrote to PWS and the Minister, strongly 
advocating that the PWS develop and trial a visitor 
carry-out approach to dealing with human waste at 
Lake Rhona. This would be world’s best practice at a 
site such as this, and would serve to educate users as 
well as change their behaviour. There are a number of 
precedents overseas for such an approach, particularly 
in the USA, where they have proven successful and 
been supported by users. Furthermore, the Leave No 
Trace organisation in the USA has been describing “how 
to carry out your poop” for more than a decade. It has 
also long been a requirement of commercial groups 
operating on the Franklin River. 

We argued that the introduction of a “pack out your poo” 
(or similar promotional phrase) approach at Lake Rhona 
would help to preserve the site’s undeniable natural 
values and promote a greater respect for the place from 
visitors, and perhaps also encourage them to refl ect 
on their impact on other places. All of this would aid in 
preserving Tasmania’s natural assets in the best possible 
condition for future visitors.

Nevertheless, the toilet was fl own back in to Lake Rhona 
at the end of last summer’s fi re season. Ironically, the 
area remains closed due to fi re damage on the walking 
track access roads, and may remain so through the 
coming summer, so few will be using the new toilet 
anytime soon.

TNPA received the following disappointing justifi cation 
in a letter from Minister Hodgman, 

“The decision to install a fully self contained toilet 
at Lake Rhona was made due to concerns around 
environmental impacts, as well as health impacts 
resulting from campers not complying with advice to 
toilet outside the Lake’s catchment area.

While I acknowledge that destinations in other 
countries may have had some success with carry-out 
messages, at this time, with the popularity of Lake 
Rhona increasing, a fully self contained system was 
deemed the best option to protect both the site and 
visitors.”
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Lake Rhona Image credit: Grant Dixon
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The following article was published as a ‘Talking Point’ in 
The Mercury on 15 August 2019

LAST week saw the fi nal Lake Malbena hearings before 
the Resource Management and Planning Appeals 
Tribunal.

We also saw opinion pieces defending the State 
Government’s Expressions of Interest scheme.

Tourism Industry Council Tasmania CEO Luke Martin 
appealed for sympathy for humble developers who 
just want exclusive access to make a private profi t from 
public land (“Tourism can work in wonderland,” Talking 
Point, August 5).

Senator Jonathon Duniam called the EOI scheme he 
helped create “nation-leading” (“Best lessons in my own 
backyard,” Talking Point, August 7). He seemed to forget 
his earlier comments that he lamented his criticism of 
the scheme’s opponents, that government needed to 
be more transparent and there were “a lot of lessons to 
learn” (“Duniam hopes to have learned from bumps in 
EOI process,” Mercury, June 2).

Two words for Martin and Duniam: damage limitation. 
The EOI scheme is now haemorrhaging social licence 
but marketing can’t fi x what’s broken.

State Government policy is to “unlock the parks” 
despite them already being public. In reality, they 
mean privatising public land for private profi t. That’s 
the EOI scheme in a nutshell: secretive, rule-bending 
and locking people out, while signing secret leases and 
licences before what passes for a planning process even 
begins.

Senator Duniam says tourism means “jobs, greater 
investment and better infrastructure” yet former UTAS 
economics professor Graeme Wells said the fl y-in, fl y-
out Malbena proposal had no net benefi t to Tasmania’s 
economy.

There should be no commercial development in national 
parks or the World Heritage area. If development’s your 
thing, you’ve got most of the rest of Tasmania to do it 

Tourism That Tries To Tame Tassie
 Will Fail

by Tom Allen

in and plenty of private land to do it on. Special places 
should simply be left alone by profi t seekers. But no. 
That’s too much to ask. They always want more. And 
they call us greedy greenies.

This time though, it’s also Liberal Party voters saying no. 
At the Central Highlands Council meeting that rejected 
the Malbena proposal, it wasn’t just conservationists 
backing the Council, it was fi shers, shooters, walkers, 
farmers, rural residents, naturalists and kayakers. Green 
Liberals really do exist. And their numbers are growing.

Mr Martin says “vocal conservation groups” have 
misrepresented the aspirations of commercial tourism 
operators. Let’s be clear. The aspiration of operators 
jumping on the EOI bandwagon is to make a private 
profi t from public land.

Mr Martin also says he supports advocates of “further 
conservation” yet you won’t fi nd the Tourism Industry 
Council advocating for conserving anything, despite 
the boom in nature tourism. The government intends 
to log the 356,000 hectares of high-conservation-
value Tasmanian Forest Agreement forest reserves 
around parks like Douglas-Apsley, Tasman Peninsula, 
Bruny Island, Ben Lomond, Break O’Day, Wielangta and 
takayna/Tarkine. Why isn’t the tourism council calling for 
the reserves to be added to these national parks instead 
of being logged?

Instead of advocating for exclusive access and 
protecting intellectual property, how about advocating 
for more conservation of places from which the tourism 
industry is richly benefi ting?

We already have something better than the EOI process. 
It’s called the Tasmanian planning system.

Anyone can put up a plan to be considered by a local 
council. But just like the kunanyi/Mt Wellington cable 
car, aquaculture and forestry, the EOI process is yet 
another attempt to get around the planning rules that 
everyone else has to follow.

And don’t forget, this government’s fi nal planning 
scheme would see developments given in-house 
approval by Parks and Wildlife, bypassing even local 
councils.
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They’d just happen and the public wouldn’t get a say. A 
bit like a tin-pot dictatorship.

If the government continues to infl ict the EOI process 
on Tasmania, you will see investors walk, tourists avoid 
fake eco-tourism off erings, Tasmania’s fi rst protests 
by residents against tourists and the Tourism Industry 
Council’s role as tourism accreditor and biggest 
supporter of Liberal tourism policy increasingly 
questioned.

The Tourism Industry Council also has a qualifi ed 
position on tourism: it supports it but has issues with 
cruise ships. Conservationists have a qualifi ed position 
too: we support tourism too but not when it degrades 
nature. Tourism done right can be brilliant. But the EOI 
process is tourism done terribly. Yes, we support tourism. 
Yes, we support sustainable development. And, yes, 
there’s a much better way to do nature tourism.

End the EOI process. End private development in 
national parks and the Tasmanian Wilderness World 
Heritage Area. Increase Parks and Wildlife Service 
funding to properly invest in what’s so clearly in 
demand. Use the outstanding Tasmanian Forest 
Agreement reserves, which Parks and Wildlife Service 
already manages, to create a new generation of parks 
and take the pressure off  other destinations. (And there’s 
no better buff er against the climate and extinction crises 
than leaving high conservation value forests standing. 
Turning them into a tourism asset rather than logging 
them, that’s win-win-win.)

Invest in local communities instead of elitist fi -fo 
pipedreams in wilderness that’s best left alone. Create 
the world’s best sustainable tourism policy. Put in 
place rigorous world-leading sustainable tourism 
criteria. Identify brand-enhancing regenerative tourism 
opportunities. Focus on the Tasmanian promise 
of quality over quantity instead of jacking up the 
number of tourists as high as possible, which remains 
government policy. These are tourism ideas that honour 
wonderland instead of degrading it.

Whether we win or lose our Malbena cases, we’re not 
going anywhere. Tassie is too precious to let Big Tourism 
stuff  up. And now Tasmanians are woke to what’s really 
going on. The Government needs to change course 
or we’ll do it for them. We’re here to keep Tassie wild. 
Question is, will Will?

Tom Allen is campaign manager of the Wilderness 

Society Tasmania.
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Have your say...

ABC Local Radio: Mornings - Leon Compton

tasmornings@your.abc.net.au or 1300 222 936

Letters to the Editor at The Mercury

mercuryedletter@dbl.newsltd.com.au or 
https://www.facebook.com/themercury.com.au/

Letters to the Editor at The Examiner

mail@examiner.com.au or 
https://www.facebook.com/TheExaminerLaunceston/

Letters to the Editor at The Age 

letters@theage.com.au

Minister for Parks and the Environment

peter.gutwein@parliament.tas.gov.au

Opposition (Labor) Spokesperson on Parks

alison.standen@parliament.tas.gov.au

Tasmanian Greens Spokesperson on Parks

cassy.o’connor@parliament.tas.gov.au

Patron: Peter Cundall

TNPA Management Committee

President: Nicholas Sawyer
Vice President: Grant Dixon
Vice President: Catharine Errey
Treasurer: Craig Allen
Secretary: Val Baxter
Public Officer: Craig Allen
Other committee members: Chris Bell, Jane Wilson

Contact Details

Email: info@tnpa.org.au 
Website: www.tnpa.org.au
Facebook: https://www.facebook.com/TasmanianNational
ParksAssociation/
Postal address: GPO Box 2188, Hobart, Tasmania, 7001
Meetings: Management Committee meetings are held 
approximately 10 times per year. Members and supporters are 
welcome to attend meetings. The TNPA attempts to advise of the 
date, time and venue of meetings in the Buttongrass Bulletin (the 
TNPA's email newsletter to members and supporters) but there may 
be last minute changes - please check with info@tnpa.org.au.

Tasmanian National Parks Association Inc

TNPA News
TNPA News is published twice a year. It aims to provide informative 
articles on issues related to national parks and other reserves, as well 
as updates on TNPA activities and campaigns. The views expressed in 
TNPA News are not necessarily those of the TNPA Inc. For this issue many 
thanks to Tom Allen, Chris Bell, Rob Blakers, Grant Dixon, Catharine Errey, 
Martin Hawes, David Jamrozik, Nick Sawyer, David Wanless. Original 
articles in TNPA News may be reproduced, but please acknowledge the 
author and source.

Contributions to TNPA News No.30 are welcome (deadline 1 Mar 2020).

Please send contributions to: info@tnpa.org.au (attention: TNPA News 
editor).

This newsletter was correct at 21 Nov 2019.

Editor TNPA News 29: Catharine Errey

Newsletter production by Ricoh Business Centre Hobart

Mt Victoria Regional Reserve, north east Tasmania Image credit: Rob Blakers
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