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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  
www.facebook.com/themercury.com.au 

Letters to the Editor at The Examiner 

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

Letters to the Editor at The Age 

letters@theage.com.au 

Minister for Parks 

jacquie.petrusma@dpac.tas.gov.au 

Opposition (Labor) Spokesperson on Parks 

sarah.lovell@parliament.tas.gov.au

Tasmanian Greens Spokesperson on Parks 

cassy.o’connor@parliament.tas.gov.au

POLLING REPORT 
Australians say that our 

national parks 
 are for protecting nature

A recent nationwide survey of 1,122 
adult Australians, conducted by pollster 
Lonergan for the non-government National 
Parks Australia Council (NPAC) found 
that an overwhelming majority (87%) 
of respondents support the traditional 
rationale for national parks as places 
to enjoy nature and that 78% oppose 
development in parks and  
protected areas.

To view the report: 
National Parks are for 

protection not development 
– new national poll - 

Tasmanian National Parks 
Association (tnpa.org.au)

https://tnpa.org.au/national-parks-are-for-protection-not-development-new-national-poll/
https://tnpa.org.au/national-parks-are-for-protection-not-development-new-national-poll/
https://tnpa.org.au/national-parks-are-for-protection-not-development-new-national-poll/
https://tnpa.org.au/national-parks-are-for-protection-not-development-new-national-poll/
https://tnpa.org.au/national-parks-are-for-protection-not-development-new-national-poll/
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Editorial

As we celebrate the centenary of Cradle Mountain-
Lake St Clair National Park (formerly known as ‘The 

Reserve’) it is worth noting that this celebrated national 
park that we know and love and which attracts visitors 
from all over the world, could so easily not have been. 
Debbie Quarmby’s article, titled ‘A Clash of Values’, on 
page 5 of this issue of TNPA News, informs us that 
at the time that the reservation of the land was being 
discussed there were those who opposed the ‘locking 
up’ of the area, wanting mining, logging and ‘hunting 
game’, to be allowed – and there was also a strong 
push for a road from the north to the south through the 
middle of the reserved area.

All very familiar to today’s conservationists – and the 
arguments in favour of ‘unlocking’ (as opposed to 
protecting) were essentially the same ones we hear 
today.

Our national parks and reserves are under threat on 
a number of fronts, including from the impacts of 
climate change, pressure to ‘unlock’ reserved land 
to commercial developments and from the sheer 
numbers of visitors, both international and local, that 
modern travel enables. In the face of these threats it is 
heartening to learn from recent polling of Australians 
(see NPAC Polling Report on page 02) that a large 
majority of Australians value our national parks and 
wild places and want their protection. As Nick Sawyer’s 
article (Parks under Threat p.20) points out, our 
governments (Federal and State), in seeking to offer up 
our parks and reserves to commercial developers, are 
out of touch with what the Australian public values and 
wants.

Recently in Tasmania there was an announcement that 
a new ‘visitor gateway’ (to Freycinet National Park) would 
be built on reserved land (which has listed threatened 
plant species) next to the road leading to Coles Bay. The 
‘gateway’ would be accompanied by a huge car park. 
The proposal arose from the Freycinet Master Plan, a 
plan driven by the tourism industry, which unashamedly 
states that it is the first step in reducing key barriers to 
private investment.

In the process of drawing up the Freycinet Master Plan 
there were a number of public consultation sessions 
(i.e. that box was ticked) but the plan ignores the wishes 
of a majority of those who attended these sessions, 
including: 

 » No increase in visitor numbers
 » The importance of the natural assets of the Park 

(and other reserves on the peninsula)
 » Concerns about the social and environmental 

impacts of overuse
 » The importance of maintaining the peace and quiet 

of the natural environment.

We CAN choose to protect and care for our unique wild 
places and allow visitation that does not destroy what 
is precious, fragile and irreplaceable – but only if the 
voices of the profit-driven are not allowed to dominate.

Catharine Errey
Editor, TNPA News

ACF: Australian Conservation Foundation

EDO: Environmental Defenders Office

EoI: Expression of Interest (in this context this refers to commercial 
tourism ventures proposed for National Parks)

EPBC: Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 
(the Commonwealth Environment Act)

FPPF: Future Potential Production Forest Land

HCC: Hobart City Council

MLC: Member of the Legislative Council (Tasmania’s Upper House)

NPA: National Parks Association

OUV: Outstanding Universal Value(s)

NPAC: National Parks Australia Council

NRET: Department of Natural Resources and Environment 
Tasmania

PWS: Parks and Wildlife Service 

RAA: Reserve Activity Assessment (the Parks and Wildlife’s 
assessment process for proposals in National Parks and reserves)

TCT: Tasmanian Conservation Trust

TTA: Tasmanian Tourist Association

TWWHA: Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area

TWWHAMP: Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area 
Management Plan

TWS: The Wilderness Society

WHC: World Heritage Committee

WPMT: Wellington Park Management Trust

Acronym guide
A useful tool when reading many of the articles in TNPA News!



04 TASMANIAN NATIONAL PARKS ASSOCIATION

November

TNPA Committee members met with new Labor 
Shadow Minister for Parks, Sarah Lovell.

The TNPA wrote to Hobart City Council regarding 
mountain bike tracks proposed for the lower slopes 
of kunanyi/Mt Wellington.

 THE TNPA AT  
WORK IN 2022Timeline

January

Release of results of a nationwide poll on public 
attitudes to protection of national parks and 
conservation areas, commissioned by the National 
Parks Australia Council (NPAC), of which the TNPA is a 
member. (see link to the report on page 2 of this issue).

March

An article, titled ‘Unlocking our Parks’, by TNPA 
President Nick Sawyer, was published in The 
Mercury. A slightly longer version of this article is 
included on page 20 of this issue of TNPA News.

The TNPA made a submission on the Draft Lower 
Gordon River Recreation Zone Plan

April

TNPA President Nick Sawyer spoke at a rally 
organised by the Freycinet Action Network at 
the site of the proposed Visitor Gateway (which 
includes an extensive car park) on the approaches 
to Coles Bay. The gathering was to protest the State 
government’s refusal to consider regulating visitor 
numbers in the already overcrowded Freycinet 
National Park and to draw attention to the number 
of threatened plant species on the Visitor Gateway 
site.

December

Withdrawal (by proponent) of his Planning Appeal 
against the refusal of his proposed heli-tourism 
development at Halls Island (Lake Malbena) in 
the TWWHA. This was a win for the parties to the 
appeal (TNPA, TWS and two individuals) who were 
represented by the EDO. However this may not 
be the end of this proposal; the State government 
refuses to cancel his commercial lease on Halls 
Island and the proponent has indicated that he is 
still seeking approval under the Federal EPBC Act.

The TNPA submitted comment on the State 
government’s Draft Deer Management Plan. The 
TNPA’s principal concern is that the Plan does 
not adequately address the expansion of this 
invasive species into Tasmania’s national parks and 
protected areas.

The TNPA wrote to (then) Environment Minister, 
Roger Jaensch and Parks Minister Jacquie 
Petrusma, supporting the Cultural Heritage 
Practitioners Tasmania submission on Wellington 
Park cultural heritage.

Death of TNPA Patron Peter Cundall

February

The TNPA was a co-signatory to a letter compiled 
by The Wilderness Society and sent to the 
World Heritage Committee, pointing out that 
the Tasmanian government is not honouring its 
commitment to give national park status to all 
FPPFL (Future Potential Production Forest Land) 
within the TWWHA. This is in contravention of a 
March 2016 undertaking made by the Government 
following the visit by the Reactive Monitoring 
Mission (sent by the World Heritage Committee to 
Tasmania in November 2015). Some of this land 
has been incorporated into the Mole Creek Karst 
National Park but most has been given lesser 
conservation status or remains unreserved. 
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A Clash of Values
DEBBIE QUARMBY

That our national parks and reserves are wonderful 
things has broad consensus, but not necessarily for 
the same reasons. Different views about the value and 
purpose of nature reserves cause a lot of angst – over 
the acceptability (or not) of accommodation, helicopter 
flights, cable cars and – still – mining and forestry. 
There have always been different perspectives involved 
and we appear to be no closer to agreement now than 
people were over a hundred years ago. Arguments are 
couched in terms of ecological science, preservation 
of wilderness and nature as nature, financial benefits 
of parks as tourist attractions and other reasons, 
and fundamental differences in people’s core values 
underpin them.

Value placed on the ‘ jobs and growth’ associated 
with extractive industries and tourism (not to mention 
political party donations from those industries) has 
long been politically and socially dominant. But since 
parks’ early days there has been a passionate minority 
of people who have believed strongly in, and worked 

to protect, natural areas in reserves in order that some 
areas can remain as much as possible in their natural 
state, unaltered by human intrusion. That minority 
of activists has been the dominant force behind the 
reservation of national parks and national park-like 
reserves. They have often included parks’ potential for 
tourism as an argument in favour of land reservation. 
But with an increasing population, and popularity of 
outdoor recreation, parks are facing unprecedented 
pressure from tourism and visitation, pressures that are 
increasingly impacting on parks’ natural values.

Providing for recreation in pleasant natural settings 
was a strong motivation for early park activists. The 
national park idea was nurtured in the late nineteenth 
century by the political strength of democratic ideals 
which, combined with the effect of industrialisation 
which had relegated many urban workers to unhygienic 
living conditions, fuelled a demand for public access to 
parkland. Tasmanian authorities, like their counterparts 
in other parts of Australia and the USA, were able to 

 » Du Cane Range in winter, Cradle Mountain-Lake St Clair National Park © Grant Dixon
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respond to that demand through their control over the 
allocation of unclaimed Crown lands.

Pastimes such as fishing and nature rambling were 
popular and Tasmania’s cool climate and British-like 
countryside provided a natural attraction for holiday-
makers. Tasmania was an attractive holiday destination 
for British serving in India and they were followed by 
large numbers of tourists from other Australian colonies 
who started holidaying here from the 1860s, largely as 
the result of money made from the Victorian and NSW 
gold rushes. By 1904 the annual number of visitors 
to the State was estimated to be 20,000, which was 
significant given the permanent population was 
around 173,000.

Land was set aside for nature reserves from the 
1880s.  Game laws to protect species of wildlife had 
been proclaimed from 1860 - mostly to protect the 
sustainability of food sources. Protection of wildlife, 
though, remained a low priority while the costs of law 
enforcement and reserve management appeared to be 
so much greater than did any financial or political gains 
that may have resulted. When governments’ perception 
of the relative costs and benefits of nature reserves 

did shift a little in favour of reserves at the turn of the 
century, it was more a result of their interest in reserves’ 
tourism potential than recognition of any inherent value 
in wildlife, or nature preservation.

The importance of tourism development to Tasmania’s 
economy was widely recognised. Until the transportation 
of convicts to Tasmania ended in 1852, England sent 
£350,000 per annum to pay for prisoners’ maintenance 
and custody. When transportation ceased not only was 
a source of free labour lost, but so too was this revenue. 
In 1875 the island’s entire revenue did not exceed 
£280,000, and Tasmanians declared themselves to be 
ruined.

Tasmania’s cool, bracing air, which encouraged healthy 
pursuits such as walking and fishing, featured in tourist 
guides published from 1869. Thomas Cook & Sons’ 
Railway Official Guide Book to Tasmania, of 1894, for 
example, stated:

 
Alarmed at the fall in tourist numbers that resulted 
from economic depression, the Premier, Henry Dobson, 
called a meeting at the Hobart Town Hall at which the 
Tasmanian Tourist Association (TTA) was formed, in 
1893. The aims of the TTA were:

a. to circulate information regarding the natural 
attractions of Tasmania as a pleasure and health 
resort;

b. to initiate and support any measures which will 
improve communication with Tasmania by sea;

c. generally to promote and support all proposals 
which may increase the number of tourists and 
provide for their convenience and pleasure;

d. to interview and correspond with the Government, 
public bodies, companies or individuals, to further 
the above objects.

 » Early 20th century: group at Russell Falls, Mt Field 
National Park © Beatties Studio

Tasmania, which may be justly termed 
the Switzerland of the South, presents an 
attractive succession of mountains and 
valleys, peaks and glens, and has many 
other advantages of climate over any other 
part of Australia … the delicious aromatic 
odor of the Tasmanian forest, [is] such as 
words utterly fail to convey … Good roads, 
with comfortable hotels, will be found in all 
the older settled districts of the Colony. The 
principal rivers and several of the lakes are 
well stocked with [introduced] and native 
fish; game and wildfowl are plentiful in 
many localities; and the bays and estuaries, 
besides forming a romantic cruising-ground, 
abound with many varieties of native fish.
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 » Russell Falls, Mt Field National Park

Many of the TTA’s members were actively involved in the 
national parks movement – Henry Dobson, Philip Seager 
and John Beattie later became members of the National 
Park Association. In 1901 the TTA established a sub-
committee to focus on the protection of native flora and 
fauna – botanist Leonard Rodway was a member.

The Southern and Northern Tourist Associations 
organised tourist drives. Hobart's most popular tourist 
attraction was Mt Wellington. During the 1905-1906 
season 10,320 tourists were driven to The Springs. An 
Act of Parliament was passed in 1905 to allow for the 
construction of an aerial railway to convey passengers 
from Cascades to the Pinnacle, changing cages at The 
Springs. Though the plan had public support, including 
that of the TTA, it failed to gain the necessary financial 
backing, largely because it would have been inoperable 
for eight months of the year due to weather conditions, 
and the plan lapsed.

The TTA continued to operate until 1914, when the 
government assumed its functions. Once it had 
assumed control of tourism the government had a more 
direct interest in the various components of the industry, 
including the direction and administration of nature 
reserves. The way in which the government would 
interpret its role in relation to scenic reserves was not 
clear, however, and national park activists regrouped in 
the newly formed National Park Association. 

Tasmanian governments proclaimed land as public 
reserves from the 1860s, under the Waste Lands Act 
1858, which formalised guidelines for the setting aside 
of land for public purposes such as roads, schools, 
churches and places for the recreation and amusement 
of the inhabitants of a city or township.

Some years before that - in the 1830s – European 
visitors condemned Americans for allowing the 
beauty of Niagara Falls to be spoiled for the purposes 
of public enjoyment and national pride by private 
developers, with critics arguing that ‘such spots should 
be deemed the property of mankind’, since their 
destruction compromised ‘the tastes, the morals, and 
the enjoyments of all men’. Following this, and Abraham 
Lincoln’s declaration in 1864 of the reserve that was 
to form the basis of Yosemite National Park, Frederick 
Law Olmsted wrote a report on the park’s management 
in which he rejected the elitist tradition of a few rich 
people monopolising ownership of, and access to, 
areas of scenic beauty. Olmsted argued that it was a 
duty of government to assist all citizens in their pursuit 
of happiness, by creating public parks: that it was a 
government’s duty to protect areas of outstanding 
natural beauty from despoliation in order that their 
scenic beauty would be preserved for public enjoyment 
for all time.

Controversy over Niagara Falls, and Olmsted’s Yosemite 
report, stressed the case for not despoiling areas 
of outstanding natural beauty. But in the same year 
Yosemite was declared, George Perkins Marsh’s book 

Man and Nature was published. Marsh warned that 
human impact on the natural world, impacts such as 
forest clearing, extensive land clearance and pollution, 
would eventually render the earth ‘unfit for its “noblest 
inhabitant”’, thinking that had a strong influence on 
Australian naturalists from the time of the book’s 
publication, contributing towards a shift towards an 
ecological rather than species-specific approach to 
natural history.

Recognising the potential of what are now known as 
Russell Falls and surrounding forests as a scenery 
and forest reserve, Louis Shoobridge, who lived at an 
adjoining property, ’Fenton Forest’, sought to have the 
area protected, and in 1885 three hundred acres around 
the falls were withdrawn from sale or selection under the 
Waste Lands Act, for the purpose of making the area a 
public reserve.

By 1910 there were five guesthouses accommodating 
visitors to the reserve. One of these, ‘Russell Falls 
House’, opened in 1910 by Charles and Mabel Marriott 
to cater primarily for fishermen and visitors to the Falls, 
was built on land that they had purchased from Louis 
Shoobridge adjacent to the Falls Reserve boundary. 
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Marriott also owned a horse-drawn brake equipped to 
carry eight passengers, which he drove daily to meet the 
train at Russell.

When the government withdrew Russell Falls from sale 
or selection in May 1885 it also reserved the foreshores 
of a number of popular fishing lakes. Tasmania traded 
as ‘The Angler’s Paradise’ in Edwardian times. The 
lakes country of the central highlands was praised 
for its beauty, and the good fishing brought visitors, 
including some wealthy visitors whose need for guides 
and accommodation provided a source of additional 
income for local families. Crown land within half a mile 
of Lake St Clair, Lake Echo, Great Lake, Woods Lake, 
Lake Sorell, Lake Crescent, Arthurs Lake, Nineteen 
Lagoons and adjacent lakes, Tooms Lake, Lake Pedder 
and Lake Edgar, was set aside for recreational fishing. 
The reserves were small, and were not the equivalent of 
national parks, but the areas in which they were situated 
had national park potential and most of these lakes did 
later become incorporated in Tasmania’s national parks 
estate.

The Russell Falls and lakes reserves were the first of 
their kind in Tasmania, though the number of areas set 
aside for nature conservation and hardy recreation soon 
expanded - by 1899 twelve scenery, falls, fernery and 
cave reserves were listed.

By the 1890s the USA had Yellowstone National Park, 
a wilderness park encompassing 3,300 square miles 
in addition to Yosemite which, though not called a 
national park, was a national park-type reserve of 1,500 
square miles and some other national park-like reserves 
which, though they were smaller than Yellowstone and 
Yosemite, were larger than any in Tasmania.

The Australasian Association for the Advancement 
of Science - a committee of which the Tasmanian 
naturalist William Legge was a member - recommended 
the reservation of Freycinet Peninsula as the Tasmanian 
National Park in 1894. The Committee’s report, which 
included recommendations on six other reserves 
throughout Australia and New Zealand, and changes 
to game laws throughout the colonies, was sent to the 
Premier, who referred the matter to the Royal Society, 
which delegated Bernard Shaw - Commissioner of Police 
- to follow-up. Shaw sought advice from a neighbour 
of his family’s property ‘Redbanks’ - John Meredith 
of ‘Cambria’ - who said he considered that, ‘while the 
Peninsula was unsuitable for a national park, owing to 
its geological formation, etc., Schouten Island would 
be a suitable spot’ (at the time, coal was being mined 
at Freycinet). The Royal Society did not support the 
recommendation and the idea was ‘parked’.

Then there was an effort - led by Henry Dobson - to 
have a Mt Wellington National Park, that was defeated 
because of concerns about polluting Hobart’s water 
supply (though the Springs Hotel, on a fraction of the 
proposed reserve, did go ahead!).

Tasmanian park activists, aware of developments 
relating to national parks and nature reserves overseas 
and in other Australian States, did not give up. Around 
1910, William Crooke teamed up with a number of men 
- including Leonard Rodway, Herbert Nicholls and Henry 
Dobson - most of whom had previously been involved 
in the Mt Wellington National Park campaign, in an 
effort to have the Russell Falls/Mt Field area proclaimed 
a national park. Crooke was a keen angler who had a 
fishing cottage near the Tyenna River. Born in Tasmania, 
he had left with his family as a boy and returned in 
1899, aged 55. In 1912 he formed the National Park 
Association, made up of representatives of community 
organisations in support of the national park idea, an 
association that remained in existence until after the 
national park at Mt Field had been secured.

As a result of the National Park Association’s 
lobbying, the Earle Labor government in 1915 made a 
commitment to reserve 27,000 acres (10,927 hectares) 
in the Mt Field/Russell Falls area as a national park, and 
Hobart’s newspaper, The Mercury, commented:

A National Park such as this now set 
apart may and ought to be a most valuable 
possession in many ways, in which the 
“business asset” value may be the least 
worth taking into account - for there are 
things far more worthy to be thought of 
than the lucre to be obtained from tourists 
or by other means. Such things as healthy 
and educative holidays, days among those 
crowded solitudes that appeal to the finer 
natures, opportunities for communing with 
the spirits of the trees and the brooks … will 
not be without their real value, though it 
may not be expressible in pounds, shillings 
and pence.

The park was not officially opened until the Scenery 
Preservation Act was in place, and the Scenery 
Preservation Board established under it as the first 
dedicated authority created in Australia specifically to 
deal with the creation and management of parks and 
reserves. Though with some difficulty, the park activists 
achieved a separate subsidiary board to manage the 
National Park at Mt Field, a model that paved the way 
for further subsidiary boards – the membership of 
which included a broader range of community and local 
interests than did the Scenery Preservation Board - for 
reserves such as Cradle Mountain - Lake St Clair.

William Crooke was elected to represent the National 
Park Association on the National Park Board, though 
tensions between his conservation focus for the 
national park, and the tourism focus of other members, 
were emerging. At the park’s opening, in October 1917, 
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 » Rainbow over the Hazards, Freycinet National Park © Grant Dixon

 » Granite boulders, Sleepy Bay, Freycinet National Park © Grant Dixon
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Crooke was given the minor role of seconding Rodway’s 
vote of thanks to the Governor. Nevertheless, he took 
the opportunity to challenge the previous speakers’ 
emphasis on tourism, being quoted as saying that the 
idea of the Park was not originally conceived simply for 
tourists. Only by preserving a Park in this way would 
the people of Tasmania in the far future be able to see 
what primeval Tasmania was like. That was one of the 
objects. Another was the preservation of the native flora 
and fauna, and still another, the recreation of the people 
of Tasmania. The tourists, to his mind, came last, 
although they were always pleased to see them.

Crooke soon resigned from the National Park Board, 
openly disagreeing with the new Director of the 
Government Tourist Bureau, E. T. Emmett, who was 
promoting the Park as a major tourist attraction. Crooke 
refused to attend the 1917 Annual Meeting, claiming the 
report was ‘all wrong’. He died not long afterwards, being 
given a great eulogy in the Mercury – acknowledging 
his tenacity – and Emmett, to his credit, pushed for a 
memorial to Crooke to be erected at National Park.

Tasmania’s national park system expanded between 
the two World Wars but nature conservation interests 
were subservient to the push for industrial development 
driven by both Labor and Liberal governments.

The Conservator of Forests, Hydro Commissioner 
or nominee, and a mining representative - who 
could veto reserve nominations - were added to the 
membership of the Scenery Preservation Board. In the 
State election of 1919 the two major political parties 
espoused repatriation, soldier settlement, hydro-electric 
development and industrial development of all kinds, 
in the name of nationalism and prosperity. The political 
supremacy of industrial development resulted, on the 
eve of the Second World War, in the first revocation 
of land from a national park for the purpose of mining 
(a wolfram mine below Mt Oakleigh), and four further 
revocations during the war years for purposes of hydro-
electricity, mining, granite quarrying and forestry. The 
1930s were depression years. Premier Ogilvie supported 
road-building up Mt Wellington and to Cradle Mountain, 
for tourism and generating employment, and Tasmania 

 » Mt Gould and Lake Marion, Cradle Mountain-Lake St Clair National Park  © Beatties Studio
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clawed its way out of the Depression by offering cheap 
electricity to big extractive industries. 

During the time of the National Park Association’s Mount 
Field campaign, Gustav and Kate Weindorfer purchased 
a two-hundred-acre block at Cradle Valley and built 
Waldheim, where Weindorfer accommodated visitors. 
Supported by Emmett, who saw the area’s potential as a 
winter resort, Weindorfer promoted the area’s potential 
as a reserve and tourist destination by giving lantern-
slide lectures around the State. By the time he died in 
1932 Waldheim was close to becoming a major resort. 
During the 1932-1933 season over 150 people visited 
‘Waldheim’ and several parties traversed the Cradle 
Mountain - Lake St Clair Reserve.

When the Cradle Mountain reserve idea was being 
promoted The Mercury quoted Emmett as saying that it 
was not intended to gazette the area under the Scenery 
Preservation Act, which would impose restrictions on 
taking native game and timber. This, he said, would be 
contrary to the promoters’ intention to have an area in 
which game could be taken moderately, timber marketed 
and minerals mined, from which revenue could be 
derived. But scenery, Emmett was reported as saying, 
was one of the best natural assets of any country, and 
the State would benefit from the opening up of the 
fine scenery in Tasmania’s western region. Clive Lord 
(naturalist and museum director) added that, though 
opposition might be raised against closing up such a 
large amount of the country - 150 square miles - the land 
would be expected to afford some return to the State 
in the future and, since it was useless for agriculture, 
tourism was a good option.

The day after The Mercury had publicised the Cradle 
Mountain National Park proposal there was a letter 
to the editor arguing that, ‘no restrictions whatever 
be allowed to be placed on prospectors or miners, or 
on minerals of any kind’, since ‘our old mining fields 
need reviving, and new ones opened free from outside 
control’. The Scenery Preservation Act was amended 
to make it ‘more elastic’, in order that the area, once it 
became a reserve, would not be excluded from mining, 
forestry or grazing. The amendment permitted the 
government, on the recommendation of the Scenery 
Board, to exempt lands reserved under the Act from any 
of its provisions. 

The values and beliefs that formed the basis of 
Australian society were changing. The era when 
gentlemen members of tourist associations, naturalist 
clubs, and scientific or educational associations lobbied 
their contemporaries in parliament about reserves gave 
way to one in which governments were less inclined 
to allow natural resources to be ‘locked away’, and 
Tasmanian conservationists were less prepared than 
their predecessors had been to accept governments' 
'develop at all cost' policies. A widening gap between 
conservationists’ interests and those expressed by 

industry representatives on the Scenery Board, in 
opposition to extending Tasmania’s reserve system, 
created a situation headed towards conflict.

The National Park and Cradle Mountain Reserve Boards 
were confronted by internal as well as external conflicts 
between competing interests of preservationists and 
utilitarians. The shift from a utilitarian philosophy to 
a preservationist one within the membership of the 
subsidiary boards was reflected in an issue that was 
debated during the early 1940s. The Cradle Mountain 
Reserve Board agreed, in 1938, to support the building 
of a motor road through the Reserve from Lake St Clair 
to Cradle Mountain. War broke out and the proposal was 
shelved until Ronald Smith put it back on the Board's 
agenda in 1944. Smith was very much in favour of the 
plan. He believed that the government had proclaimed 
the reserve for the benefit of the people of the State 
and thought that object would be achieved by making 
the park accessible for the enjoyment of the greatest 
possible number of people. He rejected the arguments 
which were being used against the proposal, arguments 
such as:

 » too many people of an undesirable class would 
visit the reserve,

 »  it would become too crowded,
 »  the vegetation would be destroyed,
 » game would be frightened away, and
 » timber would be exploited for profit.  

Smith believed that these arguments reflected an 
interest in the area being reserved for a select few 
and rejected them as valid reasons for restricting the 
reserve’s availability, saying: 

Surely the best way to preserve its beauties 
is to have thousands interested in it, and not 
limit it to hundreds … surely it is a defeatist 
policy to let fears of what might happen act 
as a paralyzing brake on the development of 
the Reserve.

By 1944, however, there was more opposition than 
support for the road proposal. The Tourist Bureau’s 
representative, E.T. Emmett (a walker), pointed out that 
people would miss most of the beauties of the reserve 
if they rushed through in a car. Jack Thwaites (Walking 
Club representative) promoted a policy proposed for 
Scotland’s reserves - to build roads only as far as reserve 
boundaries and to keep reserves as far as possible in 
their natural state.

Principles underlying a conflict of interests between 
‘progress’ and preservation were occasionally aired 
publicly but in couched terms. A ‘Special Representative’ 
writing for The Mercury in 1941 wrote about the beauty 
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of scenic areas being despoiled, playgrounds for the 
people alienated and enjoyment of the outdoors marred 
under the heading of ‘progress’. The writer lamented the 
‘confiscation’ of Lake Fenton and damming of the outlet 
to Lake St Clair by the Hydro Electric Commission, where 
‘soon the whole of the lake’s shores will be margined by 
a monument to progress - a line of dead trees’. ‘Industry 
must be served’, the writer acknowledged,  
and continued:

Alienation of part of the Florentine forest from Mt Field 
National Park in the 1940s highlighted the challenge 
involved in protecting the natural environment from 
industry backed by government, and it resulted in nature 
conservationist groups coming together as the ‘Flora 
and Fauna Conservation Committee’. As well as the 
shared values and concerns that brought the groups 
together with a common purpose there was a clear 
awareness of their marginalised position within the 
political power structure.

The 1st World Conference on National Parks was held 
in 1962 (the same year that Tasmanian conservationists 
formed the South West Committee). By the late 1960s 
conservationists were clearly articulating criticism of 
the Scenery Preservation Board’s approach to reserve 
acquisition and management, notably its failure to 
assess the State’s reserve system as representative 
of major biotypes. In the Australian Conservation 
Foundation’s publication ‘The Last of Lands’ (1969) 
chairman of the Australian Academy of Science’s 
Committee on National Parks and Reserves, Max 
Day, argued that three major themes with relevance 
to national parks emerged from the shift in balance 

 » Hamilton Bay, Lake St Clair © Beatties Studio

There must be more hydro electric 
power, and more water. Rivers must 
be harnessed, lakes dammed, factory 
wheels kept in motion. But needful as 
this is, there is a danger that we may 
come to regard destruction of natural 
beauty as of no consequence and thereby 
lose our sense of the fitness of things.
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 » Frosted buttongrass and Mt Oakleigh, Pelion Plains, Cradle Mountain-Lake St Clair National Park © Grant Dixon

between nature and human population (a shift from 
a lot of nature and few people to a lot of people and 
diminishing nature). These themes, he wrote, were: 

 » the need for habitat preservation in order that 
species of plants and animals might survive 
despite increasing pressure to exploit land and its 
resources

 »  increasing competition for land and its resources, 
and

 »  a greater awareness of the importance of the 
recreational value of natural areas.

In the 1960s not one of these three themes was 
being adequately addressed by Tasmania’s Scenery 
Preservation Board.

A State election was held in Tasmania in 1969.  In the 
lead up to the election the opposition Liberal Party 
responded to the electorate's growing environmental 
concerns, promising air pollution legislation as well 
as the establishment of a National Parks and Wildlife 
Service to manage national parks, scenic and historic 

reserves, fauna reserves and sanctuaries, wildlife and 
game, supported by an Advisory Board comprising 
representatives of community-based  
conservation groups.

State Labor planned to make reserves subservient to 
tourism in its government’s administrative structure. 
Premier Eric Reece promised to establish a new tourism 
ministry that would incorporate national parks, the 
Scenery Preservation Board and the Animals and Birds 
Protection Board.

The Liberal and Labor Parties each won seventeen 
seats and the election outcome was determined by 
the Centre Party’s Kevin Lyons aligning with the Liberal 
parliamentarians. Parliament passed the National Parks 
and Wildlife Service Bill in 1970 and the new authority 
commenced operations in November 1971.

Labor, led by Gough Whitlam, won the 1972 Federal 
election. Prior to the election Whitlam had proclaimed 
that, ‘the Australian government should see itself as the 
curator and not the liquidator of the National Estate’. 
Whitlam commissioned an inquiry, led by Justice Hope, 



14 TASMANIAN NATIONAL PARKS ASSOCIATION

which aimed to define the ‘national estate’, survey 
the extent and condition of the nation’s ‘heritage’ and 
specify methods of fostering its ‘conservation and 
presentation’. The Australian Heritage Commission was 
formed – the Federal government had become involved 
in what had been solely a State matter.

To fund the expansion of its responsibilities and projects 
the Service became increasingly reliant on funding 
sources from the Commonwealth government, notably 
the National Estate Grants Programme (from 1976) and, 
from 1984, World Heritage Area funding. The annual 
report for the year that ended 30 June 1986 made this 
explicit, stating that, ‘most of the year’s achievements 
were in projects funded from World Heritage Area 
grants or from compensation paid to Tasmania by the 
Australian government in consequence of the cessation 
of work on the Franklin Lower Gordon Power Scheme’.

Tasmania had a higher percentage of land in national 
parks and reserves than did other Australian States, 
financed by fragile funding arrangements.

Tasmania’s national parks movement had clashed 
with the combined interests of industry and the State 
government in three major political controversies 
involving national parks between the late 1940s and 
early 1980s. Conservationists lost the first two - over 

protection of the Florentine forest and Lake  
Pedder - but, with support from the Commonwealth 
government and a final decision by Australia’s High 
Court, won the third, over the Franklin River. The national 
parks movement’s success in saving the river from 
flooding by the Hydro Electric Commission came at a 
high price, however. It was followed soon afterwards - 
in May 1987 - by the State government restricting the 
power of the National Parks and Wildlife Service by 
placing it under the Lands Department in the State’s 
bureaucratic structure, and renewing governments’ 
focus on national parks and reserves’ tourism, as 
opposed to environmental conservation, role.

The national parks movement now is facing huge 
challenges from the neo-liberal belief in private 
enterprise, rather than public services. And increasing 
pressure from rising populations, growth in tourism 
and demands for outdoor recreation - from tourists 
and locals. The movement has shifted from the ‘wise 
use’ conservation perspective prevalent among earlier 
conservationists to one akin to William Crooke’s - one 
that values environment and wilderness preservation 
and is less amenable to compromise. 

 » Waldheim, Cradle Mountain © Nick Sawyer
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Honorary Life Member  
Anne McConnell
Anne joined the TNPA in 2004 after resigning in 
protest from the National Parks and Wildlife Advisory 
Committee, feeling that she could work more effectively 
through the TNPA for protected area management, 
than under a government hell bent on commercialising 
Tasmania’s protected areas and unwilling to fund 
conservation. She had just served one term on the 
National Parks and Wildlife Advisory Committee, 
preceded by a term on the Tasmanian Wilderness World 
Heritage Consultative Committee as a cultural heritage 
representative.

Anne served on the TNPA Management Committee 
from 2004 to 2015 in various capacities - as President, a 
co-Vice-president (for a total of 10 terms!) and Secretary. 
She was also TNPA News editor for a few years.

Anne has been energetically involved in many 
campaigns. For her, standouts including protection for 
Recherche Bay (a TNPA win); campaigning against Dick 
Smith’s Crescent Bay development; the Keep the Capes 

Wild campaign for Tasman National Park (sadly not a 
win); the Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area 
Management Plan, including meeting the two UNESCO 
Missions, and campaigning to stop developments, 
especially tourism developments, in the TWWHA; 
and the proposal in 2013 for a new Parks & Reserves 
Authority and new Parks and Wildlife legislation- a poor 
proposal that thankfully was ultimately not pursued by 
the State government. 

In her years on the Committee Anne also appreciated 
and enjoyed the cooperative nature of the TNPA 
Committee and the passion and commitment of the 
Committee members; being part of the National Parks 
Australia Council through TNPA, in particular hosting the 
NPAC (National Parks Australia Council) annual meeting 
in Tasmania in 2008; and the collaborative campaigning 
with other Tasmanian ENGOs on matters of common 
interest, in particular with TWS and the TCT. 

 » Anne in the Cradle Mountain-Lake St Clair National Park Image credit: Kevin Kiernan
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Shortly before the TNPA’s 20th anniversary celebration 
lunch in October 2021 TNPA President Nick Sawyer 
phoned Peter Cundall and had a long chat with him. At 
the end of the conversation Nick asked Peter if he had 
any message for TNPA members and supporters and 
the response was “Never ever give up!”

The following valedictory piece was written by 
Christine Milne, who kindly gave the TNPA permission 
to reproduce it in TNPA News. The article was 
originally published in Guardian Australia on 7 Dec 
2021.

Peter Cundall is known to most Australians as a 
lovable gardening guru but to those of us who have 
fought for decades for the protection of Tasmania’s 
environment, he was so much more. He had a deep 
love of nature and was not only a champion of 
Tasmania’s wilderness, magnificent native forests, 
rivers and farmlands, he was also an outspoken 
champion of local people fighting for the places they 
love against what he saw as the State’s endemic crony 
capitalism.

I first heard him speak at the Crotty Road protest 
in 1983 during the campaign against the Franklin 
Dam, and again at the protests against the logging 
of the Lemonthyme. He was a great communicator: 
passionate, direct, warm, funny and fierce – leaving 
people inspired and ready to take action. Unlike many 
in the public eye, he had the courage of his convictions 
and was prepared to use his TV celebrity status to 
boost environmental campaigns.

So when I organised the first tractor convoy of farmers 
to protest against North Broken Hill’s Wesley Vale 
elemental chorine pulp mill in 1988, he was a perfect 
choice to be speaker. The pulp mill, he said, was like 
a giant vacuum cleaner, sucking in the native forests 
and spewing toxic pollution into Bass Strait.

The farmers loved him because he spoke their 
language. He was one of them. He had a practical 
understanding of the value of uncontaminated soil 

and water and the importance of growing high-quality 
vegetables, and didn’t hold back on the corruption 
of decision makers who were prepared to abandon 
Tasmanians to kowtow to big business.

In an interview with the environmentalist Geoff Law 
on ABC TV’s Gardening Australia in 2000, he spoke 
about the magnificent forests of the Styx Valley, 
and there was hardly a rally anywhere in the State 
in the following years at which he did not lament 
the destruction of old-growth forests. In 2003 
with Richard Flanagan and Bob Brown, he led the 
4,000-strong march in the rain into the Styx Valley 
where, from the platform of a large eucalyptus stump, 
he demanded the State government stop the logging.

So when Gunns proposed a native forest, kraft 
chlorine pulp mill in his beloved Tamar Valley, it was 
a clash of the Titans. What he described as the “dirty, 
rotten, stinking pulp mill” had to be stopped. Peter 
spent his 80th birthday in 2007 in Launceston’s Albert 
Hall protesting the fast-tracking of the pulp mill and, 
at 82 in 2009, was arrested for the first time in his life 
outside Parliament House in Hobart, where he was 
standing in a sea of “Pulp mill corruption” placards. 
He pleaded not guilty on the grounds that he was not 
breaking the law by protesting at the parliament.

After he was sentenced he characterised the passage 
of the special legislation under which the mill was 
assessed as “corrupt”: “When you get a situation 
where a major proponent of a major pulp mill can 
actually donate to the main political parties and then 
cooperate in preparing that legislation for parliament 
and passing that through, that is corrupt and I’m 
fighting against that.”

Long before it was popular to call for a national anti-
corruption commission, Peter had the courage to spell 
out the problem.

His membership of the Order of Australia in 2007 “for 
service to the environment, particularly the protection 
of wilderness areas in Tasmania, and to horticulture 

 

VALE PETER CUNDALL 
 TNPA PATRON 2004 – 2021 



TNPA NEWS #33: SUMMER—AUTUMN 2022 17

as a presenter of gardening programs in television 
and radio”, was a fitting tribute to his decades of 
environmental activism, which contributed to the 
saving of the Franklin River, the protection of forests, 
the expansion of the Tasmanian Wilderness World 
Heritage Area, and the protection of the Wesley Vale 
farmlands, the Tamar Valley and Bass Strait from 
stinking, polluting pulp mills.

Peter Cundall was a mentor to me. I stood shoulder 
to shoulder with him in some of Tasmania’s biggest 
marches, behind banners and on stages, pallets 
and platforms. We shared a laugh, raged about 
the injustice in the world and discussed the merits 
of various varieties of apricots for jam. He even 
permitted me to photograph him once behind 
a barrowload of pumpkins. Like millions around 
Australia, I will miss him but I will always be grateful to 

have benefited from his sage advice, encouragement 
and example of standing up for what you believe in.

Peter was known for his signature signoff on 
Gardening Australia, “That’s your bloomin lot”. But 
for me his environmental rally signoff is his enduring 
legacy. He always wanted to be a teacher and that is 
what he was. He would implore the crowd to “never, 
ever give up”. Whether it was forests, pulp mills or 
political integrity, Peter knew the struggle was for the 
long haul but perseverance would win in the end if 
we put our faith in the power of the people. His words 
are etched in the psyche of Tasmanian environmental 
activists. “Never, ever give up”. Vale Peter Cundall.

 » Cake made and presented by TNPA members to Peter Cundall at the celebration 
of his 90th birthday at the Royal Tasmanian Botanical Gardens in 2017
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The centenary of Tasmania’s arguably best-known 
national park falls this year. For Tasmanians over 
a certain age the park is known as ‘The Reserve’ 
because it was Tasmania’s largest national park and 
for many years the only one that offered a multi-day 
bushwalk. It also could not be ‘claimed’ by the north 
or south of the State because of the linear nature of 
the Overland Track, running north-south, or south-
north, depending on where you started.

The accompanying map shows the original 
boundaries (in green, creating a rectangular shape) 
for The Reserve, imposed over the current map. The 
next issue of TNPA News will feature articles on the 
history of the park, including the various boundary 
changes that happened along the way.

Centenary of Cradle Mountain 
- Lake St Clair National Park  
16 May 2022
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Reserve proclaimed in 1922 and current National Parks

1922 reserve boundary

Current National Park boundaries and names

Peak



20 TASMANIAN NATIONAL PARKS ASSOCIATION

National parks under threat 
from failed and unsupported 
ideology  
BY NICK SAWYER

Many visitor surveys over 
decades have shown that 
Tasmania is synonymous 
with wilderness, and the key 
competitive advantage of our 
tourism industry is the splendid 
opportunity to experience wild 
nature offered by our national 
parks. The tourism industry 
acknowledges that Tasmania’s 
future is as a niche destination, 
not a mass market one, but 
protecting the quality of the 
product  rarely takes precedence 
over growing the industry
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It is time to rethink Tasmania’s exploitation of our 
national parks as a resource for growing the tourism 
industry, articulated in the State government’s policy 
of ‘unlocking our parks’ and implemented by the 
Expressions of Interest (EOI) process for tourism 
developments in Tasmania’s parks.

The stated aim of the EOI process was to ‘unlock the full 
potential of these [wilderness] areas’ and to ‘grow the 
tourism industry’ (Premier Will Hodgman, June 2014).

These words demonstrate the misunderstanding which 
underlies the ‘unlocking’ policy; they explain why it has 
caused division in the community and has failed to 
deliver the promised tourism bonanza. Developments 
in wilderness are an oxymoron; they do not showcase 
wilderness, they destroy it, and excessive numbers 
of visitors, even in the most accessible sections of 
a national park, detract from the natural experience. 
‘Unlocking’ and facilitating ever-increasing numbers 
of visitors to a few ‘iconic’ locations in our parks is a 
recipe to undermine the long-term viability of our tourist 
industry, not to strengthen it.

Many visitor surveys over decades have shown that 
Tasmania is synonymous with wilderness, and the 
key competitive advantage of our tourism industry 
is the splendid opportunity to experience wild nature 
offered by our national parks. The tourism industry 
acknowledges that Tasmania’s future is as a niche 
destination, not a mass market one, but protecting the 
quality of the product rarely takes precedence over 
growing the industry.

A recent nationwide survey of 1,122 adult Australians, 
conducted for the non-government National Parks 
Australia Council, found that 88% of Australians support 
the traditional rationale for national parks as places to 
protect nature and for the low-key appreciation of nature, 
and 78% oppose development in parks and protected 
areas. A separate 2021 survey of a similar number of 
Australians found that 90% agreed with the proposition 
that ‘Australia’s remaining wilderness areas should be 
protected’. Locally, a survey of 600 visitors to Cradle 
Mountain, conducted in 2021 on behalf of the Parks 
and Wildlife Service, found that 97% of respondents 
were ‘satisfied’ (89% ‘very satisfied’) with the shuttle 
bus service and 87% reported that their trip to Cradle 
Mountain (in its entirety) had ‘met’ or ‘exceeded’  
their expectations.

Other evidence of widespread opposition to 
development within parks comes from the large 
numbers of representations opposing both the proposed 
Lake Malbena helicopter-accessed tourism development 
and the proposed kunanyi/Mount Wellington 
commercial development and cable car.

All of these data demonstrate a massive disconnect 
between public opinion as measured by reputable 
surveys, and the priorities of the Tourism Industry 
Council of Tasmania and the State government.

Cradle Mountain provides a revealing example. The 
2016 Cradle Mountain Visitor Experience Master Plan 
led to a new visitor centre which was generally agreed 
to be necessary and long overdue, but it also gave us 
a massive viewing shelter (due to open soon) on the 
site of the former carpark at Dove Lake and proposed a 
cableway to replace the shuttle bus service. In contrast 
to the well-researched evidence described above, the 
‘market research’ behind the master plan was a survey 
of mainly interstate residents who were ‘considering 
visiting Tasmania for a holiday in the next two years’. 
i.e. a survey mostly of people with little or no actual 
experience of Cradle Mountain or the options for access 
to Dove Lake. Yet the State government has chosen to 
spend millions on the basis of this survey while trying its 
hardest to ignore other data.

The viewing shelter detracts from the naturalness of 
Dove Lake, and the cableway, should it eventually be 
constructed, will detract even more. The uncritical 
implementation of the master plan, which was never 
anything more than an ambit claim by the local tourism 
authority, also meant that the opportunity was missed to 
consider alternatives such as closing and rehabilitating 
the unsightly carpark.

This is one example of the standard government 
response to increasing visitor numbers in a park - to 
build infrastructure to cater for more visitors, with no 
serious consideration of alternatives or of impacts on 
the experience visitors are seeking. This is often ‘sold’ 
as ‘future-proofing’ but if visitor numbers continue to 
double every decade or thereabouts, it won’t be long 
until another round of ‘future-proofing’ is required. We 
are going to have to draw the line on visitor numbers 
sometime and we should acknowledge that we may 
already have passed the threshold where overcrowding 
in key locations at peak periods is detracting from 
Tasmania’s reputation.

We need to move beyond the simplistic ‘unlocking’ 
approach and develop a more nuanced policy that 
acknowledges and protects the values that attract 
visitors to Tasmania’s parks in the first place. This 
requires a strategic, evidence-based approach to 
planning which prioritises maintaining the integrity of 
our national parks in the long-term. It must constrain 
both government-funded overdevelopment and ad hoc 
consideration of expressions of interest from private 
enterprise. This is the traditional role of statutory 
management plans but few parks have an up-to-date 
management plan and the PWS is moving to non-
statutory ‘Master Plans’ to permit greater ‘flexibility’ 
while providing a veneer of planning.

What will it take to make the State government realise 
that its ‘unlocking’ policy is compromising the concept 
of a national park? ‘Unlocking’ has little public support 
and will diminish Tasmania’s appeal to tourists.

A slightly shorter version of this article was 
published in The Mercury on 5 March 2022.
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Draft Lower Gordon River 
Recreation Zone Plan
ROBERT CAMPBELL 

The Draft Lower Gordon River Recreation Zone Plan 
– Future Management (the Draft Plan) was released 
for public comment on 7 February this year with 
submissions closing on 21 March. This had been 
preceded by the release of a Background Report 
in May 2020 which had also been open for public 
comment. The TNPA was pleased to note that the 
public submissions on this report were made publicly 
available and we hope that this practice will also be 
followed for the Draft Plan and for all submissions on 
future documents released for public comment by the 
Tasmanian Parks and Wildlife Service.

The Draft Plan replaces the Lower Gordon River 
Recreation Zone Plan 1998 (the 1998 plan) and provides 
area-specific guidance and priorities for management 
in, and adjacent to, the Recreation Zone. The Draft 
Plan states ‘The scope of the Plan is limited to the 

management of recreation, including tourism activities 
and associated development, and its impacts within 
the plan area’. However, limiting the scope of the plan 
in this manner ignores other management issues, 
such as the Middle Gordon Power Scheme, that have 
had, and continue to have, a significant impact on the 
values of the Lower Gordon River Recreation Zone 
(LGRRZ). Many such issues are also not adequately 
acknowledged or addressed in the overarching 2016 
Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area (TWWHA) 
Management Plan either, leading one to ask where such 
issues will be addressed.

In contrast, the stated objective of the 1998 plan was 
‘to prescribe management policy to conserve the 
environment of the lower Gordon River and provide the 
environmental framework within which the river can 
be presented to visitors’. This broader focus allowed 

 » Lower Gordon River Recreation Zone. Image credit © Grant Dixon
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consideration of all management issues impacting on 
the values of the LGRRZ and such an approach should 
be retained in the revised plan.

The revised plan should also explicitly acknowledge that 
the lower Gordon River is a distinctly altered landscape 
due to the environmental legacy of the Middle Gordon 
Power Scheme completed in the early 1970s. This 
includes the impacts of the seasonal changes in the 
flow, temperature, chemistry and riverine biota, including 
the loss of the meromictic nature of some riverside 

lakes (Lakes Fidler and Morrison and Sulphide Pool). 
In scientific terms, the meromictic lakes are arguably 
significantly more important than the birds, Huon pine 
and other features discussed at length in the draft plan, 
because such lakes a) occur nowhere else in Australia 
and b) are under severe threat or may have already 
effectively died.

The TNPA submission1 provided a range of specific 
recommendations as to how the Draft Plan could be 
improved, including the following:

 » Apart from the overarching vision and objectives 
for the management of the TWWHA as a whole 
(which are high level), there are no objectives in the 
Draft Plan specific to the LGRRZ (as were in the 
1998 plan). This is a major shortcoming that needs 
to be rectified. 

 »  The extensive description of values provided 
in the 1998 plan (4-5 pages) has been whittled 
down to a brief one-and-a-third page description. 
Consideration needs to be given to expanding 
this section so that a fuller description of World 
Heritage and other values, and the threats to these 
values, can be incorporated within the revised plan. 

 »  The recommendation to apply a maximum speed 
limit of 5 knots to all vessels upstream of the river 
mouth ignores the findings of the latest lower 
Gordon River erosion monitoring report2 which 
states: 
‘Despite some recovery in the form of deposition on 
estuarine and alluvial flats and on some levee foot 
bars, all bank types in all zones remain susceptible 
to wave erosion. … some erosion remains 
attributable to cruise vessels. That is counter to the 
Lower Gordon River Recreation Zone Plan (PWS 
1998) management target of zero wash induced 
erosion. Theoretical considerations, centered [sic] 
on an energy threshold that must be exceeded 
before erosion can occur, suggest that continued 
erosion by cruise vessel wave wake could be 
avoided by a slight (0.5 kt) reduction in speed.’ 

 » Existing vessels that test poorly against or do 
not meet the Wash Rule should also be required 
(instead of just encouraged) to be modified or 
replaced with vessels with low wave wake design 
that meet zero wave wake erosion objectives. 

 »  The Draft Plan states that ‘research has indicated 
that it is unlikely that any motorised vessel could 
transit Zone 3 without causing some erosion … As 
of 2021, monitoring of the sensitive levee banks 
found Zone 3 to be at, or near, it’s [sic] carrying 
capacity. Therefore, a precautionary approach 
will be taken in the management of Zone 3 and 
visitation by motorised vessels to this section of 
the river will not be encouraged or promoted.’ The 
TNPA’s position is that, based on the results and 
recommendations of past and ongoing monitoring, 
and incorporation of the precautionary principle, 
the appropriate management prescription for 
this zone needs to be made clear: i.e. no further 
commercial use in this zone will be allowed. 
 

 » The TNPA also recommends an additional 
Management Action to investigate and determine 
the within-zone usage and carrying capacity of 
the lower Gordon River and trial the use of a zonal 
permit system for private motorised vessels to 
limit and restrict usage within identified carrying 
capacities. 

 »  The TNPA strongly supports the Management 
Action that data collection be made a mandatory 
part of the licensing conditions for all commercial 
operations within the zone. Data collection 
should also involve a registration system for non-
commercial users. 

 »  The TNPA recommends that the section on 
Viewfields should be renamed Wild Character. 

 »  The TNPA recommends that all future tourist 
cruise boats be electric-powered and quiet when 
operating on the Gordon River. 

 »  Most Key Desired Outcomes in the Draft Plan 
only address present-day recreational issues. 
Notwithstanding the planned ten-year life of the 
LGRRZ plan (and noting that past plans have 
endured for far longer), management of the LGRRZ 
should also take a longer-term view.

1https://tnpa.org.au/lower-gordon-river-recreation-zone-plan 
2https://nre.tas.gov.au/Documents/Lower%20Gordon%20River%20monitoring%20report%20December%202020.pdf

The full TNPA submission can 
 be found on our website.

https://tnpa.org.au/lower-gordon-river-recreation-zone-plan 
https://nre.tas.gov.au/Documents/Lower%20Gordon%20River%20monitoring%20report%20December%202020.pdf
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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 
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acknowledge the author and source. 

Contributions to TNPA News No.34 are welcome 
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