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“Ever-increasing visitor numbers not only spoil Tasmania for Tasmanians, they undermine 
the fundamental reasons why many visitors come here.” 

 Sunrise on the Organ Pipes, kunanyi/Mt Wellington 
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Nick Sawyer: Tasmanian Tourism – What Future? in this issue of TNPA News
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EDITORIAL

A theme common to a number of articles in this issue of 
TNPA News is that Tasmania is being ‘loved to death’. But may-
be ‘love’ is not the appropriate word, ‘visited to death’ would be 
more apt, for ‘love’ implies care. And care rather than exploita-
tion, of Tasmania’s unique and special wild places, is the prin-
cipal focus of the TNPA, as it is of many Tasmanian residents, 
past and present. A number of popular tourist destinations in 
Tasmania have now reached a tipping point where existing 
management (or lack of it) cannot cope with the sheer num-
bers. Visitors, locals – and the values for which our parks and 
reserves were established – all lose out. 

The current State government policy is to go on increas-
ing tourist numbers willy-nilly i.e. quantity at the expense of 
quality and, of course, underlying this agenda is that tourists 
represent dollars. But at what cost to Tasmania’s natural envi-
ronment, cultural heritage and the way of life we enjoy here? 
And to the tourist experience itself? Crowds and overflowing 
car parks do not fit with Tasmania’s ‘brand’ and certainly don’t 
fit with the relaxed Tasmanian lifestyle.

by Catharine Errey

Without proper long-term planning, which means working 
out what sort of visitor numbers Tasmania can actually cope 
with, and considering how we can have a tourist industry AND 
maintain the natural environment and way of life that are 
unique to Tasmania, we are heading down a dangerous path.

Currently in Tasmania, as a number of articles in this issue of 
TNPA News make apparent, there is not only a lack of strategic 
thinking but also no real community consultation. Those of us 
who live here are being kept out of the loop. Where consulta-
tion does take place it is often with selected stakeholders and 
the public is rarely informed as to who those stakeholders are 
or what interests they represent. It is little wonder that we are 
becoming more and more distrustful of our elected represen-
tatives.

What is needed is a widespread conversation about how 
we (all Tasmanians) want Tasmania to look in the future – and 
what steps need to be taken to fulfil that vision.

Cradle Mountain from Marions Lookout	 Image credit: Michael Roberts
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kunanyi / Mt Wellington (kunanyi) is a natural area of out-
standing diversity mostly free of human-made infrastruc-
ture. An experience of being close to nature is accessible to 
many because the mountain is so close to a capital city.

The eastern face of kunanyi where most visitation occurs 
is the Hobart City Council’s (HCC) freehold land, yet it is also 
part of Wellington Park, which incorporates most of the Wel-
lington Range.

Because of the increase in popularity of Tasmania as a 
tourist destination, and because of its proximity to Hobart 
and the easy drive to the summit, the mountain’s eastern 
face is now attracting more visitors than our most popular 
national parks. 

How Not To Keep kunanyi/Mt Wellington Wild

This article is not about the proposed cable car 
for the mountain, although TNPA is opposed to 
any such development. It discusses the threats 
to the eastern face posed by significant flaws in 
the park management plan which potentially 
permit other proposed projects (e.g. provision 
for mountain biking) to go ahead even if these 
degrade park values.

Mountain values and the visitor experience are in immi-
nent danger of being degraded or lost unless gold standard 
management practices are put in place. 

by Jane Wilson & Nick Sawyer

 Mt Wellington from Chimney Pot Hill		  Image credit: Michael Roberts
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A Policy of Attracting  
Even More Visitors

A major threat to the mountain is the HCC’s openly stated 
objective of attracting more visitors when it is already ap-
parent that the mountain has more than it can cope with at 
peak periods.1 

The HCC has embraced the State government’s Tasmanian 
Visitor Economy Strategy T21, which aims to deliver 1.5 mil-
lion visitors to Tasmania by 2020. It sees kunanyi as being a 
site which can help serve up the target numbers and moun-
tain infrastructure as assets to achieve this end. Its current 
project documents declare this strategy as the driver. The 
park management authority, the Wellington Park Manage-
ment Trust (the Trust), has tacitly endorsed this approach by 
approving in principle the HCC’s current major infrastruc-
ture projects for the mountain.2

The HCC must reject the government’s push to try and at-
tract more tourists and instead turn its focus to how to best 
manage existing visitors.

The aim of any mountain project must be to 
provide a better experience for those who visit 
kunanyi and to encourage them to enjoy being in 
nature, whilst protecting park values.

Management of kunanyi’s Eastern Face
Management should prioritise the protection of natural 

values ahead of the provision of recreation opportunities, 
with facilities for mountain biking considered in this context. 
Unfortunately, the Recreation Strategy has yet to be written 
(see below) and the Management Plan (paragraph 9.5.1.3) 
authorises the implementation of the long established Wel-
lington Park [Mountain] Bike Strategy 2005 (a revision of the 
first such strategy dating from 2000), which may explain the 
overemphasis on the provision of tracks for mountain biking 
(see below).3

The Wellington Park Management Plan 2013 (amended Oc-
tober 2015) ought to provide a framework for managing the 
park in order to protect its values as well as guidance for coor-
dination between the HCC and the Trust. However, crucially, 
at least in some parts of the plan, the key desired outcome 
of protecting park values is linked to prescriptions and strat-

1	  In 2015-2016 approximately 445,000 people visited the mountain one 
or more times (Poll M & Wild A, March 2017, kunanyi / Mount Wellington: 
Visitation to the Mountain. Report prepared for the City of Hobart by 
Natural Acumen, Hobart).

2	 Works are already in progress on one of these projects: Rejuvenating the 
Great Short Walk (see below).

3	 The strategy is referred to in the Management Plan as the Wellington 
Park Mountain Bike Strategy 2005, as amended to include sections of the 
Greater Hobart Mountain Bike Master Plan 2011. On the Trust website the 
document available is titled the Wellington Park Bike Strategy 2005 and 
includes no sections from the aforementioned Master Plan.

egies which potentially permit actions which may degrade 
park values. This is certainly true of part 9.5.1 which outlines 
policy/actions for management of, and planning for, recre-
ation tracks, a matter pivotal to the future conservation of the 
eastern face (p 192-193). 

The Trust, the overarching managing body, has limited re-
sources.4  On ground management of kunanyi’s eastern face 
is largely the responsibility of the HCC but is spread across 
several internal divisions of Council. The outcome is that man-
agement is sometimes not as well coordinated as it could be, 
particularly in relation to planning, prioritisation and seeking 
feedback from the public on major proposals.

Transparent broad public consultation needs to be part of 
the planning process for all major mountain projects, not just 
for selected ones. In published documents the Trust and the 
HCC make much of how they engage with the “community”, 
but in recent years this has not always been the case. In some 
instances consultation has been behind closed doors with se-
lect stakeholders.

Missing Visitation and  
Recreation Strategies 

A Visitation Strategy, incorporating a Recreation Strategy, is 
fundamental to providing a solid basis for long-term plan-
ning for kunanyi. These strategies are not yet written.5 

A future Recreation Strategy must be underpinned by the 
basic premise that protection of kunanyi’s natural, cultural 
and use values is the first priority and must ensure that moun-
tain biking is considered only in the context of the broader 
Recreation Strategy.

In the absence of these strategies projects have gone ahead 
on kunanyi without adequate consideration of the conse-
quences. One example of this approach is the shortage of 
parking spaces at middle Springs since the Lost Freight tem-
porary café began operations there in February.6 This (unsur-
prisingly) has resulted in more visitors stopping for longer at 
the site. A similar outcome would be expected if a park Visitor 

4	 Note also: The Walking Track Strategy 2003 is long overdue for an up-
date. Furthermore, it is TNPA’s understanding that inventories of park 
values crucial to plans and strategies haven’t been done, including the 
following: audits of Aboriginal cultural values and of geodiversity and 
flora and fauna values

5	 Preparation of these strategies is recommended in the Management 
Plan (7.2.2 p 105 & 9.5.1.1 p 192). The TNPA was advised by a Trust repre-
sentative in April that preparation of a Visitation Strategy is a key priority 
for 2017. Information on the Trust website indicates that lack of funds is 
holding up progress (June 2017, Land Manager Update: Implementation 
of the Greater Hobart Mountain Bike Master Plan)

6	 The Lost Freight refurbished shipping container café has a 3 year lease 
which commenced early this year. The development application for the 
café was available for public comment. Only one representation was 
submitted, by Jane, one of the authors (note: it has been partly misrep-
resented in the HCC’s final report). The TNPA acknowledges its failure 
to get involved in this process and its failure to anticipate the obvious 
implications for additional car parking. In April this year TNPA executive 
committee members met with Trust and HCC representatives at middle 
Springs to discuss overcrowding, pedestrian safety and other mountain 
issues.
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Centre is eventually built at middle Springs (see below). The 
HCC is belatedly providing additional car parking by upgrad-
ing and permanently opening the former overflow carpark. 
Other factors contributing to this shortage of parking spaces 
are the rise in popularity of the North South [mountain bike] 
track which starts from lower Springs, and simply the fact that 
more tourists are visiting kunanyi.

Mountain Bike Riding
In the 1990s mountain bike riding was restricted to fire 

trails on kunanyi’s lower slopes. However since the early 
2000s mountain biking has exploded in popularity, bringing 
demand from the riding community for access to the long 
established walking tracks above Fern Tree and higher up 
on the mountain. On the eastern face some walking tracks 
are now shared use and the purpose built mountain bike 
track, the North South track, was opened in 2011. 

The Wellington Park [Mountain] Bike Strategy (2005) is the 
guiding document for mountain bike track development 
on kunanyi and is referred to as such by the Management 
Plan. The Trust has also endorsed the Greater Hobart Moun-
tain Bike Master Plan 2011. This is essentially a wish list for 
more bike tracks in Wellington Park and elsewhere in Hobart 
and advocates shared use tracks as a default policy position. 
Both these documents discuss specific existing tracks, or 
proposed tracks, and recommend environmental assess-
ments be undertaken on a track by track basis. The TNPA is 
concerned that the Trust and the HCC have apparently not 
considered the fundamental question of how permitting 
mountain biking activities on kunanyi’s upper slopes (above 
Fern Tree) fits in with protecting park values and the expe-
rience of other users, particularly walkers who are there to 
enjoy the natural environment. 

kunanyi is an exceptional area of reserved land 
possessing natural and other values equivalent 
to those of our national parks, in which mountain 
bike riding is prohibited. 
In contrast, the Wellington Park Management 
Plan lists mountain biking as an activity which is 
potentially allowable in every management zone 
of the park, i.e., Recreation, Natural, Remote and 
Drinking Water Catchment Zones.7

The TNPA acknowledges its failure to get involved in the 
debate earlier, but advocates a moratorium on any expan-
sion of mountain biking on kunanyi (not limited to consid-
eration of only the eastern face) until the question of how 
providing for mountain bike riding fits in to park manage-
ment aims is examined.

Shared Use Tracks
The approach of encouraging shared/multiple use of 

tracks has led to several near misses between cyclist and 
walkers. It must be acknowledged that most of the tracks on 
the eastern face of kunanyi are too steep and/or narrow for 
shared use. As a start, the TNPA advocates closing Radfords 
Track to bikes and closing the North South Track to walkers.

Walker safety is not the only issue of concern for shared 
use tracks. Walking and mountain biking are fundamentally 
different recreational activities. Although both walkers and 
riders enjoy being in nature, riding (especially steep down-
hill mountain biking) is clearly a sporting/adventure activ-
ity. Walking is a peaceful experience, and for many walkers 
encountering bikes on tracks must be a disruptive event. 
Neither would most riders welcome encountering walkers 
on tracks, as they must simply present an obstacle to the 
flow of the ride.

The Big Bend Downhill/Gravity  
Track Proposal

A feasibility study is in progress for this proposed dedi-
cated downhill bike track from Big Bend to Junction Cabin 
with a visitor trail head at Big Bend as well as toilets at both 
Big Bend and Junction Cabin. Cost estimate is $2.1 M. 

The project is one of three which make up the HCC’s major 
infrastructure program for kunanyi from 2017-2021. These 
were packaged as a strategic proposal in January 2016 via 
a 16 page prospectus titled: One Mountain, One Destination, 
Three new visitor experiences (Total Cost estimate $7.3 M).8 

The HCC doesn’t hesitate to declare that the Gravity track 

7	 Table 2 , p 129
8	 The HCC notes in this prospectus: “…The three projects, consistent with 

the Wellington Park Management Plan 2013,…”(p 4).

Café patrons at Middle Springs	 Image credit: Jane Wilson

Car parking at Middle Springs	 Image credit: Jane Wilson
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is the centrepiece of this proposal and is driven by the aim 
of attracting more visitors to kunanyi. The HCC and the Trust 
are also developing a proposal for an “Epic” 50 km cross 
country ride on kunanyi and propose the Gravity track as an 
integral part of such a route.

The HCC has announced on its website that the Gravity 
track plans will be open for public comment later this year 
so the TNPA looks forward to the opportunity to provide in-
put. The TNPA questions the appropriateness of any moun-
tain bike tracks anywhere on the upper part of kunanyi. 
They are incompatible with both the area’s natural values 
(sensitive sub-alpine terrain including boulder fields), and 
with its presentation for visitors who are there primarily to 
appreciate these natural values.

A Finite Amount of Parking 
on the Mountain

The amount of car parking on the mountain is already a 
constraint at peak periods and there is very little scope to 
increase it, yet this is not acknowledged in any of the pro-
posals to increase use, most notably the upgrade to the 
Organ Pipes track (see below). 

The Trust endorsed its own Sustainable Transport System 
strategy in 2009 following public input. It doesn’t include a 
cable car as an option, instead advocating a shuttle bus ser-
vice run by licensed private operators. The time for consid-
eration of such a service has now arrived. However, no trials 
or studies have been done, and a carpark with the capacity 
for several hundred cars will be required somewhere below 
the bottom of Pillinger Drive (there is no obvious location).

Publicly Funded Visitor Centre  
for the Springs

In May this year the HCC released the report of a pre-feasi-
bility study on a publicly funded Visitor Centre for the Springs.9 

At first glance this proposal appears very welcome after 
many frustrating years watching the HCC look to private de-
velopers to provide visitor services on the mountain. How-
ever, the pre-feasibility report centres around providing an 
asset designed to attract more tourists to the mountain. 

A Visitor Centre must instead aim to provide a better expe-
rience for those who visit kunanyi to enjoy being in nature. 
The TNPA supports in principle the location of a publicly 
funded Visitor Centre at middle Springs, but not as currently 
conceived. 

Rejuvenating the Great Short Walk
This project has been promoted as an opportunity to re-

vitalise a 2-3 hour walk on the mountain. It is another part of 
the HCC strategic proposal One Mountain, One Destination, 
Three new visitor experiences. It encompasses upgrades to 
the Pinnacle and Organ Pipes tracks and a proposed toilet 
at the Chalet, and mentions the possibility of a shuttle bus 
service. It originated largely because of the lobbying efforts 
of one bushwalker10. No opportunity for broad public con-
sultation was provided.

9	 Hobart City Council. The Springs Visitor Centre: Pre-Feasibility. Final Report 
27 April 2017. Hirst Projects, Melbourne.

10	 Trust Annual Report 2014-2015 p 16: “In June 2015 enthusiastic bush-
walker Michael Hawkins put forward a proposal to upgrade the Organ 
Pipes and Pinnacle Tracks to allow “family access”. At his invitation the 
Governor, Lord Mayor, President of the Legislative Assembly and members 
of the Hobart Walking Club, amongst others, inspected the section of 
the Organ Pipes Track near the Chalet to discuss the proposal. The Trust 
Chairperson, Manager and Glenorchy Council member, Alderman Haydyn 
Nielsen, also attended.”

Organ Pipes Track – newly resurfaced	 Image credit: Nick Sawyer
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The proposal seems to have been adopted without any 
serious consideration of whether a major increase in use 
of these tracks was desirable (and compatible with overall 
management strategy) or whether spending $2.3 M would 
actually make any difference to use of the track. Almost half 
of the Organ Pipes track has already been re-surfaced under 
the banner of this project. 

The proposal aims to increase the popularity of the Great 
Short Walk; a walk from the Springs to the Chalet via the 
Pinnacle & Organ Pipes tracks, presently promoted as either 
one way or return. The One Mountain … document makes it 
clear that the plan is dependent on the provision of a shuttle 
bus service to provide one way walk options, catering for 
people with differing motivations and levels of fitness. There 
is no publicly available evidence to show that this transport 
concept has yet been subject to any serious planning.

In the absence of a shuttle bus, either a very short walk 
from the Chalet along part of the Organ Pipes Track, or the 
full descent from the Chalet to the Springs, will require car 
access to the Chalet, where parking is extremely constrained 
and there is no possibility of expansion; i.e., it is premature 
for this project to proceed in the absence of a strategy for 
getting walkers to the Chalet. This is further evidence of the 
need for Visitation and Recreation Strategies which should 
also address the more fundamental question of whether a 
major increase in use of these tracks is desirable.

Conclusion
Hobart’s eastern face of kunanyi warrants gold standard 

management. 

The HCC and the Trust must abandon both their adher-
ence to the State government policy of trying to attract 
more and more visitors to the mountain, and their ad hoc 
approach to development. They need to take a step back 
and consider the big picture. There are few, if any, cities 
anywhere in the world close to such a magnificent natural 
feature. Community consensus is needed on kunanyi’s fu-
ture. Is it a resource to be exploited by opening most of the 
park to mountain biking and maximising the number of visi-
tors, or should its values be preserved and protected so that 
visitors who seek an experience of being close to nature will 
continue to find it?

Jane Wilson is a member of TNPA’s executive committee. She 
is currently a Federal public servant and formerly a liaison li-
brarian and medical scientist. Since early 2015 she has walked 
on kunanyi’s eastern face almost every week, at least once a 
week and sometimes three times a week, except when work-
ing on this article. She thanks co-author Nick for his inspiration, 
his willingness to include this article amongst his many com-
mitments, and his exemplary writing skills.

Tasmania is the principal location of Australia’s temperate 
wilderness areas (Lesslie et al 1988). Because Tasmania still 
retains large areas of relatively undisturbed landscapes, the 
opportunities for wilderness protection have been greater 
here than in many other places throughout the world (Har-
ries and Brown 1992; Russell et al 1979). While large areas 
of wilderness have been securely reserved in the Tasmanian 
Wilderness World Heritage Area (TWWHA), the same has yet 
to be afforded to the large areas of wilderness in the Tarkine 
region. The area encompassed by the proposed Tarkine Na-
tional Park contains “some of the least well recognised high 
quality wilderness in the State” (Lesslie et al 1988), and this 
high quality wilderness has “outstanding heritage value to 
the nation” (DSEWPC 2012).

In Tasmania, the protection of wilderness has been at the 
heart of campaigns to prevent the flooding of Lake Pedder 
in the late 1960s and early 1970s, the nation-wide campaign 

in the late 1970s and early 1980s that halted construction 
of the Gordon-below-Franklin dam and precipitated the 
establishment of the TWWHA, the many protests about for-
est management since the mid-1980s, and wilderness is at 
the core of concerns about the drafting of the new TWWHA 
Management Plan (DPIPWE 2016).

Wild character is a fundamental value of the Tarkine re-
gion and the context for many of its other values. Wilder-
ness in the Tarkine became a focus of protests in the mid-
1990s. These were aimed at halting construction of a link 
road through country with a high degree of wild character 
(i.e. high quality wilderness) between Balfour and Corinna. 
Despite completion of the road in 1996, large tracts of high 
quality wilderness still exist in the region and constitute 
the core of the Tarkine National Park proposed by the Tar-
kine National Coalition, Bob Brown Foundation and other 
groups.

by Grant Dixon

Wilderness and Wilderness Management  
in the Tarkine Region
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Defining Wilderness
There is a broad diversity of opinion about the meaning 

of the word ‘wilderness’ and about the measures that are 
necessary to protect wilderness. The situation has not been 
helped by the fact that numerous definitions of the word are 
in circulation, and that the word ‘wilderness’ is often used 
loosely to the point where it can be virtually meaningless.

While wilderness areas have important scenic and ecolog-
ical qualities, neither of these is unique to wilderness. The 
commonly recognized qualities of wilderness are natural-
ness and remoteness. The definition adopted for the man-
agement of the TWWHA (PWS 2016), and therefore being 
utilised in the management of the largest tracts of wilder-
ness in Tasmania, is:

A wilderness area is an area of sufficient size, remote-
ness and naturalness to enable long-term integrity of 
its natural systems, diversity and processes, the main-
tenance of cultural landscapes and the provision of a 
wilderness recreational experience.

Mapping the Wild Character  
of the Tarkine Region

In order to produce useful data for natural resource assess-
ment and management, wilderness must be delineated or 
mapped within the landscape. While the values associated 
with wilderness are diverse and sometimes subtle, and can-
not be fully accounted for in quantitative terms (Lan-
dres et al 2008), it is nevertheless possible to identify 
some of the key physical and geographical attributes 
that are necessary and sufficient for an area to qualify 
as wilderness, and to a large extent it is possible to 
quantify these attributes. Naturalness (primitiveness) 
and remoteness are the intrinsic qualities of wilder-
ness and these measures have been utilised in vari-
ous ways by all attempts to map wilderness in the 
Tarkine region.

Various approaches have been used to map “wil-
derness” in the Tarkine region (and elsewhere). Rus-
sell et al. (1979) adopted a ‘threshold’ method for 
wilderness evaluation which merely identified land 
as either wilderness or non-wilderness. Hawes and 
Heatley (1985) proposed another method of delin-
eating wilderness areas as the basis for developing 
a wilderness reserve system. In their study of the 
Tarkine region, Harries and Brown (1992) adopted 
the method of Kirkpatrick and Haney (1980) which, 
while also delineating wilderness areas, displayed a 
spectrum of wilderness quality within them. All these 
studies identified areas of high quality wilderness in 
the Tarkine region.

The concept of wild character (or the less-precise term 
“wilderness quality” used in the past) recognises a spectrum 
of naturalness and remoteness ranging from intensively de-
veloped to highly remote and largely pristine. The method 
developed by Lesslie et al (1988a) maps this continuum 
across the entire landscape. They assigned a Wilderness 
Quality variable (WQ) to each square in a grid covering the 
region of interest, with WQ being the sum of four variables: 
Remoteness from Settlement, Remoteness from Access, 
Apparent Naturalness and Biophysical Naturalness. This ap-
proach formed the basis for the National Wilderness Inven-
tory (NWI), with Tasmania being the first State in which it 
was applied (Lesslie et al 1988b). The method is described in 
detail in Lesslie and Maslen (1995) but some improvements 
were made when wilderness in the TWWHA was re-mapped 
in 2005 (Hawes et al 2015). The mapping of wild character 
is also an important wilderness identification and manage-
ment tool in other parts of the world (e.g. Carver et al 2013).

The most recent and comprehensive mapping of wild 
character (wilderness quality) available for the Tarkine re-
gion dates from 1995, utilised the NWI method, and was 
undertaken as part of the Comprehensive Regional Assess-
ment (CRA) leading to the 1997 Regional Forest Agreement 
(RFA). The map below indicates that the highest quality wil-
derness (WQ >18) in the Tarkine region is located around 
the southern Norfolk Range. Very high quality wilderness 
(WQ 14-18) also exists in the upper Savage River, Mt Bertha 
and Meredith Range areas.

Figure 1: Wilderness character (quality) in northwest Tasmania, mapped in 1995 as part of the Comprehen-
sive Regional Assessment (PLUC 1997b) using the National Wilderness Inventory methodology.
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In the context of the RFA, the wilderness 
quality data was assessed against threshold cri-
teria to define areas of ‘high-quality wilderness’ 
for National Estate purposes. “High quality wil-
derness” areas were required to have a WQ >12, 
as well as be >8000 hectares in size and have a 
nodal area within of WQ >14 (PLUC 1997). This 
assessment delineated four separate large ar-
eas of high quality wilderness (Figure 1) and the 
proposed Tarkine National Park encompasses 
all of these.

Historic Changes in  
Wilderness Quality

Harries and Brown (1992) compared their 
study of wilderness in the Tarkine region with 
that of Kirkpatrick and Haney (1980) and found 
notable wilderness loss (i.e. decline in the wild 
character of some lands) had occurred during 
the intervening 12 years. Construction of the 
Western Explorer link road Sumac forestry road during the 
early-mid 1990s further reduced wilderness quality. Hence, 
between 1979 and the mid-1990s:

•	 A small area of medium-quality wilderness inland 
from Nelson Bay was obliterated completely by road 
construction and logging activity.

•	 Vehicular tracks south of Balfour, as far as the Pedder 
River headwaters, have eroded wilderness quality 
northwest of Mt Norfolk.

•	 A large continuous area of high quality wilderness 
extending from the Norfolk Range to Mt Bertha and 
beyond was bisected, due to a combination of the 
construction of logging roads south from Dempster 
Plains, construction of the Western Explorer link road, 
and mineral exploration tracks near the Little Donald-
son River.

•	 Wilderness around the upper Savage River receded 
on three sides due to increased road construction as-
sociated with both forestry and mineral exploration.

•	 Construction of the Pieman River impoundment and 
associated roads, and mineral exploration and other 
roads in the Wilson River valley and around Mt Ram-
say have significantly reduced high-quality wilder-
ness around and east of the Meredith Range.

DSEWPC (2012) argues there has been little (further) 
change in the wilderness character of the Tarkine region be-
tween 1995 and 2010. However, overlaying current (2015) 
roads data from the Tasmanian Land Information System 
(The List) on the 1995 wilderness character map of the Tar-
kine region suggests otherwise. The overlay (see Figure 2) 

shows several roads in areas mapped as wilderness quality 
>12 in 1995 (which could therefore not have been taken ac-
count of in the 1995 mapping and so are presumed to be 
more recent). Areas where there has been consequent loss 
of wilderness since the 1990s include the Eastons Creek area 
(in the northeast of the Tarkine region) and Tikkawoppa Pla-
teau (south of the Pieman River). The road overlay also sug-
gests wilderness loss has occurred in the Wilson River valley 
(southeast of the Meredith Range), and this road has cer-
tainly been upgraded for mineral exploration use during the 
last few years, but is known to have existed prior to 1995 (R. 
Blakers, pers. comm.) and hence its impact must have been 
overlooked in the 1995 wilderness mapping.

Wilderness Management 
and Restoration

With the exception of the relatively-small Savage River 
National Park, the current reserve tenures in the Tarkine 
region do not provide adequate protection for wilderness. 
Proclamation of the Tarkine National Park would be a signifi-
cant step in ensuring the survival of high quality wilderness 
in the region. However, appropriate management is still re-
quired to ensure the appropriate level of wild character is 
maintained. 

The 1999 TWWHA Management Plan (PWS 1999) em-
braced the concept of wilderness as a basis for manage-
ment, including, “maintain or enhance wilderness quality” 
as a specific objective (the new 2016 management plan is 
less explicit in this regard). This is also an appropriate objec-
tive for the long-term management of the Tarkine region.

Figure 2: Current (2015) roads data (from The List) overlain on the 1995 wilderness quality map (Figure 1), 
with wilderness quality values for each colour indicated. Some incursions of roads (red) into areas of higher 
wilderness quality are indicated.

Continued on page 13
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Rainforested banks of Huskisson River, Tarkine region.	 Image credit: Grant Dixon

Rainforest ridges in an area of high wild character within the Tarkine region.	 Image credit: Grant Dixon
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Buttongrass ridge and surrounding rainforest, Mt Bertha, Tarkine region.	 Image credit: Grant Dixon

Giant Eucalypt in Tarkine rainforest.	 Image credit: Grant Dixon
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Rocky inlet on the Tarkine coastline.	 Image credit: Grant Dixon

Aboriginal midden on the Tarkine coastline. 	 Image credit: Grant Dixon
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Continued from page 9

Remoteness is an inherent component of wilderness char-
acter. Furthermore, while maintaining or managing remote-
ness is integral to maintaining the integrity of wilderness, it 
is also the best way to maintain the integrity of many of the 
natural values contained therein.

An area can have a high degree of wild character (i.e. be 
considered “wilderness”) only if it is surrounded by areas 
of land or sea that are in a largely undeveloped condition 
(although such “remoting country” may not in itself have a 
similarly high degree of wild character). Maintaining high 
quality wilderness therefore requires maintaining the pre-
dominantly natural and undeveloped condition of coun-
try with a high degree of wild character and its associated 
remoting country. In particular it requires the exclusion of 
roads, dams and other major artefacts from these areas and 
restrictions on the development of lesser artefacts such as 
huts and vehicle tracks that detract from wild character. 
Hence a Tarkine National Park needs to include this remot-
ing country in order to effectively protect the enclosed wil-
derness.

Loss of high quality wilderness in the Tarkine region 
during the last 15-30 years has been described previously 
and is considerable. But Harries and Brown (1992) argue it 
would be erroneous to consider such change irreversible. 
The wilderness estate could be enhanced by the closure to 
vehicular traffic and rehabilitation of some roads. In the long 
term (as revegetation progressed), this would significantly 
expand and link the areas of high quality wilderness in the 
Tarkine region. Once the Savage River mine has exhausted 
its mineral reserves, closure and rehabilitation of the Pipe-
line Track would also greatly enhance wilderness qualities 
throughout the heart of the Tarkine region. This has the po-
tential to create a contiguous area of high wilderness qual-
ity (WQ>12) of well over 200,000 hectares.
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The redevelopment proposal for Cradle Mountain1 
has been guided by the Cradle Mountain Master Plan 
(dated February 2016). Despite the name, this docu-
ment has no status under Tasmanian planning legisla-
tion. It is a report prepared, apparently on the initiative 
of the tourism industry, by a marketing consultancy, for 
the Cradle Coast Authority. The production team listed 
in the document includes nobody from the Parks and 
Wildlife Service (PWS) and nobody with obvious exper-
tise in the management of natural areas, and there is 
no evidence that the limited “stakeholder consultation” 
included any non-commercial local users. The main re-
search was an online survey of 644 interstate residents, 
who were considering visiting Tasmania for a holiday 
in the next 2 years. Of these, 65% ranked the cable car 
as the most appealing aspect of the Cradle Mountain rede-
velopment (it is not apparent if the considerably higher cost 
of the cable car, compared to a shuttle bus, was mentioned). 
When the Master Plan was released, the media coverage pre-
sented the proposed cable car from the visitor centre to Dove 
Lake as an exciting replacement for the boring shuttle buses 
and a fait accompli.

It would appear that sanity has prevailed and the PWS has 
managed to regain a degree of control over the redevelop-
ment at Cradle Mountain. The cable car proposal is not com-
pletely dead; it remains an option in the ongoing “transpor-
tation study”, but the soon-to-be-introduced larger shuttle 
buses should provide adequate capacity for anticipated in-
creases in visitor numbers for the next 5 to 15 years. A survey 
of actual visitors to Dove Lake has been conducted to better 
gauge the views of visitors. The TNPA was critical of aspects of 
the now approved design for the Cradle Visitor Centre (par-
ticularly the excessive height to provide for a first floor bar 
and restaurant with views to Cradle Mountain) but some of 
the concepts floated in the Master Plan (e.g. lounge bar with 
roaring fire and cantilevered viewing deck extending over 
the forest to embrace panoramic views of the surrounding 
landscape) suggest that it could have been far more intrusive.

The other major aspect of the redevelopment at Cradle 
Mountain is that of the facilities at Dove Lake. The design for 
these is yet to be finalised but we are advised that there will 

1	 Ever since the current shuttle bus service was introduced over a de-
cade ago, it has been operating out of temporary facilities located on 
the former airstrip. As the most visited location in the TWWHA, Cradle 
deserves much better. Hence the TNPA is, in principle, supportive of 
what is now proposed, despite concerns about both the details of the 
proposals and the process of design/approval.

Tourism Master Plans

by Nick Sawyer

be fewer parking spaces and an undercover viewing shelter2 
which will also replace the current “temporary” shelter for 
shuttle bus passengers – and an extended toilet block. The 
key issue will be the visibility of the new facilities from within 
the TWWHA, particularly from Marions Lookout. The PWS 
ignored the issue of visibility from afar in the development 
application for the Visitor Centre. Hopefully they will not re-
peat this mistake. In the current context of concern regarding 
tourism developments within the TWWHA3 this is an oppor-
tunity for the PWS to reassure both the public and the World 
Heritage authorities that it takes seriously the assessment of 
all aspects of the impact of proposed tourism developments. 

Tenders have recently been called for a similar Master Plan 
for Freycinet. The plan is to be complete by 1 December 2017. 
The key concern is apparently car parking for the walk to the 
Wineglass Bay lookout. The TNPA appreciates the urgency for 
action but this rushed timeline means that the plan will rely 
heavily on previous studies and will have limited public con-
sultation. However, unlike the Cradle plan, this one is being 
driven by the PWS from the start so it is less likely to endorse 
grandiose ideas from elements of the tourism industry. The 
most likely outcome is a proposal for a shuttle bus service for 
day visitors into the park from a paddock adjacent to Coles 
Bay township (a couple of kilometres outside the national 
park boundary).

Both these “master plans” straddle the boundary of the na-
tional parks (Cradle Visitor Centre is located just a few hun-

2	 The TNPA supports a better shelter for shuttle bus passengers but is 
concerned that the proposed enclosed viewing shelter will encourage 
visitors to see the view from indoors, which transforms their visit into a 
largely artificial experience.

3	 Unlike the visitor centre, the Dove Lake facilities are within the TWWHA 
so a more rigorous assessment will be required.

Dove Lake carpark from Marions Lookout. 	 Image credit: Nicholas Sawyer
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dred metres outside the national park and TWWHA bound-
ary) so it is entirely appropriate that they involve the local 
council and tourism industry, but they are ultimately about 
getting visitors into national parks and the experience that is 
provided during their visit, which should be determined by 
the national park management plan. However, the Freycinet 

All significant developments on private land in Tasmania 
are subject to a statutory assessment process which includes 
a legal right for the public to:

•	 Know what is proposed at an adequate level of detail (e.g. 
plans); 

•	 Comment on the proposal as part of the assessment pro-
cess; and 

•	 Appeal the approval (this limits how far proponents can 
“push the boundaries” of what is allowed by the planning 
scheme). 

There has never been such a process for developments 
within national parks because the key parts of Tasmania’s 
planning legislation (the Resource Management and Plan-
ning System) date from the early 1990s when there was 
consensus that national parks were out-of-bounds for devel-
opment (therefore no need for a process to assess such de-
velopment). The current State government has been only too 
happy to exploit this loophole to avoid scrutiny of projects 
proposed in accordance with its policy to “unlock” Tasmania’s 
national parks for development.

This lack of opportunity for public scrutiny is getting even 
more alarming. Brief descriptions of the proposals submitted 
during the first round of the State government’s Expressions 
of Interest (EoI) process were published on the Coordinator-
General’s website although, unless they trigger another 
process1 which requires public comment (e.g. Development 
Application to council or change to the management plan), 
there may not be any further news until the approval is an-
nounced. The situation is even worse with the second round 
of EoIs – these are not even being listed on the website! 

The Parks and Wildlife Service (PWS) Reserve Activity As-
sessment (RAA) is where the impacts of a development pro-
posal should be assessed against the requirements of the 
management plan and other park-specific requirements so 

1	 TNPA is unaware of any legal or policy requirement to subject an EoI 
proposal to a RAA although there appears to be a “gentleman’s agree-
ment” to do so.

by Nick Sawyer

Management Plan (2000) is long overdue for review, as is the 
Cradle Valley Visitor Services Zone Plan (2006), which provides 
detail lacking in the 2016 TWWHA Management Plan. These 
are just two of many examples of the lack of priority given to 
proper management planning by PWS for over a decade.

Even Less Public Scrutiny  
(of Proposals for Developments Within National Parks)

this is the key process which should incorporate public com-
ment. Yet neither the RAA process itself, nor the requirement 
to undertake one, are defined in law and current PWS policy 
is to seek public comment through the legally mandated 
council assessment of the DA, not on the RAA itself. The role 
of the council assessment is to assess compliance with the 
requirements of the council planning scheme so it provides 
little scope2 to address impacts on the park values and it oc-
curs after all major decisions on the development have been 
made. However, it does provide a process which guarantees 
public comment and appeal rights. 

Yet we are soon to lose even this – once the new Statewide 
Planning Scheme takes effect, a development which has re-
ceived the necessary approvals from PWS does not need to 
be advertised for public comment. This removes the current 
“excuse” for not making RAAs available for public comment 
so it makes a strong argument for formalising increased scru-
tiny of RAAs, but the current situation clearly suits the cur-
rent State government, and any really satisfactory solution 
will require legislative change3, so it is unlikely until there is a 
change of government (election due by May 2018). In the ab-
sence of a change of government, the best that we can hope 
for is a more enlightened approach to public consultation by 
the PWS.

Of course, no amount of public scrutiny can stop a deter-
mined government from pushing through inappropriate 
developments4, but the public has no chance of stopping, or 
even changing them, if they are unaware of a proposal until 
construction/operation commences.

2	 The TNPA has examples where the Council’s response to comments 
on a DA amounted to ignoring them, on the grounds that they are the 
responsibility of PWS, not Council.

3	 A statutory process which includes both a right to public comment and 
appeal rights – see pages 5-7 of TNPA News 22 for further detail of how 
this could work.

4	 As a last resort they can always change the law.
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TNPA Autumn Walks 2017

Lenah Valley to Fern Tree via various tracks and in-
cluding two of Mt Wellington’s waterfalls, New Town 
and O’Gradys. The walk was led by Geoff Baxter, who 
set a new benchmark for Autumn Walks leaders by 
boiling (and swinging) the billy, making morning tea 
for everyone. After an initial steep ascent the walk fol-
lowed the more easily graded Lenah Valley Track and 
then downhill to Fern Tree through wet forest and a 
visit to the Octopus Tree. Geoff organised a car shuffle 
so that the walk could start at Lenah Valley and finish 
at Fern Tree, giving participants a chance to see the 
less-visited Lenah Valley/New Town Falls part of Mt 
Wellington.  

Cape Raoul, led by Catharine Errey. This is one of the 
many scenic coastal walks on Tasman Peninsula and 
includes the opportunity to look down on, and hear, 
a seal colony, way below the cliffs on a rock platform. 
The track to the Cape was in the process of being 
upgraded and was busy with walkers – the walk had 
been lately promoted as an ‘addition’ to the Three 
Capes Track, even though it still remains the day walk 
that it has always been. A good day for walking, with a 
mix of showery clouds and patches of sun.

Thark Ridge (Wellington Range), led by Nick Sawyer. 
This is a great walk for views of the Wellington Range 
and mountains of South West Tasmania. Because it 
goes through high, open and exposed country with 
changeable conditions the walk is not suitable for 
novice bushwalkers – so this was a great opportunity 
to go there with an experienced walker who knows 
the area well. 

Recherche Bay historic walk, led by Anne McConnell. 
Due to the weather on the day a number of intending 
participants decided to give this walk a miss and we 
certainly spent quite a bit of time with the windscreen 
wipers on during the longish drive south – and on the 
return drive. However Recherche Bay, at least while 
we were there, missed out on the rain. This is an easy 
coastal walk, very scenic, and with the added interest 
of Anne’s knowledge of historical features in the area.

Mount Field East via Lake Nicholls, led by Peter 
Franklin. The date for this walk was changed due to 
an unfavourable weather forecast and not all intend-
ing participants could make it but those who did had 
a great day and some made their first ascent of Field 
East: -

From Peter: It was misty all day although were never 
clouded in. Beatties Tarn was the first stop and like Lake 
Nicholls soon after was very calm. A noticeable ascent 
followed to the edge of Windy Moor and then the short 
level crossing to the foot of Mount Field East. Three of us 
climbed to the summit, whilst Greg added a sign at the 
junction. The Friends of Mount Field are placing signs at 
all the junctions to help walkers and Greg had joined us 
for this purpose.

Lake Nicholls was still millpond smooth, as the saying 
goes, when it was again passed on the way back to the 
cars. We were back in time to visit Lake Fenton, just a 
short distance up the road, to view the fagus, which 
was still not at peak colour.

Chauncy Vale – Caves and History, led by Bec John-
son. Bec runs this walk every year and it is always a 
winner. Very little of this Southern Midlands dry coun-
try, with sandstone ridges and caves/overhangs, is in 
public reserves. Many people who come on Bec’s walk 
experience Chauncy Vale for the first time and are im-
pressed by this unique and beautiful place, once home 
to famed Tasmanian children’s author Nan Chauncy. 
As well as taking participants to the caves – a big hit 
with children (as well as adults) – Bec shares stories of 
the family that lived at Chauncy Vale and participants 
can do a tour of the old Chauncy family home.

Rob Hill organised the annual TNPA Autumn Walks programme and Catharine Errey assisted with publicity.

The programme included:

Cape Raoul walk 	 Image credit: Catharine Errey 
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Junction Cabin, Lenah Valley to Fern Tree walk 	 Image credit: Catharine Errey

Cape Raoul walk 	 Image credit: Catharine Errey 

Thark Ridge walk	 Image credit: Bec Johnson

Recherche Bay	 Image credit: Geoff Baxter

Thark Ridge walk	 Image credit: Bec Johnson

Chauncy Vale walk	 Image credit: Bec Johnson

Chauncy Vale walk	 Image credit: Bec Johnson
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Tourism has long been one of Tasmania’s major industries 
but we are now experiencing an explosive growth in visitor 
numbers. It may not be quite as dramatic as in some over-
seas destinations but signs are emerging of its potential to 
overwhelm many aspects of Tasmania important to locals 
and visitors alike.

In 1997 Tasmania received less than half a million visitors. 
Current numbers are 1.26 million per annum (Tourism Tas-
mania figure for year ending March 2017) and current gov-
ernment policy is to increase this to 1.5 million by 2020, but 
has there been adequate consideration of the implications? 
Should Tasmania continue down the path of mass-market 
tourism with ever increasing visitor numbers, or can we 
acknowledge that we are a niche market and quality, not 
quantity, is the future?

There is a growing trend of revolt against excessive visi-
tor numbers in popular destinations overseas. A quick inter-
net search will identify protests or dissatisfaction in Venice, 
Iceland, the Isle of Skye and many other iconic locations. 
Concerns include over-crowding, exclusion of locals, rising 
prices and conversion of entire neighbourhoods to cafés/
restaurants and/or tourist accommodation. Tasmania is not 

by Nick Sawyer

TASMANIAN TOURISM—What Future?

yet in open revolt but locals “in the know” are increasingly 
timing their visits to popular destinations to avoid the busi-
est periods.

But ever-increasing visitor numbers not only spoil Tas-
mania for Tasmanians, they undermine the fundamental 
reasons why many visitors come here. It is apparent to any 
regular visitor that Cradle Mountain, Freycinet and kunanyi 
(Mount Wellington) all have more visitors than they can 
cope with at peak periods. There is some scope for increas-
ing visitor numbers by improving infrastructure, such as the 
current upgrade to the shuttle bus service at Cradle and the 
proposal for something similar at Freycinet. But this “engi-
neering” approach to increasing visitor throughput comes 
at the cost of an increasingly crowded visitor experience. It 
may satisfy those visitors who simply want to snap a selfie 
and tick it off their bucket list, but is this the sort of experi-
ence Tasmania should be providing? 

The most alarming example of the “engineering” ap-
proach is the proposed cable car on kunanyi. Despite the 
road and the television transmitters, the Pinnacle and sur-
rounding area remain in a remarkably natural condition for 
somewhere so close to a major city. A visitor who arrives at 

Cradle Mountain from Glacier Rock	 Image credit: Michael Roberts
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TNPA Patron Peter Cundall 
Celebrates his 90th Birthday

On 2nd April, 2017, TNPA Patron, activist, nature lover and 
gardener extraordinaire Peter Cundall, celebrated his 90th 
birthday at the Royal Tasmanian Botanical Gardens. Patsy 
Jones and Val Baxter attended on behalf of TNPA, presenting 
Peter with a card and a tree cake, shared with 
many of those present.

The atmosphere was relaxed with Chris 
Wisby as host and the occasion was broadcast 
live on local ABC radio. Peter arrived wheeling 
a barrow transporting his huge pumpkins. The 
Rag Dolls played lively music and there was 
Morris dancing too. TNPA membership forms 
and Newsletters were available on the cake 
tables, and all were collected.

the Pinnacle by road still gets a sense of being on a moun-
tain. A cable car and associated infrastructure at the Pinna-
cle will transform the experience into something more akin 
to a visit to a theme park. 

Another contentious current issue in Hobart is the pro-
posal for high-rise hotels. Additional visitors require some-
where to sleep, i.e. hotel beds. A lot of additional visitors will 
require a lot of additional beds. Most visitors to Tasmania 
will want to spend at least some nights in Hobart and most 
will want to stay in or near the CBD. A thirty storey tower will 
provide around ten times more beds than a three storey ho-
tel on the same footprint. Many otherwise-sensible people 
advocate for additional tourist numbers in the same breath 
as stating that it is important not to spoil Hobart’s heritage 
with high-rise developments – don’t they realise this is dou-
blespeak worthy of George Orwell’s 1984!

We need to focus on what really attracts visitors to Tas-
mania. Surveys consistently identify wilderness, nature and 
heritage among visitors’ top priorities. It follows that the 
preservation of these must be Tasmania’s top priority, but 
a degree of intimacy is required to appreciate wilderness 
and nature. In a crowded artificial location the experience 
becomes merely viewing scenery. There are plenty of places 
around the world with more spectacular scenery than Tas-
mania but very few that offer better opportunities to experi-
ence wild nature and, unlike most of the rest of the country, 
we have not yet totally ruined our colonial built heritage. 

Others have put this more eloquently: “Tasmania is real 
in a fake world” (Gerard Castles), “different is what Tasmania 
does best” and “Tasmania can be a shining beacon in a dull, 
uniform and largely artificial world” (Olegas Truchanas).

Even tourism industry heavyweights are raising concerns 
about high-rise hotels in Hobart wrecking Tasmania’s brand 
and whether we would be better off without “booze cruise” 
passengers. There are signs of a change of emphasis in the 
Liberals’ 43 point plan for Tasmania’s future – to increase 
average spend per visitor and to attract more visitors to re-
gional areas – but nobody is prepared to openly question 
the 1.5 million visitor target.

Do we want to preserve Tasmania’s unique qualities for 
both Tasmanians and visitors or do we want largely unregu-
lated expansion to cater for mass-market tourism, which is 
happening by default at the moment, despite attempts to 
spread the tourism load in both time and space, and T21 
(the official Tasmanian Visitor Economy Strategy) paying lip-
service to “enhancing Tasmania’s brand”?

We need consensus on the sort of tourism industry we 
want. If we can agree that we are a niche market the indus-
try will need to be actively managed to achieve this – it will 
not be achieved by the current laissez faire approach. And a 
smaller industry which avoids killing the goose that laid the 
golden egg might even be more profitable in the long run 
than maximising visitor numbers.

Nicholas Sawyer is a former planner with the Tasmanian 
Parks and Wildlife Service.

Note: This article was first published as a ‘Talking Point’ in The 

Mercury on 6 September under the title Keeping it real for our tour-

ists. The article arose in part out of Nicholas’ attendance on behalf 

of TNPA at the Tasmanian Tourism Conference in Launceston in 

May.'
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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  
GPO Box 334 Hobart 7001

Letters to the Editor at The Examiner 
mail@examiner.com.au or PO Box 99A Launceston 7250

Letters to the Editor at The Age  
letters@theage.fairfax.com.au

Premier will.hodgman@parliament.tas.gov.au

Minister for Environment, Parks & Heritage 
Not known at time of publication of this issue of TNPA News

Opposition (Labour) Spokesperson on Parks  
craig.farrell@parliament.tas.gov.au

Tasmanian Greens Spokesperson on Parks  
andrea.dawkins@parliament.tas.gov.au

Patron: Peter Cundall

TNPA Management Committee
President: Catharine Errey
Vice President: Chris Bell
Vice President: Nick Sawyer 
Treasurer: Patsy Jones
Secretary: Val Baxter 
Other committee members: Robert Campbell, Grant Dixon

Contact Details
Postal address: GPO Box 2188, Hobart, Tasmania, 7001
Email: admin@tnpa.org.au 
Website: www.tnpa.org.au
Phone: TNPA Secretariat 0427 854 684

Meetings Management Committee meetings are held 
approximately 10 times per year. Members and supporters 
are welcome to attend meetings and are notified of date, time 
and venue in the TNPA email communique. As time/venue 
may change close to time of meeting phone 0427 854 684 
before attending.

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 Val Baxter, Grant Dixon, Michael Roberts, Nick Sawyer and Jane 
Wilson. Original articles in TNPA News may be reproduced, but please 
acknowledge the author and source.

Contributions to TNPA News No. 26 are welcome (deadline 28 Feb 2018). 
Please send contributions to: admin@tnpa.asn.au (attention: TNPA News 
editor).

This newsletter was correct as at 25 September 2017.

Editor TNPA News 25: Catharine Errey

Newsletter production by Ricoh Business Centre Hobart

Val first visited Tasmania from Victoria in the late sixties, having 
organised a social work student placement here, so that she could 
hike to Lake Pedder and do the Lake St Clair to Cradle Mountain 
walk in her free time.  Settling in Tasmania permanently in the early 
seventies, she visited and came to love many more of the state’s 
national parks. She relished learning to ski at Mt Field and Ben 
Lomond and having family holidays and hiking the bushwalking 
tracks at Freycinet. Over the years, week-long family holidays were 
spent at Ben Lomond in winter or hiking at Cradle Mountain, 
Douglas Apsley, along the South Coast Track, around Maria Island 
and up Federation Peak.  Having received much from the state’s 
parks she paid her membership to TNPA for a few years without 
further thought - until feeling inspired to join the committee after 
attending Grant Dixon’s inspirational fundraiser/slide show last year.  
She continues to be impressed by the dedication, knowledge and 
hard work of her fellow committee members. 

Val Baxter, our newest committee member	

Image credit: Geoff Baxter


