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I have a strong interest in the management of the Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage 
Area (TWWHA) and am totally committed to upholding the Convention and its Operational 
Guidelines, which make clear the responsibility of the State Party, Australia, to uphold and 
enhance the Outstanding Universal Values of a property. 
  
What is being proposed in Tasmania is wrong and is in contravention of the Convention and 
its Operational Guidelines. 

Following my election to the Tasmanian Parliament in 1989, I was part of the negotiations to 
double the area protected. Regrettably, the forests of the eastern boundary were 
deliberately excluded by the Tasmanian and federal governments of the day, in spite of 
having proven World Heritage values. I have been an active participant in the community 
and in the Australian Senate in the subsequent two decades to enlarge the area, which 
occurred in 2013 and incorporated all relevant natural and cultural values, particularly the 
magnificent forests. 

Our TWWHA is unique within the World Heritage system. It is one of the few properties 
which are listed for natural as well as cultural values. It is also the only property for which 
wilderness is such a defining characteristic that it is included in its title. 
  
A revised management plan for the property is long overdue. The 2010, 2012 and 2013 
extensions to the property needed to be dealt with by a comprehensive review of the plan 
to manage their additional values.  
  
Since the last major plan review in 1992, we are facing the first impacts of a changed climate 
as well as more risk of spreading invasive species and disease. Climate change is presenting 
a greater risk of fire, which can be beneficial to some landscapes but detrimental to others. 
Thus requiring specific protection measures for particularly vulnerable areas. Increasing 
temperatures and changed ocean currents are also affecting the spread of species and 
frequency of algal blooms. 
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I don’t intend to respond to all aspects of the draft management plan, but rather wanted to 
focus on the political decision to remove wilderness values from the management of the 
property. If allowed to proceed, in contravention of the Operational Guidelines to the 
Convention, the removal of wilderness values will see the property degraded and will 
irrevocably change its nature and appeal, as private infrastructure development, logging and 
mining will follow. 
  
I welcome the focus in the draft management plan on continuing research and monitoring, 
improving access to research, and recognising the need for better interpretation and 
presentation. But I do not regard private sector infrastructure, jet skis and logging as 
“interpretation and presentation”.  
  
  

 World Heritage Committee Operational Guidelines 

  
The World Heritage Committee’s Operational Guidelines are quite clear about the need to 
sustain or enhance the values of a property: 
  

II.F Protection and management  

  

96. Protection and management of World Heritage properties 

should ensure that their Outstanding Universal Value, including 

the conditions of integrity and/or authenticity at the time of 

inscription, are sustained or enhanced over time.  

  

98. Legislative and regulatory measures at national and local 

levels should assure the survival of the property and its 

protection against development and change that might negatively 

impact the Outstanding Universal Value, or the integrity and/or 

authenticity of the property. States Parties should also assure the 

full and effective implementation of such measures.  

  

By proposing to remove wilderness and replace it with recreation, the State Party is eroding 
the integrity and authenticity of the Outstanding Universal Value of the property that 
existed at the time of inscription. 
  
As the World Heritage Committee’s description of the property details: 
  

The insularity of Tasmania, and of the Tasmanian Wilderness in particular, has 
contributed to its uniqueness ... 

  
I am concerned that the State Party responsible for the management of the TWWHA, the 
federal Government, has proposed to devolve its responsibility for the TWWHA to the 
Tasmanian Government through a hand back of powers. This will undermine the Convention 
as not only is such devolution not permitted under the Convention, but the Tasmanian 



Government clearly intends to manage the property as a property developer rather than a 
skilled land manager. Successive Tasmanian Governments have had a poor record of valuing 
the natural and cultural values which gave rise to the World Heritage listing and it was both 
a state and federal government which supported the excision of 74,000 hectares of forests 
of Outstanding Universal Value for logging. 
  

   
Wilderness 

  
The wilderness within the TWWHA is an essential contribution to the Outstanding Universal 
Value of the property. As the initial nomination for World Heritage listing in 1982 stated, the 
property: 
  

... is large enough to survive as wilderness and to maintain genetic diversity despite 
influences from surrounding areas and to permit the experience of solitude. 

  
And in the 1989 nomination: 
  

The nominated area comprises most of the last great temperate wilderness 
remaining in Australia, and is one of only a few such regions in the world … In this 
context the nomination should be viewed as a whole – not merely as the sum of its 
specifically identified values, but in their interrelation and dependency on one 
another. The geology, glacial systems, karst, vegetation, fauna and the distribution 
and integrity of the archaeological sites, are all facets of the dynamic ecosystem 
development located within one largely continuous tract of primitive land.  

  
It is this wilderness quality which underpins the success of the area in meeting all 
four criteria as a natural property and which is the foundation for the maintenance 
of the integrity of both the natural and cultural values which are displayed. 

  
Maintaining that wilderness has helped preserve the natural and cultural values for which 
the area is listed.  
  
As of the date of this submission, the State Party has still not publically released its draft 
Statement of Outstanding Universal Value. The draft statement submitted to the World 
Heritage Committee in 2010 includes references to the wilderness values of the property: 
  

The Tasmanian Wilderness is one of the largest temperate wilderness regions in the 

southern hemisphere … 

… A primary value of the area resides within, and is protected by, its extensive area 

and essentially wild and largely undisturbed nature. 

  
It remains to be seen whether the updated draft statement will retain these references to 
wilderness values. If it does, then the draft management plan is completely unsuitable for 



maintaining those values. If it doesn’t include those values then it exposes the Tasmanian 
and Australian government’s disregard for the TWWHA and why it was listed. 
  
Wilderness is fast becoming a rare value in the world. Why on earth would we destroy an 
Outstanding Universal Value and deny it to future generations and give up this unique 
reason for visiting Tasmania? 

  
The draft management plan recommends changing the zoning from wilderness to remote 
recreation and recreation so that the wilderness values of the property will no longer be 
managed. There does not seem to be a cap on the number of activities or the amount of 
infrastructure that can be erected in the wilderness zone. Opening up these areas to private 
infrastructure and other visitation will destroy the wilderness quality of the property. 
  
The other aspect of the plan that would seriously affect the wilderness values of the 
property are the increased number of areas where mechanised craft would be allowed.  
  
The absence of man-made noise is one of the core attractions of the TWWHA, the allure of a 
soundtrack of bird calls, water rushing and wind rustling through tree branches will be 
seriously diminished when punctuated with helicopter, plane and jetski engines. Helicopter, 
plane and motorised boat access should not be expanded from the current plan and jetskis 
should never be allowed anywhere in the TWWHA.  
  
It would be a lie to keep wilderness in the property’s title if the plan is written to facilitate 
the destruction of that value. 
  
  

Cultural values 

  
Using the Aboriginal community to justify removal of management of wilderness is an 
unacceptable sleight of hand. The local Aboriginal community has not had a problem with 
the area being called wilderness; introducing this as an issue some 30 years after the 
property was first listed is bizarre, disingenuous and disrespectful. 
  
The cultural values of the property have always been one of its strengths, but once again we 
see lip service paid to the management and interpretation of them. The Aboriginal 
community is one of the most important stakeholders in this process and yet they say they 
have had token consultation.  
  
What interpretation of the TWWHA could benefit from is the placement of indigenous 
culture front and centre of the wilderness experience. It is the wilderness that has preserved 
the artefacts of past human habitation and it is the wilderness that sustained the world’s 
oldest continuous culture. The great beauty of the TWWHA is that visitors today see roughly 
the same landscape that was experienced by people thousands of years ago.  
  
The focus of the draft management plan should be how the Tasmanian Aboriginal 
community can be supported to bring the stories of their ancestors to the forefront of the 
visitor experience. Whether that’s allowing visitation to certain sites, or guided walks with 



Aboriginal guides or visitor centres, books or apps that explain the connection to land and 
lifestyle of our first peoples.  
  
  
Logging and mining 

  
It’s no surprise that the current Tasmanian Government is once again trying to log a 
protected area. 
  
This draft management plan follows on from the state and federal government’s botched 
attempt to reverse the 2013 minor boundary extension which protected the last examples 
of tall eucalypt forests.  
  
Instead of recognising that these forests are globally significant and should be protected, 
they are misusing the management plan process to once again push a pro-logging agenda 
within the TWWHA. This move will more than likely receive a reprimand from the World 
Heritage Committee, just as the move to reverse the boundary extension was dismissed 
within seven minutes at the 2014 meeting. 
  
The draft management plan’s introduction of logging is a fait accompli according to this 
government. On 23 February 2015 the Resources Minister Paul Harriss was quoted in The 
Mercury newspaper that the government was conducting aerial surveys of the state’s 
“speciality timber” resources and working on a plan to “grow the forest industry”. It is highly 
inappropriate for the government to be working on plans to resuscitate an industry by 
targeting World Heritage listed forests. 
  
The draft management plan says that an assessment of sites requiring rehabilitation in the 
2013 minor boundary extension and a rehabilitation works program has started; most of 
these are clearfelled logging coupes. There are no links to that program or list of sites that 
have been prioritised for rehabilitation or a timeline. There is also no discussion of whether 
such sites when rehabilitated could then be subjected to logging. 
  
With predictions of greater variability in rainfall in Tasmania because of climate change and 
drier landscapes, logging presents another bushfire risk. A number of studies have found 
that logging can create drier landscapes more prone to fire. 
  
In the 2010 State Party Report, Australia responded to concerns from the World Heritage 
Committee about legacy mining in the TWWHA, saying it did not support mining within the 
TWWHA and was not intending to renew the remaining mining leases.  
  
Now we have a draft management plan that opens up the possibility of mining in the newly 
added areas of the TWWHA because the state government has not rezoned that land. 
Allowing mining would reverse decades of progress in rehabilitating the property from past 
mining and is completely unacceptable.  
 
 
Privatisation of our natural areas 



  
The Tasmanian Government’s inappropriate conflation of the draft management plan 
process with a call for expressions of interest in private development within Tasmania’s 
protected areas is one of my greatest concerns with this plan, as it exposes the motivation 
for the Tasmanian Government's actions. 
  
Instead of preparing a new management plan based on enhancing the protection and 
management of the TWWHA and its additional values, the process has been distorted to 
facilitate private sector infrastructure and other development within its wilderness areas. 
  
This push for private sector infrastructure within the TWWHA is a dangerous move that 
should be resisted, as it is all about opening up protected areas for private profit rather than 
a genuine attempt to make a protected area more accessible or understandable for a broad 
cross-section of the community.  
  
The Greens are very supportive of people visiting and appreciating the TWWHA. Many 
successful tourism operators already operate within and adjacent to the TWWHA.  
  
The current management plan which clusters accommodation and services in hubs on the 
boundary of the area (not including Melaleuca) has worked well, and importantly, has not 
diminished the values for which the property is listed but has helped spread the economic 
benefits arising from visitation to the TWWHA through communities adjoining the area. 
Giving tourism developers exclusive access to public land to charge large fees for 
accommodation does not help local communities, and is privatisation of a public asset. 
  
There is plenty of private land and public land adjoining the TWWHA that would be suitable 
for accommodation and visitor centres. Examples include: Strahan and Point Sorrell; Tullah 
and Lake Margaret; National Park; Geeveston; Styx and Maydena; Strathgordon; Recherche 
Bay; and the Liffey Valley. This list represents a spread of access points and demonstrates 
why development within the TWWHA is unnecessary. 
  
The wild and remote nature of the TWWHA is also at the heart of Tasmania’s “brand” which 
tourism, hospitality, beverage, agricultural and service industries rely heavily upon. 
  
The government proposal to change the management plan’s zoning of wilderness areas to 
“recreation” and “remote recreation” areas is in complete contravention of the Convention 
as it seeks to destroy a defining value of the TWWHA. The only reason for this change is to 
facilitate more private infrastructure within the TWWHA, it is not for the protection of 
natural and cultural values as required under the World Heritage Convention.  
  
It is not too long a bow to draw to say this approach could lead to public areas being 
privatised in the true sense. That private operators will control access to public land if they 
pay for a licence or the costs of maintaining tracks and other infrastructure, locking out 
anyone without the money to pay. 
  
   
Cumulative impact of projects 



  
The government decision to drip-feed the public release of details of tourism projects within 
the TWWHA is a deliberate attempt to hide the cumulative negative impact on the values 
for which the area is listed. 
  
The draft management plan is ambiguous enough to allow open slather development in 
areas that are currently protected as wilderness. There are no provisions within the plan to 
limit the amount of private infrastructure in total across the property, or in designated 
geographical areas, other than at the minister’s discretion. The current plan works well in 
making it clear where public infrastructure can be established and where private 
infrastructure can be established. The limited development areas means there is a natural 
cap on the amount of disturbance within the TWWHA. 
  
The draft management plan needs to outline the full extent of the cumulative impact the 
development objectives of the Tasmanian Government will likely have on the values of the 
property. That doesn’t currently exist in the draft management plan. 
  
 

Funding for appropriate management 

  
I am concerned that this draft management plan opens the TWWHA up to greater risk 
without a commensurate increase in funding to mitigate these threats. 
  
Funding for management of the property has steadily decreased over the past decade due 
to a declining commitment from the land manager, the Tasmanian Government, despite the 
increase in visitation numbers, expanded property and added areas that need significant 
rehabilitation. It has long been recognised that cost shifting is a major problem. 
Commonwealth funds to maintain the TWWHA have cross subsidised other activities of the 
Tasmanian Parks Service. 
  
This table was sourced from the Tasmanian and Commonwealth Governments in February 
2015: 
  
Government funding for management of the TWWHA 

Financial Year Commonwealth 

Government funding 

($,000) 

Tasmanian 

Government funding 

($,000) 

Total TWWHA 

expenditure ($,000) 

2005-06 3,513.905 8,071.44 11,585.345 

2006-07 3,650.000 5,940.81 9,590.810 

2007-08 3,435.000 11,076.673 14,511.673 

2008-09 3,400.000 6,412.314 9,812.314 

2009-10 4,350.000 8,776.284 13,126.284 

2010-11 4,003.982 4,609.072 8,613.054 

2011-12 3,943.633 4,554.684 8,498.317 

2012-13 3,434.000 3,946.929 7,380.929 



2013-14 3,400.000 3,594.311 6,994,311 

 
This reduced commitment from the Tasmanian Government is confirmed out to June 2018 
in the February 2015 State Party Report to the World Heritage Committee. 
  
The Tasmanian Government’s eroded funding commitment has been reflected in cuts to the 
number of staff managing values and the public infrastructure within the TWWHA. 
  
The Parks and Wildlife Service which manages the TWWHA has suffered ongoing cuts. Most 
recently the service has been told to effect a $2.5 million cut to its overall funding which the 
staff’s union estimates represents up to 30 positions. 
  
It’s difficult to see how the Tasmanian Government is going to be able to manage the 
increased threats this draft management plan will result in with fewer staff.  
  
The danger is that land, particularly the new additions to the TWWHA, will become overrun 
with weeds or will be permitted to be logged, thus eroding the values that led to it being 
included in the TWWHA. There is also the chance the government will go down a self-
regulation path where private infrastructure owners will monitor their own effects on the 
TWWHA’s values. 
  
Decreased funding for public infrastructure is also a significant problem. The recent 
newsletter of the Tasmanian National Parks Association displayed an example of this with a 
photo of track leading to Lake Judd in the TWWHA. There used to be a boardwalk protecting 
degraded land but the boardwalk had rotted and was posing a public liability danger for the 
service. Rather than replacing it, it has been removed completely, with no plans to replace 
it. Thus, once again the track will become degraded. How many other areas of the park will 
have values affected simply because the Parks Service doesn’t have the staff or money to 
replace basic infrastructure? 

  
Many regular users of the TWWHA can cite examples of extensive track fanning (until 
private money was offered to fix it, the Frenchman’s Cap walk), erosion of sensitive areas 
from frequent use (Moss Ridge on walk to Federation Peak) and poor sanitary facilities at 
various sites (holes in the ground on the South Coast Track). Despite these sites attracting 
many low-impact visitors to the TWWHA, very little funding has been dedicated to fixing 
basic infrastructure which would protect natural values and ensure a basic level of access. 
  
Roads to the main access points and within the TWWHA are also sorely in need of 
improvement but this is not covered in the draft management plan. I have written before 
about the stark contrast in the state’s values when you drive out to Hartz Mountains, one of 
the closest TWWHA access points to Hobart and start of a superb short walk to Hartz Peak. 
When you get to the turn-off to the national park the relatively well maintained road keeps 
going to Forestry Tasmania’s tourist window dressing site while the road to the globally 
recognised World Heritage Hartz Mountains is unsealed and full of potholes. Within Mt Field 
the road to Lake Dobson is in dire need of an upgrade as is the old logging road used to 
access the start of one of the most popular routes to Federation Peak.  
  



Reduced funding also means little opportunity to expand the information available to the 
public about the TWWHA’s values. The idea of a TWWHA visitors’ centre within Hobart has 
been proposed for a number of years, and for better interpretation at more access points to 
the TWWHA. There are substantial visitor information nodes at Cradle Mountain, Lake St 
Clair, Mole Creek, Mt Field and Strahan but there is the opportunity for other visitor centres 
at other access points, such as the Styx valley/Maydena/Strathgordon and Cockle Creek.  
  
  
Threats to natural values 

  
Increasing the number of entry points and destinations within wilderness areas opens these 
areas up to greater fire, vandalism, illegal logging, invasive species and disease transmission. 
  
We already know that phytophera, didymo, mucor fungus and chytrid fungus are 
transmissible diseases that can be spread by walkers and other visitors with devastating 
consequences to native flora and fauna. The rollout of boot washing stations at a few key 
points of access in the past few years are a welcome addition to slow these diseases and 
weed dispersal, and all visitors to the property should be made aware of the dangers they 
potentially bring to the property with unwashed gear. 
  
We know that that there are already 15 declared weeds and 9 introduced faunal species 
with wide distribution in the property and the discovery of Myrtle Rust in the state this year 
is another huge threat to many of our native plants. This discovery occurred after the draft 
management plan was released but will require an immediate plan if biosecurity measures 
cannot contain the current outbreak. 
  
It is concerning that the approval of new private tourism development in the TWWHA 
seems to be divorced from the discussion or knowledge about natural value management. 
An example is erosion of the Gordon River’s banks. In the 2015 State Party Report to the 
World Heritage Council it is clear that managing the effects of commercial operators on the 
Gordon River has been challenging. Despite speed restrictions the banks of the river where 
commercial operators are have been eroding at twice the expected limit from sea level rise 
alone; in areas of the river where motorised boats do not go there has not been the same 
rate of erosion. However, there have been two proposals that we know of to date for more 
operators on the River and one has passed to the next stage of approvals. If the Parks 
Service has been struggling to manage the effects of existing operators why would more 
operators get a tick without the most basic question being asked and satisfied that they will 
not make erosion worse? 

   
 

Crony capitalism danger 

  
The removal of experienced land managers in the Parks Service as decision makers on 
private development proposals and the restriction of ultimate decision-making to the 
minister of the day will give rise to unaccountable outcomes and is contrary to the integrity 
standards of management plans acceptable under the Convention. 
  



The TWWHA has been listed because of its natural and cultural values. The management 
plan for the property must underpin the maintenance and enhancement of those values. If 
it doesn't, then it should be rejected.  
  
The minister should never have the ultimate responsibility for permitting private projects to 
go ahead on public land. There should be no commercial infrastructure outside the visitor 
zone and any such development in that zone should be submitted through a transparent 
process with independent decision-makers with the qualifications and experience to assess 
impacts on natural and cultural values. 
  
A panel of tourism experts and bureaucrats are not suitable substitutes for experienced land 
managers, and nor is a government minister. 
  
Tasmania has a chequered history of crony capitalism in some industries and this draft plan 
unfairly draws tourism operators into an opaque, unaccountable process that 
understandably raises suspicions. 
  
 

State Party Report 

  
Australia has not properly detailed the changes being proposed in this draft management 
plan in its Feburary 2015 State Party report to the World Heritage Committee which will be 
considered this June in Bonn. 
  
It’s disingenuous in the extreme to make a passing mention of a revised management plan 
in the report to the WHC when it was clear from last year that the government planned to 
use the new management plan to usher in unlimited private infrastructure within the 
property, to abandon its wilderness values, and to introduce logging and mining. 
  
The reference to the tourism expressions of interest process does not mention that the new 
panel constituted to assess proposals does not include experience land managers but rather 
tourism industry proponents and bureaucrats. It also does not mention that the bulk of the 
TWWHA will be opened up to private infrastructure development. 
  
Indeed, the government has been busy approving proposals to proceed to the next stage for 
private infrastructure to be erected in areas of the TWWHA as though the consultation on 
the draft plan is not happening. That suggests the government is planning to proceed with 
its plan to abandon wilderness areas to private developers regardless of what the 
consultation phase throws up. 
  
The report also claims the management plan review has involved consultation with the 
Tasmanian Aboriginal community to identify cultural values, however, the recognised peak 
Aboriginal group in Tasmania is very unhappy with what they perceive to be lip service 
consultation. They quite rightly want to play a guiding role in how their heritage is 
identified, interpreted and managed.  
  



Needless to say, I have sent a copy of my submission to the federal environment minister 
and World Heritage Committee to ensure they understand the dangers being posed by this 
draft management plan and Australia’s poor form in deliberately omitting these threats in 
its State Party report. 
  
Yours sincerely 

  
Senator Christine Milne 

Australian Greens Leader 

  

 


