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Executive Summary

Tasmania is known internationally for its wilderness, its natural beauty and its wildlfiendthe

world people are in awef the Franklin River, the soaring wedge tailed eagle, the old growth forests
and the Tasmanian devil. This reputation was enhanced with the Listing of the Tasmanian
Wilderness World Heritage Area as a place of outstanding nsaivealue under the WorHeritage
Convention in 1982

The paradox is that as the reputation for wilderness has grown the value that Tasmanian
government puts on wilderness has not. Utilitarian exploitation not protection has become the
dominant governmert attitude towards the natural environment and is reflected in the
management of the Tasmanian national parks and reserved lands system.

This report traces the evolution of the Tasmanian Parks and Wildlife Service and the National Parks
and Reserved Landystem from its origins in 1915, with the establishment of the Scenery
Preservation Board, and the Mount Field and Freycinet National Parks; to 2009 when the Parks and
Wildlife Service (PWS), as an operational division of the Department of Environmeks, Par

Heritage and the Arts (DEPHA) is responsible for the management of over 2.5 million hectares of
reserved lands (almost 40% of the state) undeN#iare Conservation Act 200@n 14 May 2009
DEPHA was abolished by the Bartlett government.

The Nationd Parks and Wildlife Service (NPWS) was created by thdlational Parks and
Wildlife Act 197Q nearly 40 years agoSince that time,the management philosophy of the
PWS has changed substantially, from one charggarimarily with the development and
managemer of an ecologically representative system of reserved landad for conservation
of flora and fauna, to onewith a major emphasis ormanaging for public use and recreation.

Throughout this period, the dominant rationale of the reserved lands system hasimarily

been politically determined.The Tasmanian government and commubiged interest groups

have differed, often to the point of intense conflict, in their view of the most significant purpose of
the reserved estate, @&andhchanhessitatelbe ppsie
reflect shifts in the relative power of the environment movemwisrd visthe government of the

day.

The role and effectiveness of the Service as
system has Bo been affected by this shiftingpower play. The Service has gone through many
administrative changes, most of them motivated by political considerations, which have had

the effect of systematically emasculating its ability to manage the reserved estaie

conservation values.

Until 1986, the NPWS was an independent entity with its own Minister. From then on it has

been amalgamated with a number of other agencies and departments in a constantly changing
alphabet soup in a total of nine combinationsove2 0 year s (|l osing its ONze¢
1993), with a 6érestructuringéd on average ever

This chronic administrative instability has led in a constant directioni towards an increasing
emphasis on the economic value of national parks and resexd lands for tourism, and a

reduction in resources of both money and staff for biodiversity conservation and habitat
protection. This shift in emphasis was entrenched by a major discontinuity which occurred in 2002
with the separation of the Resource Mgement and Nature Conservation Branch and the Land
Management Banch of the PWS; the former remained in the Department of Primary Industry,
Water and Environment (DPIWE) when the latter joined the Department of Tourism, Parks,
Heritage and the Arts (DTPHA

As a result, national parks especially, and the Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area in
particul ar, are managed as a vit al'unferedame nt of
natural experiences'




Visitor facilities absorb the majoyiof PWS resources and there is constant pressure for more

private investment inand profit from, publicland he number of G6on ground
land managers has steadily decreased from a peak in 1990 even as the reserved estate has

grown, so that he ratio is now one to 30,000 hectares, compared to Parks Victoria for

example with one land manager to 5,000 hectares.

The essential conservation responsibility of the PWS is chronically under funded, and the
emphasis on tourism is unlikely to be sustagble in the future.

In a carbon constrained economy, the 45% of the reserved lands (i.e. 45% of the 2.5 million
hectares) which is forest, will have a far higher value as a carbon store, and the management
of the whole estate for biodiversity conservatio will be essential to help to mitigate the impact
of climate change.




1. The Initial establishment of parks and reserves utilitarians versus
conservationists19151970

1.1 The Scenery Preservation Board as the first manager of reserved lands

Thefirstppbl i ¢ reserves in Tasmania were s W®Wasteasi de
Lands Actand subsequently under tGeown Lands ActBy 1899, twelve such reserves had been
gazetted six scenery reserves, plus, more specifically, three for cavedor waterfalls anadne

as a fernery resenteAll these reserves were in areas regarded as beingaafmmerciapotential,

but with possible tourism valuBor example when the largest of these reserves, at Mount Field,

was proposed as a nationathpd was argued that it presented:

G combination of natural beauty and sublimity of a character not to be rivaled in the
Commonwealth. The reservation would for all time be a region of delight for the people of
Tasmania, which they could proudly invitisitors from other states to explafe

In additiont he Rai | wa youllelgrigera handsomnte regenue from the park if it were
made a popular resortéand from an econftheni ¢ st
area by making it into aationatpark than by using it in any other wiy

The Chairman of the Field Natural&Club, an early conservation group, on the other hand,
claimed it was set aside 0in an endeavour to
virgin bush fromte depredati ons of a misguided civilis:
preservationist values, gaining support from an editoridhie Mercury which rather rashly, and

from subsequent experience, emptily threatened

Orhe only creature to be dem out of the Park and kept out with flaming swords is the
Utilitarian, who would indiscriminately chop trees, spoil waterfalls, dig up rare plants, kill
live things, and spoil and ravage everything for money profit. If there ever come to exist
legislatorswho cannot see the value of such a place we hope it will become a recognized
custom to shoot them on sight whenever seen within three miles of thie*Park

However, it was utilitarian arguments, focusing on the lack of any other commercial value for the
area, and the pmise of revenue for theage, which convinced the government to create

T a s ma n i ramtiosal parknrl81b. This was reflected in the remit of the Scenery Preservation
Board(SPB)which was set up in 1915 theScenery Preservation Agnder the jurisdictionf the
Department of Lands and Survey, as the custodian of botht\Field and Freycinet National

Parks when they were established in 1916 SPBhad no responsibility for the preservation of
native fauna; oy for the protection of flora and tourisavalue sceneryAnd although it was the

first authority in Australia created specifically for the creation and managereatks and

reserves, the SPBcked both the resources and the power to administer and phetdahtl

entruged to its care.

1.2 Extension of the reserved lands system

In the campaign to establish Cradle Mouritaake St Clair National Park, led by Gustav
Weindorfer to ultimate success in 1922, the conflict between conservation of natural values and
economic ptential was much sharpérhere was already considerable mineral prospecting in the
area, and substantial potential timber resources, so that the arguments for a reserve included

'!6A detailed history of htp:Hew Pasks.thssovauintanawé/abodtidétaileehis®ry.pdé i ¢ e 6
2 TheMercury, 21/10/1913, quoted in Mendel, LouiSeSc enes of Unsurpassed Grandeur d
Creation In Tasmani& Motives, Thems, Outcomes And Consequent®ith Every Stei Proceedings of the
g\IPWAC Public Seminar, Hobart, October 2002, p 20.
ibid
* TheMercury, 15 October 1915, quoted in Quarmby, DebBimyndations of National Park Managemerfrom
Utilitarian to Preservatbnist, With Every Stefd Proceedings of the NPWAC Public Seminar, Hobart, October 2002, p
16.
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proposals for introducing red deer and chamois to attract hunters, stdokiages and streams

with fish, and encouraging forestry wusing int
the reserve in a very shotnie could be made directly sedtipporting, as well as being of immense
indirect financial benefit to theatt e i n ° Eyen withthaske Benefits to be derivesm

tourism and recreation, the governmentdés relu
resulted in the amendmeunitthe Scenery Preservation Act 19fiballow any land reserved under

the Actto be revoked in future.

This predominantly utilitarian approach, and the vision of national parks as primarily scenic

reserves for tourism and recreation, with no
ethos, meant that access wasmpariant criterion for new parksratherthan remoteness or
wildernesswhi | e scenery was the prime value, there

enjoy it, so Hartz Montains, Frenchmaa Cap, and Ben Lomond for example were only gazetted
as rational parks when roads or tracks allowetkegree of tourism development.the early

decades of reservatiome emphasis on scenelgo created biases and gaps in the representation of
biological diversity in the reserve systawhich was overwhelmigly dominated by alpine and sub
alpine vegetation types and button grass moorland and scrub

These early biases have been retaitred970, for example, alpine and salpine vegetation
accounted for nearly 30% of all vegetatiomational @rks, and fornearly 60% of all reserves
despite comprising only?4 of statewide vegetationBy comparison, rainforest, dgucalypt
forest/woodland, and wet eucalypt forest together contpoger 65% of statevide vegetation, but
less than 40% dhis vegetationvasreserve in 1970. At this timelte most poorly reserved
vegetation typewere coastal heatdcrub and swamp forest, and there were no significant areas of
grasslands, wetlands or salt marshes in large reserves.

1.3The wilderness value of wasteland

Although there have been significant efforts to address these biases and gaps in recent decades, the
drivers of early reservation policyconcentrating on fad of high scenic quality which was also
then considered wastelantiave shaped the reserystem wehave inherited today.

Paradoxically, although wilderness conservapensewas not one of these drivers, the early

national parks were predominantly in remote and largely undeveloped@reastudy has put the
proportion of whatwiwaemanw sdéf iime Tas manoraeds f i
(Mount Field,Freycinet, and Cradle Mountéibake St Clair) at 96% when first gazettéthwever,

because this was not a core value in the early paradigm of national parks in Tasmania, but access
for towrism and recreation was, wilderness was gradually whittled away so that by 1970 none
remained in Mount Field and in hoEreycinet and Cradle Mountéireke St Clair National Parks

it had been significantly reduceq.

1.4Inadequacies of the Scenery Protemt Board

As the management agency for the reserve system until 197@PBwas completely inadequate.
Its membership lacked leadership and coherence, comprising representatives of relevant
government departments, stakeholder agencies such agdheHtectric Commission (HEC)
forestry, mining industries and local councils, with minority representation of community
organisations such as bushwalking and naturalist c&ibsethe Scenery Preservation Act 1915

did not specify any criteria for selectingserves, and it was chaired by the Surveyor General who
frequently lacked any interest in scenery preservati@SPBwvas at the mercy of political

® TheMercury, 30/7/1921, quoted in Mendel, op.cit. p 21

® Mendel, L., 1999Scenenyto Wilderness: National Park Development in Tasmania, 298%2 PhD Thesis,
School of Geography and Environmental Studies, University of Tasmania, p.228

"Mendel, L., 2002, The consequences for wilderness in the development of the national park system of
Tasmania, AustralidAustralian Geographical Studie40(1), 7183.




pressures from more powerful business and government interests acting through its stakeholder
agencies.

Althoughit made a good stain its early years, and there was a period of expansion in the late
1930s and early 1940s when governmiemided Depressicara road projects opened up access to
new tourism oppaunities, by the 1950s the SPBcame increasihgresistant to proclaiming new
reserves, especially those recomnezhy the bushwalking community, although the legendary
bushwalker Jack Thwaites, who was also Secretary @Rtg:tried hard to buck this tren@he
excuse was frequently a shortagéufding, coupled with the argument that resources were best
spent on existing reserves; but this was the era of the growing dominance of the HEC, with Eric
Reeceasthe Minister for Lands, and hydindustrialisation rather than tourism was seen as
Tasmarmk 6 s e c o n & Tis realpblitikwasrdemonstrated by the one significant gxioa to
theSPBs paralysis i n thi sePedder Nabodal Patk m&é95Hoaghl ar at i
the Scenery Preservation Act 19&8ntained the provistiat its loundaries could be amendieyl
Parliamento accommodate future HEC plans for the Serpentine River.

There was also the added anomaly tha SPBhad no jurisdiction over the protection of native
fauna.ln 1928 theAnimals and Birds Protection Aatas passd, which was administered by a
separatdoard and enforced by theolice departmer® Unlike its larger associate, the Fauna
Board(as it became knowWrdevelopeda scientific basis for its workn 1958 a review of its

reserves concluded that these f&ile represent the full range of habitats in the state, and were
mostly too smallThe search for a larger reserve in the east led to the acquisition of land on Maria
Island in 1967, which was stocked with a range of endemic Tasmanian mammal and basl speci
becoming dauna sanctuarin 1970

Thus, by the 1960s the Fauna Board had progressed much further towards being atvasedrch
conservation management body than hadStRB and its approach was far more in line with the
aspirations ofin inceasngly sophisticated and weadrgani®d environmental movemerven

though its reserves were open to mining, forestry and gra@pgontrast, the SPBicked both a
coherent policy base and professional expertise, leaving it out of touch with national and
international trends in national park managem@ut.the divided jurisdictions and divergent
philosophies of the twboardsresulted in a fragmentgmhtchwork of differing statussome parks
were also fauna sanctuasi some were one or the otharhich weakened the entire reserve system
and made it vulnerable to external political and economic forces.

Overall, the reserve system had a utilitarian focus, with tourism and recreation as its prime
concerns, but showing elements of a conservation ethtsfimge components.

8 Quarmby Debbie, op.cit.4.

®Quarmby, DebbieThe Pol itics of Parks; a hi s2008PhD Thesis, Muadscma ni a 6 s
University, 2006, p166. Of course, all park boundaries could be amended by Parliament; interestingly in this particular
ca®, the government got the process wrong and requibexiibts Removal Bilio clarify the situation.

Y op.cit.1

" Quarmby p16@2.




2The establ i shment anahal Bagks and Wildlite &enscé o f
197181

2.1 The demise of the Scenery Preservation Boardlthe Lake Pedder controversy

By the end of the 1960s the fragmentation of the reserve sysemirrored in the impotence of

its management structure. When faced with a major conflict between the forces of conservation and
of utilitarian development over the flooding of Lake Pedtles SPB s i nadequaci es we
revealedleading to its rad demiseThis was mainly because both of these forces had become

more powerful in the previous decades, and the SPB, caught like a nut between them, was
inexorably crushed.

On the one hand, a much more knowledgeable and politically aware environmergaieno had
grown up influenced both by the pollution crises of the 1950s and 60s that inspired Rachel
Car s SilenbSpring1962) and the development of the scientific concept of ecology which
emphasied the interrelationships between plants and arsvand their environment.As a result
environmentalists and national park activists grew aware of the importance of preserving habitats in
order to preserve speciddis in turn led to a push for larger and more diverse reseandsan
emphasis on natarconservation as the primary role of national parke SPBwith a legislative
mandate to protect scenic and historic sites but not environmental patlusscould not function
effectively within this changed paradigm. There was pressure for chksodieoan interstate and
overseasVictoria was the first mainland state to pass a Newonal Parks Actin 1957, while in

the USA theWilderness Act 1964chieved through intense and prolonged lobbying by the Sierra
Club and other conservation groupsyided a powerful source of inspiratidi.

On the other hand, the power of the HEC was increasing rapidly, especially ungiemtiership

of 6El ectric Ericd Reece. When its exploratio
on the Gordn and Serpentine rivers t/oureddam sites thusbracketing the remote but

spectacular Lake Peddethe battle was joined.

The conservationist campaign to save the lake was spearheaded by the South West Committee and
subsequently by the medetermiedLake Pedder Actio@€ommittee while the government set up

an Interdepartmental Committeeomprising representatives of the HEC, Forestry Commission,

Mines Departmentandti®Bt o 6 handl e arrangements and reco
regionagaint undue damaged. The Committeeds report
plans to flood Lake Pedder, but also recommended the establishment of a large national park in the
south west, with boundaries to be determined after the HEC had comidetedk. This outraged

the canservationists who demanded aquiry, which took the form of a Select Committee of the
Legislative Councillts report also endorsed the Hipposal, and recommended treav

Southwest National Parkf approximately 900,008cres (364,400 hectares) together with the

creation of a new authority under the direction of a government minister to integrate control of all
national parksThe Inter-departmental Committegubsequently halved the area recommended by

the Select Committe, resulting ira Southwest National Parkf less than 475,000 acres (192,000
hectares)Incorporatinghe parts of the original Lake Pedder National Park not required by the

HEC, thiswas proclaimed in October 1968.

2.2 The creation of the National P&ks and Wildlife Service

The role & the SPBin this outcome, as the designated government agency with a mandate to
protect reserve lands, was ignominious in the extré&ueonly did it fail to save Lake Pedder, but
it even lacked the clout to prevave other members of the Intdepartmental Committee and
retaintheSel ect Commi t t estNat®nall ParkAgaeresultSuhan tomservationists

2 Hutton D. and Connors 4 history of the Australian Environmental Moveme@ambridge University Press 1999, p
91.

13 Quarnby , p 1557.

4 Quarmby, p 175.




insisted that the Select Committeeodsoritywasommen
carried out, the SPB/as not consulted about the proposed legislation or restructlihrgghad to

wait until after the 1969 election, aitds worth noting that there was an element of political

serendipity in the outcome. With the Labor and Liberal paeae$ holding 17 seats, the crucial

issue of the character of the new national park agency hung on the alliance of Kevirfiioyons

the Centre Partwith the Liberal PartyHad the LaboPartywon power, it intended to place

national parks under the tosm portfolio.However the Liberals under Angus Bethune had

pledged to create a bureaucratically independent agency with a strong conservation orientation,
which was embodied in thdational Parks and Wildlife Agiassed in 197 he Service itself

began perations in November 197ith a staff of 59, under thdirectorship of Peter Murretf’

Murrell combined scientific qualificationsith years of land management experience in Kenya and
five yearso6 practical exper iNewsSoathWaebl&ibnelef Ope
Parks and Wildlife Serviceis skills werewell matched to his duties under tNational Parks and

Wildlife Actwhich included research, public education and enforcement coupled with management,
planning and development of an eagitally representative system of reserved lands for

conservation of flora and faunide headed a fulime, fully-staffed professional orgaaison

operating under new legislation with more fandhe era ofad hocand fragmented respondity

for reseved lands by paiime committees was finally ové?. By 1973 staff numbers had nearly

doubled to 95, mainly from interstate recruitment, and by the end of the decade had doubled again
to 199, including 22 in the Wildlife Division which had taken overntioek of the Fauna Board.

2.3  Extension of the reserved lands system

At the same time the area of reserved lands in the state increased by nearly 60% (or over 400,000
hectares) from 722,000 hectares in 1969 to over 1.1 million hectares in®19@st of his came

from a major extension of the Soutist National Park and Conservation Area in 1976, which
included a swap of part of the Hartz Mountains National Park in exchange for the inclusion of the
Precipitous Bluff areaDespite many submissions from censgtionists opposed to this

compromise, the Cartland Committ@éhich had beeset up to examine the natural and economic
values of the south west, endorsed the exchitifjeere were similar battles over establishment of
Mount William National Par1973)and Asbestos Rangéational Par1976)overprivate

commercial interestsn which the NPWS hastrong support within the government from Neil Batt

as Treasuretn the case of Mount William, the NPWS succeeded in achieving the revocation of
agriculturaland f orestry | eases to cr eadngendemicar ge ha
kangaroo, the Fester kangarodn the case of Asbestos Range, it had to buy the land by
compulsory acquisition, and this was only made possible by the belated conterfedétal
government for natural and cultural heritage, through the Hope Inquiry established by Whitlam
This alsoresulted in the creation of the Australian Heritage Commission in 1975 and the funding of
the National Estate Grants program. Despite thposition of landowners, the initial 3,300 hectares

of thepark now called Narawntapu, was proclaimed in July 1976, and extended two years later.

Both these parks were establisipeninarily for their conservatiomalue rather than their scenic
value:MountWilliam for the Foester kangaro@ndAsbestos Range to preserve one of the few
undeveloped coastal habitats on the Bass Strait shore. A number of smaller reseraésowere
established in the 1970y example at Cape Pillar and Partridge Island irsthegh easand on
King Island.These werdacilitated both by the National EstaBgantsprogram, and the
appointment of amvestigations officeby NPWS whose job was to seek out and document
suitable new reserve. One of his major achievements whe 11978 gazetting of the Central

®0op.cit.1

1 Quarmby, p.1780.

" National Parks and Wildlife Service, Report for the Year ended 30 June 1979, quoted in Quarmby, op.cit.10 p.200.
8 See table 1.

¥ Mendel, op.cit 6 p.158.

2 Quarmby,, p.193.




Plateau Conservation Area, including the areal#tatbecame the Walls of Jerusalem National
Park, guided by enanagement platihat excluded traditional uses such as grazing, hunting and
horse riding.

By the early 198Qg¢he NPWS had achieved greater status and its work enhanced credibility due to
both increased staff and increased resources, especially from Federallgramisergy and ability

of the Director, the support of sympathetic ministers and the lack ofvamtyamnflicts with the
broader interests of the government, made t hi
conservation based on ecological principles was its guiding &tHdat they were shotived. In

1979 the Lowe goveemmegtowtnhd osluafefdi mg o6pol i cy
and a Ouser payso6 pol natonal patveitor feeinvl98lhe i ntr odu

At the same time, the very success of the NPWS in extending the area under reservation, created
increasedpposition. To counter this, in the mid 1980s research was commissioned to demonstrate
the contribution of the reserve system toghe a écenénsyand the value of conservation

alongside mining, logging and farming

AVany of the reserves created in ffest because of their conservation significance are
now tourist attractions, and it is true to say that the reserve system established under the
National Parks and Wildlife Act 19ffyovides the main attraction on which the

Tasmanian tourist industry isbed. This was reflected in a report by the Centre for
Regional Economic Analysis which showed that 35 per cent of all visitors to the State
primarily come to visit National Parks and Historic Sites and that the income generated
in the Tasmanian economy asesult of National Parks and Historic Sites was between
$60 million and $120 million annualy?

Much more radical change occurred in the 1980s, however, as the conflict over the Franklin dam
poisoned relations between the National Parks and Wildlif@c®eand a succession of

governments angremiers This resulted in the loss of its independence and began the slide to
dismemberment, disillusion and disempowerment of its biodiversity protection and habitat
conservation role.

2 personatommunications; some interviewees used this phrase to describe this era, others regard it simply as the basis
for proper reserve management.

Throughout the course of the research for this report, | conducted interviews with many experienced and respected
members of the conservation community, most of who hav
agencies for parks and reserved areas. Their views and experiences have added valuable perspectives and insights
which cannot be gained fronmipted or other written sources. | thank them all for their willingness to share their

knowl edge, and | respect their request for anonymity,;
communicationd in the footnotes.

%2 National Parks and Wilde Service, Report for the Year ended 30 June 1987, p.3; quoted in Quarmby, p.201.
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3. The Franklin River conflict and its consequences for the National Parks and
Wildlife Service 198186

3.1 Conservation versulydro-industrialisation
Although there was continuing conflict for more than a decade between the forces of conservation

and hydreindustrialisationforcot r ol of s out hbattlef sotr T ahsemarmriaan,k |tih
began in earnest in 1977. In that year the HEC released its plans for fldeeliGgrdon and
Franklinriversan O0i ntegrated developmentd involving

River just downstream from its jumah with the Franklin with subsidiary proposals for another

six dams on other tributaries and river syste
multi-volumeReport orthe Gordon River Power Developmentg&dwg complete with its own
environmental impact statement.

At this timeAndrew Lohrey was Minister for Resources and Energy in the Lowe Labor

government, a portfolio that includéarestry, the HEC and the NPW$&nder his direction, the

NPWS reviewedhie HECreportand concluded that it failed to provide an adequate statement of
environmental impacts, that its consideration of other practical options was inadequate and that,
amongst other shedomings, it gave no consideration to alternative land ins&sding the long

standing proposal for a national park in the &'&he HEC was outraged by this attack on its

previously unchallenged authority and threatened to sue the NPWS for alefgethtiorby some

of its staff. heHEC Commissioner complainetli r ect |y t o the Predd er al
a result Lohrey was sacked from the indugioytionof his portfolio and his responsibilityas

restricted tdheenvironment elements onlyhis actually meant that he had more time and energy

to devoe to supporting the NPWS, and specifically, encouraged it to develop a formal proposal for
anational parkencompassing the Franklin and Lower Gordon riv@itse Service even went so far

as to promote this proposal in the media, prompting a fresh outbfreglplectic rage in the HEC

which had of course already used public funds to advocate its own cabsey supported this

move by arguing that o6if i1itbés good enough for
Wi | dI i f é Irddieallyit wasthi® proposal, transformed into a sucfakWorld Heritage
nominationwhich ultimately defeated the HE®ut also led to the decline of the NPWS itself.

The Lowe government accepted the FrarkdiordonWild RiversNational Park proposal, and
reect ed t he {ddo@BrankliGaam th éavour of a less environmentally destructive
option, the GordomaboveOlga schemeadowever, the Legislative Council, which was not
controlled by the government, opposed this legislasapporting instead theBEHC 6 s Fr an k| i n
schemeSo Lowe withdrew the Olga legislation but proceeded with the proclamation \éfilthe
Rivers National Parinh May 1981.Even more boldly, he nominated theangark together with the
Southwest and Cradle Mountaiake St Clair NationaParks for World Heritage listing in July
1981,whichwould togetter createa continuous national park that extended fromstheh coasto
Cradle Mountain. Lowe was forced to resign in November 1981, defeated by Harry Holgate in a
leadership challenge dassed on his resistance to the HEC and its Franklin scivametheless

the World Heritage listing was carried forwardPgme MinisterMalcolm Fraser, and was

accepted by the World Heritage Committee at its meeting in Paris in December 1982.

Bythen,tb | gat eds Labor gover nmen teddyRolin Gray@who oust ed
famously descri bed t he ,|amdapusled aheadaith theGorddne ec h r
belowFranklin scheme in order to rid the state of such an unsavoury disijaeecer, he

underestimated th&rengthof the environment movement, which opposed any dam on the

Franklin.In the referendum held in December 1981 by Premier Holgate to try and break the

deadlock, the environment movement led by the Wilderness Society haccaclte d a O No Darr

BZDPI WE Archives: Summary of the National Parks and Wil
Ri ver Power Devel opment Stage Twod, quoted in Quar mb
%4 The Mercury 1 July 1980, quoted in Quarmby, p.227.
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vote of 32%, compared with 47% fGiordonbelow-Franklin and 8%or GordonaboveOlga®

This inconclusive outcome made Hol gatebds posi
into direct confromation with the Gray governmewthich, immediately after its electiomevoked

the Wild Rivers National Park and started work on a road to the Franklin dam site.

3.2  The environment movement achieves a great victory

Environmentalists knew that t o sssuppgotingtidedogyd a m t
ofhydroi ndustrialisation, illustrated by the ffaci
population, Tasmania consumed 10% of its electricity, due to the massive consumption of a few
energy intensive metal refining indussiThis model of economic development was unquestioned

by most Tasmanians, and obsessively pursued by the HEC and most governments for many
decades. To break this stranglehold required a high profile public camparghe environment

movement to matcthe institutional opposition it faced, the campaiggntnationwidefor full

political effectand adpted more confrontational tactickhe Franklin blockade epitomised this

new approach, and its broader reach; of the 2,600 people who took part, ony3800 were

Tasmanians, the rest were from interstate and ovetseas.

The force of this national campaign was manifested in the result of the 1983 Federal election in
which Labor won power on the back of environmental preferences, and in return Bob Hawke
undertook to save the Franklin by passing legislatiofpril 1983to ratify the World Heritage

listing, which also prohibited a range of activities including dam buildTings was challenged by

the Gray government in the High Court, but in July thelfalich ruled 4 that the legislation was
validdThe ruling rested on the Commonweal thods ext
point of law rather than a judgement on the wilderness value of the FranklinBtgetfie initial
decisionofthe NP8 t o create the Wi ld Rivers National
press for World Heritage listhrgnd Fr aser 6s endor sement of this
led to the possibility of this legal protection.

3.3  The National Parks and Wildfie Service pays the price

However,rhe environment movementds success in savi
came at ailgh price for the NPWSPart of the Liberal platform at the 1982 state election was a
proposal to remove the autonomy of Seevice, and to muzzle its ability to act with such

destructive independence in the futureaddition, one of the arguments used by the dantn

campaign was that wild rivers and wilderness offered a much more sustainable aichjobs

direction for econoic development, compared to hydralustrialisationlnadvertently this
reinforced the Gray governmentds own deter min
national parks and reserves in promoting tourism, as opposed to environmental consg&wion

the Gray government did not implement this policy immediately, in 1986 it announced that the
NPWS would become part of the Lands Department, the first of many bureaucaatyesthat

have had the effeetand in most cases tl@ention- of redicing its capacity to practice effective
biodiversity conservation and habitat management.

It is ironic thatthe NPWSwas created as a consequence of a magsrbg the environment

movement the flooding of Lake Peddesind ts demise was one result ofrejor triumph of the
environment movementthe saving of the Franklin Rivendeed many commentators believe that

the NPWS was o6punishedd for its part in the F
that lost out, notably the HEE Whetherthis was in fact the case, there is no doubt that the

Franklin controversp r esul t ed i n -atmctusedhatichangedtthe torimiand status ef

t he National Park® and Wildlife Servicebo.

% Quarmby p.229.

% D, Hutton and L. Connorg) History of the Australian Environment Moveménglbourne, 1999, p.90.
%" This view was expressed to me by many of the present and past employeesBIVS | interviewed.
% Quarmby p. 208.
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4. Death by a thousand cutsfrom the National Parks andWildlife Service to the
Department of Environment, Parks, Heritage and the Arts19872000

Between 1979 and 1986 the National Parks and Wildlife Service was a singlevéhteyfairly

simple structureThis comprised dual emphasis on land managementémservationand

ecological research to inform the management of existing reserves and direct the acquisition of new
ones to fill gaps in habitat protecti®®n. Dire
nonetheless worked well with hisinisters andbetween 1979 and 1986 managed to achieve an
increase in staff from 199 to 258. This included 93 temporary staff, 41 of whom were employed on
World Heritage Area projects and 22 on the Port Arthur Conservation Project, both funded from
federalsaurces. This increasing dependence on outside furvaasgexplicitly acknowledged by the

NPWS in the last year of its autonomous existence:

6most of the yearb6és achievements were in p
or from compensation patd Tasmania by the Australian Government in consequence of
the cessation of work on the Franklino wer Gor don ®ower Schemeb.

From the time Robin Gray put his 1982 election promise into action, the resources allocated by the
Tasmanian government itsedf the staffing and funding of the management of reserved lands
becomes more and more difficult to untangigingthe increasingly meagre and infuriatingly
inconsistent information readily available in the public domaims information is primarily in th

form of departmental annual repgrelditional archival material exists but it was not possible to
access this within the resources of this projdotwever, interviews with a range of past and present
members of th&ervicehas added some informal datehich helps to fillout the picture somewhat.
Thereare still many gaps. Much of this confusion is due to the constant restructuring of the NPWS
since 1987, which can at least be traced fairly accurately; its impact on staffing and resources is less
easyto decipher.

4.1  Restructuring the Natioal Parks and Wildlife Servicea complex merrygo-round

The first stage in the bureaucratic destruction of the National Parks and Wildlife Service was its
absorption into the much larger Lands Departmentdagision of the newDepartment of Lands,
Parks and Wildlife (DLPW) created in 1987.Without itsown Minister, the NPWS lost direct
access to majarabinetpolicy decisions, and fell back to a more subservient role in a vast
bureaucratidepartment, similar tthe position 6the SPBin the 1950s and 1960Several of the
NPWS responsibilities for historic sites were removed, and a new Port Arthur Management
Authority was created in the Department of Premier and Cabinet.

In 1989, the incoming Field Labor govemrent dediled on a second restructu@arvingoff the

Land Management and NPWS elements from DLPW, aimcggporating the responsibility for
cultural heritage including Port Arthur and the Royal Botanic Gardleissprmed theDepartment

of Parks, Wildlife and Heritage (DPWH) with Judy Jackson as Minister and Tony Pedder as
Secretary This departmentvas responsible for administering land reserved under botrdven

Lands Actl976and theNational Parks and Wildlife Ad971, and was the last timediNPWS was
represented by its owminister. This independence was shbivied, surviving barely longer than

the Field government. Meanwhijli@stability continued, for in 1990 there were major changes to

the organisation of theepartmentinto a Land Mangement Division comprising five instead of

three districts responsible for all field operations, and a separate Division of Wildlife, Resources
and Heritage. Even more significant was the retirement of Peter Murrell, the architect of the NPWS
ethos emphasing environmental conservation as the primary goal of reserved lands management,
and his replacement dgectorby Max Laughlin, a long standing officer of the Lands Department.

29 personal communication.
% National Parks and Wildlife Service, Report for the Year ended 30 June 1986.
31 The remainder of the Department of Lands, Parks and Wildlife became the Department of EnvironrRéanirang.
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This structure was initially retained when the Groom Liberal governmenbifioe in 1992 and

John Cleary becanmainister, butthe following year, irfFebruary 1993 the 1989 Field government
restructure was reversed and the Department of Parks Wildlife and Heritage (DPWH) was reunited
with the Department of Environment and Plaogh(DEP) to form another alphabet soup, this time
called theDepartment of Environment and Land Management (DELM), almost identical in

structure to DLPW? John Cleary remainedinister, while John Ramsay came with DEP to
becomesecretaryof the new megaepartment, and Makkaughlin continued airectorof the Parks

and Wildlife Service.ltwas ow n o | o n g e had beddotvngmaded tiBdancid status

(still retaining its internal segmentatiofhis restructure coincided with the adoption actbss
public service of &é6Outcomes BaPfPwltlLaRdsporti ngo
Managememivas one of DELM&s five cor eouconesParksss gr c
and Reservedelivered by the Land Management Division of PWS, ldaturaland Cultural
Heritagedelivered by the Resources, Wildlife and Heritage Divisidns process formalised the
separation of these two arms of the Parks and Wildlife Service; a separation which ended in divorce
a decade later.

Following current trends, DELMdopted the vision of

- (Bustainable development of Tasmania, its resources and natural and cultural heritage through
leadership in environmental quality, land information and land managément

This translated into the mission of the PWS to

- Gonserveath manage Tas mani a6 Aborigiaa heritagel far itslownwalue r i c a |
and for the benefit of people now and in the fubure

with the even more specific goal of

- Gheconservation and management Abofigindlkestagafari a 6 s
the benefit and enjoyment of the community

This was the first time that the purpose of t
peopl ed, and the goal of nature conservation
of astrengthening trend towards anthropocentric and away from ecological patuss

Furthermore, the commercialisation of reserved lands is explicit in the objectives of the Land
Management Division, including

- do identify and promote opportunities fariable commercial activities within and adjacent to
reserved land&®?

In January 1996 Max Kitchell was appointed Director of the Parks and Wildlife Service and
immediately initiated a review of its operations and structure, which coincided vettesv of the
whole agency (DELM).This resulted in teseparatdranchespreviously each headed by a
director, being grouped into three compodiigisions each headed bygeneral manageKitchell
becameggeneral manageaf the Conservation and Land Managamivision which as well as
Parks and Wildlife (still containing its own twwanche®f Land Managemenand Resources,
Wildlife and Heritage)also encompassed Crown Land Services and Property Tasmaisiaew
division was responsible for twd O u & j@Parks and Wildlife being responsible for Outpdt,3
comprising

- National Parks and Public Land Management Services,

- Conservation of Tas maheritagebaxd FI| or a, Fauna and

%2 The only difference was that the NPWS brought cultural heritage back into the fold on its return.

%3 DELM Annual Report 19934,

34 Output 4: Crown Property Development and Disposal, was the responsibility of Crown Land Services and Property
Tasmania.
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- Cultural Heritage

In the 199697 Annual Report on the firstfullyead s o p er at departmentbdtructbre, s ne w
the PWS is cited as having responsibility for.the

- @uality management of Tasmani abs i nternatio
andfor contributingt o t he Land Management Divisionds mai
- Gmanaing reserved lands for their own values and for the benefit of the comunity

to whichis added the phrase

- @and as a basis fordathe stateds tourism indu

The 1996 restructure coincided with the replacement of John Cleary by Peter Hodgman, who had
previously been Minister for Tourism, as Minister for Environment and Land Management. Some
intervieweedave suggested that the chang®linisterwas either the cause, or the consequence, of
the inclusion of tourism asd orfe tdfe tPhWS kfeoyr @& ph
Certainly, Hodgman evinced little interest in, or understanding of, environmentaftssueksfor

example, when the Peter MurreleRerve at Tinderbox was created, honouring the man who had

done most to ensure habitat f@ction and a comprehensive conservation ethos in the PWS,
Hodgmar%esinsisted on retaining access to part of it for the Huntingfield Pony Club of which he was
President.

The consequences of a decade of restructure and reorganisation on the PWS can bsesbasma

0 mi s s i ofrom afocasop énvironmental values and habitat conservation, to embracing more
anthropocentric values, to promoting commercial opportunities, to being the basis of the tourism
industry It also resulted in aimcreasing isolatio from policy and decision making, through
incorporation in largedepartmentsinder generidirectors putting the PWS3urther down the

ladderof political influence

But worse was in store. tf998the Rundle Liberal government was replaced by Laboeudidn

Bacon, and the PWS suffered yet another wholesale upheaval, this time becoming even more deeply
buried within the nevibepartment of Primary Industries, Water and Environment (DPIWE)

which was formed by the amalgamation of the Department of Envimtremel Land Management
(including the Parks and Wildlife Service) with the Department of Primary Industries and
Fisheries, and the Government Analytical and Forensic Laboratories. At the top was a new
Minister, David Llewellyn and a neBecretary Kim Evans,originally an agricultural scientistho

came with the larger Primary Industries department, displacing John Ramsay as Secretary of
DELM. Ramsay, while lacking professional qualifications in environmental management,
nonetheless was a critical thinkeno brought a broader intelligence and experience to bear on
PWS issues, and was regarded as a good people maagemparison, Evansas perceived as
havinga much narrower perspective focussed on achieving outcomes to satisfyibter’, and

the RNVS was a very minor consideration in this reg@®IWE was initially structured into five
divisions including the Resource Management and Conservation Division, in which PWS was one
of six branches, along with Nature Conservation and Cultural Heritagether parts of the

original NPWS. Max Kitchell remained as General Manager of thisdiegion for a year, but he
resignedn 1999, and after another restructure, Peter Williams became General Manager of the
Parks and Wildlife Service in 2000.

This maked a major change in the direct leadership of#rgice All the previous directors or
general managefsad come from a land management background, and both Murrell and Kitchell
had specific qualifications in nature conservation and habitat protestielaWilliams, on the

®pPersonal communications from several people, one of wl
% personal communication.
3" personal communication.
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other hangwas an agricultural scientist, like Kim Evans, originally a plant pathologist before
moving into corporate management for the past two decli@édseld anasters degreea business
administratiorand was a member of tiaistralian Institute of Company Directoisqually
significant, the 2000 restructure that gave him control of the PWS also saw the severance of its
management links to Nature Conservation and Cultural Heritdgse remained branches in the
Resource Margement and Conservation Division, now under Alan Harradine, while the PWS
under Williams became a separdieision, one of seveim totalin DPIWE.

The other fivedivisionsremained identical to the initial DPIWE structure; only the PWS was
singled out® become a separadevision, to which Williams moved from heading the much larger
Food, Agriculture and Fisheries Divisionhis wasa step down in terms of personnel and prestige,
which indicates the importancti ataamhwedst 6t
the conservation ethos of the Parks and Wil
positions from outside TasmaniaAlso as a result of this restructure, Resource Management and
Conservation (RMC) became a sepamtgpu groupfrom PWS, and developed a much greater
emphasis on conservation on private | and in p
Industries remit. While this was not, in itself, a retrograde step, it had the result of reducing the
quantity andhuality of RMC expertise available to PWS.

br
dl

The PWS Output Greoupbs objectives were

- (G&reate and maintain a representative and wemgwned park system that achieves the
principal goal of conserving treet a natirél eind cultural heritage whileopiding sustainable
use and economic opportunities for the Tasmanian comn@unity

This was in |ine with DPIWEO6s overall mi Ssi on

- @@dvance Tasmaniabds prosperity through the s
and conservation of our natueadd cultural heritage for the futudre

Thisdemonstrates that the main purpose of the s
objectives.

While the équality management of Tasmani abs i
H o d g mday ié ot explicit, in fadhe three primary objectives for the PWS in128®0 were
to:

- undertake more than $10 million worth [over 5 years] of capital works in the provision of new
and enhanced visitor infrastructure in parks.

- complete a strategic assssessment of visitor infrastructure in parks and reserves.

- prepare a statewide Recreation and Tourism Strategy focused on optimisingoaatdevisitor
experiences in parks and reserves, and linking stétetourism strategies.

Tourism was indeed ¢hmain game for the PW8 addition, DPIWE started toident vy O Us er s
t he Out pkorthe®WS itwa®claimed thatlarge percentage df¢ Tasmanian population
benefitedrom the activities of this Output Group. Specific users indiite toursm industry,

interstate and overseas visitors, educational organisations, a wide range of special interest groups
including conservation and environmental groups, and other government authibritses-

emphasising the utilitarian philosophy of thegoral SPB

3 All interviewees who had been employed by the PWS at this time emphasised the radical ctiamge urWi | | i a ms 6
management.

39 personal communication.

0 personal communication.
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In 2002, following the reelection of the Bacon Labor government, the Premier created a new
Department of Tourism, Parks, Heritage and the Artsd a | | favoiitst hd f ghe official
reason for its creation was

- do bring together the assetsd vales that Tasmania is famous four natural wilderness, our
cul tural heritage and our creativityeéthis re
pl aces on tourism as a key driver of thret ur e
to most effectively promote Tasmania to the rest of the \@orld

Its mission was

- Goutilise Tas mani aéalvamtages,psech as its warldss naturalAboriginal and
historic heritage and cultural activities, to provide the basis for vilarahsustainable
attractions for both Tasmanians and visitors

The PWS, still headed by Peter Williams, abandoned DPIWEraft f our year sAs unea
aresult, its formalinks to nature conservatiowere severedlheNature Conservation Brahc

remained in the Resource Management and Conservation DieisiRiAWE, andthe PWSbecame

the spearhead of Tasmani ads c¢ o nBarkstandiraservesgera d v a n
viewedas ashowcase of our natural environmentl @major draward for visitorsThe centrepiece

of the yeard6s achievements was the | aunching
by thePremier, while the Nature Based Tourism Program resourced infrastructure improvements in
parks and reserves across thest

In a further move designed to underline the divorce of nature conservation from parks management
once and for all, the Bacon government introduced new legislation to replddatitieal Parks

and Wildlife Act 19@ which had defined the PV@Ssombied responsibilities for 30 yeatswas

replaced by two separate Acts, with park management regulated untliatitheal Parks and

Reserves Management Act 2088d nature conservation functions undeNbh&ire Conservation

Act 2002

In January 2004 Pet Williams resigned as General Manager of the PWS, returning to more

familiar territory in DPIWE and his previous job as CEO of the Rivers and Water Supply

Commission, and his place was taken by Peter Mooney, who had risen through the ranks of the
Service This was acknowledged by most insiders to be a great improvement, to have one of their
owninchargeagalBut at the same time, it was also aptg
experience as a park ranger, on the Fox Taskforce, and in ecologicetitesege not core

competencies for his new post; indeed he is seen as often out of his depth in the ambiance of
6competitive advantagedéd, and even though he m
suf fici enThe balanocingmaat reqeidis demonstrated by an address Mooney gave to

the 2005 Ecot our i s mGoodcorservatiemisgeod tourignuanchcgnversblg t - 6
good tourism is good cexissetr viann i manléd rsooe ,t haant d t énc
tothe otheram v i c € Clealy, goadiconservation is not a goal in its own right, but only as

an adjunct to tourism.

Il health soon forced the Premier to resigmasisterof hi s 6f avourite thing
divided up between his namesake Ken Bacon asshinfor Tourism, Parks and Heritage, and Lara
Giddings who took over the smaller Arts portf
Staff, became Secretary of the jodl@partment. Havas welcomed to the post by Tourism

Tasmania BoardhairmanJohn Kingas uniquelg qui pped o6t o further the

! Several interviewees used this expression.

“2DPTHA Annual Report 20023, p.8.

3 op.cit.42, p.1820.

“4 Personal communication.

“5 Ecotourism Australia Conference, Hobbidvember 2005ttp://www.ecotourism.org.au/conference/s_mooney.asp
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bring together our core values of tourism, parks, heritage and the arts under one banner, with a

united wa% forward. d

In April 2005 Ken Bacon also resigned due to ill health, angdigolio was divided between

Paula Wriedt as Minister for Tourisrand Judy Jackson d4inister for Parks and Heritagé&his

addedtd h e | eaigting @artidl®s of Environment and Planning, Justice and Industrial
Relations and Attorney General. Baonhad also held the Parks gotio in the Field Government

Scdt Gadd asSecretaryc ont i nued to carry Ji m Bacnmnmst@rsin uni t
onedepartmentThis arrangement too was shbvied, surviving only until theApril 2006 election

when Jackson retired and Giddings moved on to become Minister for Health and Human Services,
leaving Wriedt holding the entire portfolim the post election reshuffle, she got an extra
responsibility when the Environment Division of DPIWE was adideDPTHA, for yet another

new spinout of the alphabet soughis time into thédepartment of Tourism, Arts and

Environment (DTAE) and the Department of Primary Industries and Water (DPIW).

DTAE consistef eight operational divisions, with Scott GaddSecretary and Peter Mooney as
General Manager of PWShed e p ar trimoncs @dfst ened f r o mcompettives t r i d e
advant aged of Itstmisgon, Asastatecin thei2@® Annual Reportyvas

d o enhance Tas ma mmentalsandeutwahveelbeing, botlenow dnd i the
future, through the best possible use of our natural and cultural assets.

- as the custodian of the many assets that make Tasmania such a unique state in which to live,
work, and visit, it is responsiblerf the sustainable management and protection, along with the
development and promotion, of thet a natiral sbuilt and cultural asséts

The Parks and Wildlife Serviagasresponsible far

- 6lasmani ab6s national par ks #mhdsociad sngironmergal [ wh i
and economic future of trstate They are also the source of much of the precious water that
sustains Tasmaniabs population, they support

recreational opportunities that inspire andgorate people, and promote a sense of place and
connection with natuide

with the key objective

- do create and maintain a representative and world renowned reserve system that achieves the
goal of conserving the t a matirdl end cultural heritagehle providing for sustainable use
and economic opportunities for the Tasmanian commanity

The strategic plan identifieglx key program areas
- natural resource conservation

- cultural resource conservation

- sustainable use

- communications and partnerships

- reserve system management

- continuous organisational improvement.

Of its key achievements in 2007, the PWS boasts of thre®jor tourism oriented projects:

“Press release, 8 April 2004, O6Tourism Board wel comes
http://www.tourismtasmania.com.au/media/pr/2004/pr20040408.html
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- the Draft Pirates Bay Visitor Services Plan which proposed a nurhiisitor facility
improvements

- the feasibility study into a new iconic bushwalk which confirmed that the proposed Three Capes
Track in the Tasman National Park had great potential.

- improvements to the car park at the Lake St Clair visitor centre, at a cost of $780,000

The remainderfatsc ont ri buti on t o DTAEOGOSsS AoniynfivegphgesRiem o r t
of which are a story about firefighting)entioning:

- thesuccess of fivéboriginal trainees in a TAFE course iro@servation and Land
Management.

- completionof severamanayement plans
- volunteer assistance in whale strandings on the west coast

- the most destructive bushfire season since 1967, and PWS efforts to combat it through increased
numbers of weltrained staff

- the success of the Discovery Ranger, Volunteer Hut eaathd Wildcare volunteer programs
- the Macquarie Island Rodent Eradication progfam

In March 2008, Tourism Tasmania became part of the Department of Economic Development and
Tourism leavingthe PWSn the newDepartment of Environment, Parks, Heritageand the

Arts (DEPHA). However inhis Foreword to the DEPHA Annual Report 2008, Secretary Scott
Gadd st ahisBdpahameatt will continue to play a v
as it manages many of the iconic places and experigmaedraw visitors to Tasmania. Many of

our divisions have strong partnerships with Tourism Tasmania that will continue todffites
ongoing relationship was further demonstrated
Minister for both newportfolios of DEDT and DEPHA, as she had been previously for the joint

DTAE portfolio

The PWS section of the DEPHA 2608 Annual report (again, a very general five pages) states its
objective isnow merely

- dGoconserve the St atheitage whilgorovidingafbr suataindblecuselanndu r a |
economic opportunitiefr the Tasmanian communiéy.

andabandongts aspiratiorof the previous year
- {o create and maintain a representative and world renowned reserveésf@istem

(see abovepage 1§ as he means of achieving this goal.

The bulk of theReportis devoted to thepgradingof visitor infrastructure through the $3miliion

Priority Asset Maintenance Prograhiowever the totally inadequate resources of the PWS are
becoming more widely apparerfeor example, the role of volunteers is becoming increasingly
crucial- in the north of the state alor&00 volunteers belonging to 63 separate groups clocked up

the prodigious total of 20,000 hours per month (equivalent to over 140 full time staff gvarkm
hourweek))The state of many iconic walking racks

“"DTAE Annual Report 20087.

“8 DEPHA Annual Report 20008, p.7.

“Matt hew Dasmania'dParkséand Wildlife Service hides a dirty secret eneath e g r,&en i mage d
Australian,7 February 2009, p.7.
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while entrepreneubdick Smith was motivated to contribute $1million for the maintenance of the
Frenchmands Cap wal ki ngtbeconec k , so badly degra

The onlyconservatiorprograms mentioneitt the PWS Annual Repo2007/2008&re the

Macquarie Island rabbit and rodent eradication program which is mainly financed by the Federal
government at present, and the restoration of Richmond Gadhaizhtlington complex on Maria
Island. However, PWS must be doing something rigkitheesisatisfactio rating of the

Tasmanian Parks and Wildlife Service among the community increased from 80 to 85p&rcent

While all this certainly suggestsalesg gr essi ve pursuit of -baerdmic
tourism than in previous incarnations of the PWS, as manifested in annual reports, it does not
indicate a return to an active concern for biodiversity conservation and habitat protection. More
probably, this is simply the flaccid languagetol afi uee ma n & ghich hasbedomentite
dominant mode of the public service natwitle, and indeed, world/ide. This managerial style is
essentially risk averse, ensuring plausible deniability,and &« i ng t o second gues:
political aims to avoid censure. Several observers have remarked that this is a style into which
Mooney, as General Manager of PWS, has fattging examples of weakness in the face of

criticism instead of standing uprfhis staff, or inability to fight for adequate pay scales and career
structures for rangersvhile others believe that Mooney is doing a ggaldlin very difficult

circumstance?’

In summary, the constant restructuring of the Parks and Wildlife Serverehe past two decades
has resulted in what atiterviewees ef er t o as t he séviteTmbphrasge downo
incorporates a number of elements, as they have been expressed to me by various people, including

- the devaluation dfhe intrinsicwi | dness of Tasmaniads unique r
concern for the need to conserve this as a resource for nature and spirit

- the concomitant inability to measure anything except in terms of monetary value, or
contribution to economic development

- the lack of expertise in core environmental management skills and experience of senior
managers, and the substitution of generic 6N
challenges of decision making on ecological issues

- the lack of sustainableaceer paths for field staff who do have these skills and understandings,
and whose decision making role is being corttaroded by bureaucratic buglassing to
higher levels in the organizatioAs a result, field staff are often eith@st supportedvhen they
do exercise initiative, or forced into inaction by the prevarication of superiors

- the absence of thouse scientific expertise on conservation issues, as a result of the physical,
bureaucratic and legislative separation of RMC into a differenaideent.This is seen as
particularly damaging to the professional capacity of parks managers, and weakens many
conservatiorbased arguments against tourism and commercial pres@iitese this separation
has bee£3attempted elsewhere, it has had disasésults for the conservation values of
reserves:

- the overall destruction of morale across the PWS, turning what was once a vibrant, committed,
skill ed professional community who prided tF
supportive and enthusiasieadership, into a disillusioned and disheartened group who feel

0 Op.cit.48, p.226.

P FiggisAustraliads National Parks al®d pF3.otected Are
2 personal communications.

BJ.B.Kirkpatrick, O6Sceemeesqnte mnViBEed atepenaeedirmd on
of the NPWAC Public Seminar, Hobart, 2002, p.43.
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misunderstood and undervalued by most of their bosses, but who still struggle against the odds
because they love the job and believe in its intrinsic value.

4.2  Responilities of the Paks and Wildife Service

Throughout this whole period of bureaucratic upheaval and restructuring, the responsibilities of the
PWS increased greatly, and changed substantially.

4.2.1Responsibility foincreased area afeserved lands

In quantitative termghe area of reserved lands underNMaional Parks and Wildlife Act 197and
its successor, thidature ConservatioAct 2002increased exponentially in the period since the
establishment of the NPWS in 1971.

Total area of Reserved lands
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Figure 1

In 1971, the total area of resendadds was 772,755 feor about 11% of the total area of the state,
most of which was added in the 1966lsown inFigure 2 below, as a result of the creation fioft

the Southwest Conservationé® in 1966, and then its extension and the additionarya brea of
national parkas the outcome of the conflict over the flooding of Lake Pedder in 1968.

In addition, since 1991, seven Marine Protected Areas (MPAS) have been established with a total
area of 122,655 ha. By far the largest are at Macqusdaed (75,000ha), Port Davey (17,000 ha)
and the Kent Group of Islands (29,000 ha). MPAs are managed under the Tasmanian Marine
Protected Areas strategy, administered by DPIW in conjunction with the Marine and Marine
Industries Council, and therefore ar@t formally included in the reserve lands system administered
by PWS.

** Unless other wise stated, all the data for areas of reserved lands are taken ffomphete National Parks and
Reserves Listings, May 2007 managaader the National Parks and Reserves Management Act 2002
http://www.parks.tas.gov.au/manage/parksres/reservesdatd have been manipulated to give figures for each

reserve @ssification by year and by decade (the smallest categories: Historic Sites, Private Nature Reserves, Private
Sanctuaries and Public Reserves, which together make up 1.03% of all reserved lands, have been omitted).
Peter Bosworth, O&neesmani mel p WkhkEseryStemdrocgedlings of the NPWAC

Public Seminar, Hobart, 2002, p.8 presents similar data.
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Reserved lands added by decade 1910-2007
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Figure 2

By 1987 when the PWS | ost its autonomy wunder
lands area had grown to 1,464,975 ha, an increase of 90% on the 1971 figarapanting to

21.5% of the total area of the staffis was achieved through the addition in the early 1970s of
Maria Island and Mount William National P& the eastandextensions to the Southwest

National Park and Conservation Area in 1976 followtimg report of the Southwest Advisory
Committee. The early 1980s saw the proclamation of the Fra@kirdon Wild Rivers National

Park in 1981 and the establishment of the Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area in 1983
covering 770,000 hectar@§encommssing the Southwest, Frankl@ordon Wild Rivers, and

Cradlé Mountain Lake St Clair National Parks), the final triumphant outcome of the battle to save
the Franklin.

The defeat of the Liberal government in 1989 asdeplacement with thieaboil GreenAccord

produced another huge surge in reservatioith, thve creation of the Dougld&psley National Park

in the east, and the addition of over half a million hectares in the south west, bringing the World
Heritage Area to 1.38 million hectares. However,hef interlude of autonomy of the NPWS

under the Accord marked the end of the major expansion of the reserved estate. By the time Peter
Murrell retired adirectorof the NPWS in 1991, it had grown to over 2 million hectares, and
comprised 30% of the tatarea of the state; an increase of 1.26 million hectares or 163% over the
two decades he had been at the h&8uarely a remarkable record!

Equally remarkable is the fact that over the next two decades, to 2007, the reserved estate increased
by only 456000 hectares or 22% on the 1991 fig@eer 50% of this increas&ifure 2) has been

in the new classification of Regional Reserve under the Regional Forest AgréRiaphtwhich is

the lowest level of protection, applieddand with high mineral poteial or prospectivity and

providing for mineral exploration activities and utilisation of mineral resources and of other natural
resources on a small scafé

5 Mendel, op.cit.6, p.169.
%% Definition taken from op.cit 53.
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Unde the Regional Forest Agreeméhe Commonwealth government defined criteria for a
6compmeihve, adequate and representatived syst
existing old growth forest was to be protected for each forest ecosystem, and at least 90% of high
quality wilderness areashis would have required protection of an iiddal 1.2 million hectares

in Tasmania, but only about a third of this wazetteduinder the RFA, including two new national
parks, the Savage River and Tasmimtional Parksvhich together reserved an additional 280
hectares Scientists and envirmnental groups both argued this waasdequate, especially because
so little high conservation value foresasincluded.Equally, there was a shortfall in the

reservation of high conservation value forest on private [Binel distribution of reserves beten

habitat types and bioregions is very une\ror. exanple 85% of the west bioregiom@stly button

grass plains and alpine woodlandsprotectedwhile a thirdof the 50 forest species the RFA was
supposed to protect still have less than 15%eir original distributionreserved®

4.2.2Changing demands of reserved lands management

This dramatic change the quantity and quality of protected lansiperhaps the best illustration of

the reorientation in both the internal direction of the PWS, mnekiernal environment in the

broader economic and political spheéf¢hile certainly there is less high value natural land worthy

of protecton now than three decades agihough the Weld and the Tarkirfer example

undoubtety qualify 7 the resentmerit n many quarters that so much
power of the logging and mining industries, the dominance of an ideology of profit over protection,
and the demand to squeeze maximum economic return from the existing reserve estate,thas mean
that adding to it has been off the mainstream agenda and the environment movement has struggled
to gain any traction’

In fact the struggle, both inside and outside the PWS, has been to care for the existing estate
adequatelyBecause of the demandstbé tourism industry, many parks staff spend most of their

time providing visitor services rather than spending time actively protecting the environment;
experienced field r ang e rVisibapressurdasled toexpénpieo p | e
hardening of walking track@ndthe introduction o numberof restrictions and fees in some areas,

for example on the Overland Tradikhis may erodé he &6wi | der ne sonsidexeder i en
by some agssential to prevent rapid degradatidrack monitomg and the development and
enforcement of appropriate standards i s me

toi
infrastructure rather than the environment 0;
country for tourism, there are ncsmirces and no time available for managing biodiversity
conservation and habit at Thpreaeaoagoingithoeatsfiom t he 6b
poaching of wildlife and valuable timber, froanson, whiclttauses devastating wildfires, and from
intentioral or accidental introduction of feral species such as weeds, cats, goats, trout and foxes, and
plant diseases such BRytophthora cinnamomi

4.2.3Responsibility for management of th@smanian Wilderned&/orld Heritage Area

TheTasmanian Wilderned&/orld Heritage Ared TWWHA), which include€90% ofthe area of
Tasmani ads hasverydemandingouweminssynde the World Heritage
Convention.The objectives of the 19%anagement Plan are:to

> Tasmanian PLUC, Tasmanian Regional Forest Agreement éetive Commonwealth of Australia and the State of
Tasmania, November 1997, p.69, quoted in Quarmby p.251.

8 ibid, p.257.

%9 personal communication.

¢ personal communication.

¢! personal communications.
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- ddentify, protect, conserve, present and whep@pmriate, rehabilitate the world heritage and
other natural and cultural values of (R&/ WHA, and to transmit that heritage to future
generations in as good or better condition than at piEsent

The evaluation of the effectiveness of this management ptalertaken twelve years later in 2004

found thatnoneof theindividual objectives merited afire t ar r at i ng d elievaded a
orontrack todeliverynost i f not all desired out Noeoats del
to the X4 objectives gotthrestars6 obj ect i ve moder ately progresse
dei ver ed or on GOnlyfawenkanaged foustars Mbyeetive wéll.progressedeveral
desired out come s.?Atbest thissiniktedfa average &Vel of/perfonynance.

Thereportidentified a number of actions to improve this, including
- Securing adequate funding to allow full implementation ofnia@agement plan

- Amending Tasmanian legislatidar parks and reserves to reflece tinternational obligations
imposed by the World Heritage Convention

- Endorsing as the highest principle of management the commitment to protect the natural and
cultural values of th @ WWHA from degradation

- Allocating significant effort and resources ta@rdinated research strategy to better identify
and understand these values

- Designing research and conservation programs to incorporate processes to evaluate their
effectiveness

- Giving higher priority and more resources to identifying, assessingragltbratingthreats to
the natural and cultural values of thRe&/WHA.

- Improvingmanagement and interpretationAdforiginal heritage
- Proactively managing noise to maintain the peace and tranquillity of the. SWHA

In effect, this is a lisand it is only asummary)of the deficienciesnt he PWS6és abil ity
the TWWHA to the standard required by its statutory responsibilities under the World Heritage
Convention.These responsibilities have clearly outrun the resources, possibly the expertise, and
mostworryingly the political will of the PWS and its mastersaitt as trustworthy custodians of this
unique natural environment which is the birthright of all Tasmankanstralians and world

citizens, of thisand future generationg&ach of these issaés addressed below.

4.3  Staffing of the Parks and Wildlife Service

One of the critical resources for management ofth@VHA, and allparksand reserves, is the
guantity and quality of the people available for the johile the tortuous restructuriraf the PWS
and its increasing responsibilitiegn be traced fairly easily, it is far harder to gain an accurate
picture of how staffing levels have changed over the past deédztegive management of parks
and reserves is a labour intensive tdiskequires trained and active people on the ground, to
monitor and remedy impacts from fire, weeds, feral anindideasespoachers, climate, visitors
and many other causes; to provide interpretation and safety services for \asitthosdevelop and
maintaina wide range of specialized infrastructure, from walking tracks to composting toilets.
Management must also be guided by comprehensive ecological resealahgtedn
environmental monitoring of physical conditions, habitats and individual species Ityavedd
and committed scientistall this data has to be interpreted and incorporated into Management

%2 Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Managemeah 999 Parks and Wildlife Service, p.31.

%3 State of the Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area, Summary Repqr2®t] Parks and Wildlife Service,
p.19.

% bid, p 2030.
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Plans and other proposals within a complicated legislative framework, which need to be carried into
the political arena to compete for adequate ressuiar their implementation, and into t#ena of
public consultation to gain broader popular support.

The reserve estate has grown in the past three decades, more than doubling from around 17% of the
total area of the state in 1979 to over 36% in 2G0Jufe J), but it is hard to determine whether the
human resources to manage it have kept pace even in quantitative terms, let alone in terms of the
breadth ad depth of expertise needed &or increasingly complex taskhe employment data

available in pblished form, primarily fronannualreports is both sporadic and incommensurate.

When studyig the period of the early autonomous NPWS, one can be fairly certain of comparing

like with like, though even so there are probable discrepancies due to thgrmemiof temporary

and project staff> Once the PWS beganweend its tortuousvay through thevebof government
departmentsnot only do theiannual reportpay scant attention to recording the number and level

of their employees; but when figuresfaro s e di sembodi ed o6full ti me ¢
glimpsed in the fine print, they are often aggregated beyond usefufoesxample dependiran

whether PWS anthe Nature Conservation Bran@CB) were part of the same Output Group, or

were eachmalgamated with other @eparat®©utput Groupsn a broader reporting structure, the

figures may or may not allow valid compariso@snce PWS and NCB parted company into
separateepartmentin 2002, the task becomampossible Furthermore, FTEs do notsgriminate

between field, management and clerical staff.

4.3.10verall staffing levels of the PWS

With the above qualificationshe available data set produces the reasonably coherent timerseries
Figure 3 which correlates approximately with the inese in reserved lands over the same period

Total staff of PWS and NCB compared with Total area of reserved lands
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% For example, of the 258 staff employed in 1987, 30 were casuatirparnd 93 were temporary.
Annual Report of the NPWS for the year ended 30 June 1987.

23




4.3.2Ranger staffing levels

However, a comparison of ranger staff numbers, ththeground managers, with the area of the
reserved estate, tells a rather different stbry.

Total ranger numbers compared with Total area of reserved lands
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Figure 4

Figure4 showsthe number of rangers peaked at just under 100 in 1991, coinciding with Peter
Murrell s retirement as Disrseaditydeclined evert thoette N P WS
reserveestate has growmand with it the responsibilities of the PWS, esgdbciar the TWWHA.

Figure 4showsthat in 2005 there wer®9 rangers for a reserve estat & million hectares in

Tasmania;  comparison, Victoria with a reserve estate of about 4 million hecthezs,werel15
ranger8’, or 103.8 rangerspermilio hect ares compared to Tasmani
rangers per million hectares.

433Changes in rangerso6 duties

A comparison ofigures 3 and 4ugges, and interviewees confirnthat there has been arcrease

in the upper levels of managemeén the PWS, and a decreasdiaid staff over the past 2@ears.

Recent restructuring within the PWS has reduced the number of fieral&ield Assistanto

Senior Ranger from six to four, with three new levels of management introduced abov&htsem.

has led to significant erosion of the career paths of field staff, with permanent appointments
transformed into contract positions (common throughout the public service) to which the same
people are appointed but on a lower level than their previous.@aceer rangers who watat

conti nue wo prbteciing natue and éducatingivisitor§, have nowhere to go except an
of fice jobd, accor ddingthis, aftera@fyear caceer opthe PW@Baro i s r
that time, higaskshavechanged markedly. Wereas beforehe only time he spent in the office

was to keep up his field work diary, now he is so burdened by rengptanning, and
administrativedutiesthathe has no time for patrolling, enforcement, wildpf®tection or
environmentalssessmenkurthermore, the changed employment conditions have resulted in fewer

% This information was provided in a personal communication. The ranger estimates were culled from the internal PWS
staff directory for each year.
%" personal communication
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rangers in the parks when most visitors are there, at weeRavdst interpretation isow done by
summer rangers or commercial operataisije habitat and spees research is done by graduate
students or volunteer$his leads to a lack of consistency of monitoring and methodologytiower

and space, making the results far less usefubfa termmanagemen&nforcements a thing of

the past, and the lack sfaff resources has led to a tier reserve system hEfirst tier isthe
6front countryd of TWwWwHAIwkiah aré accepteal s pmteciet!, amqmpa r k s
where education programs reach most visitors and theavimir can be broadly monitateThe

second comprisest her reserves, especially under the F
rarely visied by rangeras they are widely separateddhavea high edgdo-arearatio, withno

money to protect or promote theWvood-hooking(illegal acquisition of firewood)poaching and
hooning are commonplace in these reserves as there is no visible landowner or adlithority.

4.3.4Use ofTWWHA resources for other staffing needs

Another complicating factor in assessing staff numbers which none tdhihlated data address
consistently, is the role of outside funding such as the National Estate Grants Progiatiotin
Heritage Trust and particularliederalfundingfor the TWWHA in staffing levels Most of this

funding is shorterm, andfor specific projects, but many stadfeemployed for long periods on
theseshifting resources on a series of short term and hpremariousontractshat unermine

career development and satisfactiatthough this has declined in recent yé&he Reporton the

State ofthe TWWHA in 2004 tried to find some data on how many PWS staff were involved in the
TWWHA, and in what capacity. n 1999 there were 112 per manent
for the TWWeparth;othkeuwt Ottthe a geeandsyst@rs dogsaat allownfor thed
costefficient analysis of more detailed data about the nature and level of employment of staff with
WorldHer i t age resSponsibilitiesd.

4 .3.5Volunteers

To make up for the shortfall in professional personnel in #id,fand also as part of its
06stakehol der e nhg BWSraliesintréasingly on adiuetepysupgdest.example,
volunteers contributed over 50,000 hours to 90 Community Partnership proeggam200506,
including those who spent three mantin Deal ad Maatsuyker Islands, or jointiglocked up 164
days, 131 as hut wardens, on the Overland Track, as well as congritaugirhost 06 C &r e
programs for examplewildcare Coastare Busttare In 200708 volunteers contributed over
20,000hours a month in the north of the state aldfe.

4 .3.6Staff morale

At a broader level, the HewiReporton employeattitudesand morale, commissioned by DPIW
andreleasednthe Tasmanian Timewebsite in May 2007, revealed very low levelsafisfaction

on a range of parameters suclizsing treated like a valued member of the organisation, being

inspired to do (my) best work, being able to fulfifeer aspirations, and experiencstgpng,

exciting and effective leadership from senior manageiéhe Hewitt Study compared responses

from DPIW staff withemployees obther previously sampleatganisations | assi fi ed as
andé T h e . @essian®were couched in such a way that positive responses scored highest; the
first three columns in the ltée represent the aggregate percentage of employees in the three types of
organi sation replying O0agree6 and O0strongly a
DPIW staff replyi g 6strongly agreedo only.

8 A fortnightly roster of 10 days on/4 days off used to be standard for all rangers; now senior rangers work a deskbound
weekly 5/2 roster so they are rarely in the field at weekends.

% This paragraph is based on information provided by several ietezeis.

9 Personal communication

"L State of TWWHA, 2004, p. 246.

2DTAE Annual Report 20086, p. 33; DEPHA Annual Report 2008, p.40

3 DPIW in crisis,Tasmanian Timed6 May 2007http://tasmaniantimes.com/index.php?/weblog/comments/the

dpiwe-crisis
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SUMMARY TABLE: Comparing the average % scores in the main
sections of the report.

| Question The Best | The Rest DPIW DPIW (sa)

(160 _(general)|__ 75% 58% 42% 9%
61-66 (Sen 72% 46% 19% 2%

| mat)

| 76-79 (HR) 65% 42% 25% 3%

| 80-89 (Mid 78% 54% 34% 4%

. mat)

Source: The Hewitt Study

The online comments on the report demonstrated that such attitudes were common across the public
service including the PWSThe (then)lasmanian GeensDeputy LeadeNick McKim attributed

OPI W6s very poor showing to factors including
service to disempower conservation and environmental managévagiteermfailure to allocate

adequate funding to environmental managementaaosmmmand and control mentality throughout
much of Tasmania6s public servicebd.

The otherspecbf poor morale which the Hewitt Report did meéntion is a climate of fear which
has led some staff of the PWS to leave the agency for interstate positienen to resort to
appeals to the Antdiscrimination Tibunal”®

4.4  Funding for the Parks and Wildlife Service
4.4.1Consolidated Revenue and other Tasmanian government funds

While a satisfactory level of funding is clearly related to the provisi@equate staff resources to

fulfil the growing responsibilities of the PWS over the past three decades, it is even more difficult to
obtain consistent, comparable data for revenue and expenditure than for employment. As well as the
periodic restructuringnd separation into different Departments described aboyvee

Departments changed their own reporting practices from year to year, and their accounting
standards in response to new methods introdpedddicallyacross the public service.

Figure5shovs t hat o6di scontinuitiesd odepartmentardl when
also, particularly while it was in DELMhere werechanges in aggregating different elements of

PWS, Crown Land Managemeand Nature and Cultural Conservatiotoi@utput Goups.As far

as can be ascertained, the Output Groups and accounting practloesame coloured years in
Figureb, are consistent. n s ome cases, a year i s rampakat ed,
reportapplied the changed reporting pracsitet he pr evi ous year 6s acti vi
anomalous, athe first reporting year fdPWSas a separat@PIWE Output Grougrom RMC,

under Peter Williamdn 2003 PWS moved int®epartment off ourism,Parks,Heritage and the

Arts (DTPHA)which useda different reporting standard, which was however maintaaeesks its
subsequent transitions intiee Department of Tourism, Arts and Environmd»t AE) in 2006 and

the Department of Environment, Parks, Heritage and the Arts (DEPHA) in 2008.

" McKim, N. Press release 17 May 2007.
S personal communications.
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Overall, while expenditure appears to have increased substantially since 1990, it should be borne in
mind that these amounts are not adjusted for inflation, wanabunts to 50% over the period 1990

to the presen® so 2008 xpenditure of 84.4million is worth $8.8million in 1990 dollars, which

is approximatelyd.5times the expenditure in 1990.

However, in terms of expenditure compared to the area of reserved land, sltoguréng there

has been a huge increasefrom approximately $3.9er hectarén 1990, to over $18 per hectare in
2008, or about $1fper hectare in real termslowever, as discussed $ection 4.3this does not
appear to have increabsthe number of rangers employduit has been spent mainly on
improvements to visitor infrastruate in support of tourism objectives, and also on increased
numbers of higher paid management positions.

"8 This information is derived frorhttp://www.measuringworth.com/ppowerus/result.pipch produced the
c al ¢ u Bl1a5din tbenyeafi2006 has the same "purchase poweflasn t he year 1990. 0 This i

27



http://www.measuringworth.com/ppowerus/result.php

PWS expenditure and reserved lands area
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Figure 6

4.4.2Federal funding for the Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area

The other major source of funding for the PWS is fundliaogn theComnonwealthgovernmentor
the TWWHA. As noted above, other funds have come from ddéaeralprograms such as the
National Estate and Natural Heritageust. These have been smalbard more tightly targeted
project funds. WHA funihg has been more generanghelong-term, and consistenandhas
covered a wider range of activitiess a consequence, tieeis a widespread perception that
TWWHA funds are used to subsidise ABWWHA activities’

Funding for theTWWHA has been negotiated between sheteand federalgovernmentsn a series
of multi-year agreements, since tinscription of ttose areasn the World Heritage list in 1982.
The first fouryear agreement began in 1988, and was renegotiated in 1986 as a rolling five
year progranupto 199192. With the expansion of thEWWHA in 1989, the rolling ppgram was
renegotiated to 19984, and on its expiry a further four year program was agreed, which was
renewedn 1998.Initially these agreements contained provisions for inflation to maibtainstate
andfederalfundingin real terms, buthe most recent one did ndihe amount ofederalfunding

has decreased with eafthur yearagreementin 2002, the Commonwealth decreastsd
contribution by $1 million a year and decreasedéngthof its commitment from four years to
one, but made additional funding available through the Natural Resource Management mechanism.
In responsgTasmania increased its contribution Hyrillion in 2002 03. However, no
information on the state contribution canfbend in laterannual reportsr other public documents.
In the period 19989, federalfunding contributed 58% of the total, the sta@8owith the
remainder coming frorthe NaturalHeritageTrust(6%) and user fees (4%)

" Personal communications.
8 Appendix 2 and Figure A2, Stateof the Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage ARReport No.12004, p.2455.
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Comparison of State and Federal Funding for the WHA
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Funding of WHAs igcertainly a bone of contention betwethie state and federglovernmers, and

was a major issue in the dispute over the financing of the rabbit and rodent eradication plan in the
other Tasmanian WHA, Macquarie Isladdguing that thdederalgovernment ws primarily
responsible for the $24.5 million program, Premier Paul Lennon claifexdFederal Government

has a clear responsibility, it is a World Heritafgea It is simply not good enough for the national
Government to be requiring the State Governneltist areas of land on the World Heritage

register so that we can fulfill their international obligations and then they expect usl tthvéun
management oFHistcommenmlenmmsieated Willful misunderstanding of the
obligations of bottstateandfederalgovernments for the joint management of World Heritage

Areas.

4.4 3Park fees

Park entry fees weiliatroduced in the most popular national parks in 198&ywere restructured
and extended to more parks in 198¥en raised in 200dndagain in2007. The fees introduced in
2004 were approximately 100% higher than the previousfesd anchave increased another 7%
by 2007 based orthe All ParksAnnualPasswhich increased to $46 in 1994, $83 in 2004 and at
$90 per vehiclén 2007. This is now14 times what it cost in 1981, way above the level of inflation
The fee charged for walking the Overland Track betwéavember and April is now $150 per
adult an increase of 50% since it was introduced only two years e¥tlier

Park fees haw been strongly resedl especially by Tasmanian bustikers, who argue that they are
discriminatory since parkarealready funded out of taxes, like many other recreational amenities
such as sports grounds, for which no additional fees are cHirgedever,several surveys have
shown that most walkers come from interstate and overseas, many of whom are prgpayed to

6 Macquar i,@he Mearauly 12 Mgy®00http://www.news.com.au/mercury/story/0,22884,25812
3462,00.html

8 http://www.parks.tas.gov.au/natparks/current_fees.html

8 Hobart Walking ClubAnnual ReportSeptember 1996, p.4, quoted in Quarmby p.277
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more for the privileg&? In general, Tasmanians accegted the major fee increases irsth@8!,

arguing that higher fees migavendiscaurage ovewuse® There is little evidence of this however;
between 1991 and 2006, visitor numbers increased from 833,220 to 1,350,000,%6 M.

accuggte recent statistics from eight reference sites indicate that visitor numbers may have reached a
peak.

Visitors to selected National Parks
Total for: Cradle Mountain, Lake St Clair, Freycinet, Hastings Caves, Mt Field, Narawntapu, Mole Creek Karst, Maria Island

800000

700000

600000 -
500000 -
400000 -
300000 -
200000 -
100000 -

0 - T T T T T T T T T

1990 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
Year ending June 30

Visitors/entries

Figure 8

Far more striking however, is the increase in revenue from park fees over the samé-fgened®
belowclearly showgthe jump in revenue from fee increases in 1994 and from, 20@4also that
revenue has increased far more than visitonbers over four times between 1991 af@06%°

83 Hepper,J.d6r yse and D. Reed, o6Draft Walking Track Strateg
8 Quarmby p.281

8 These figures are taken from annual reports; they are not given for all years

% Knowles, Brian, PWS visitor statistics, 2006

8 park fees are taken from special accaut 7 50 Par ks Devel opment & Maintenance
2003; thereafter from 6Projects funded by National Par
http://www.parks.tas.gov.amllex.aspx?base=862¥isitor statistics can be found at
http://www.parks.tas.gov.au/manage/statistics/
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Revenue from Park Fees
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Figure 9

This demonstrates how deeply parks management has become embedded in the tourist industry; it
now gains substantial revenue from tourism, and tourism is heavily dependent on naturAl areas.
suvey on-badaseduteuri smd by Tourism Tasmania sho
overseas Visitors engage in this activity, wh
income spectrumd who spend s oradpamngt ally abov

87 Nature based Tourism in Tasmania, 1988 Tourism Tasmania,
http://www.tourismtasmania.com.au/pdf/res naturebased.pdf
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