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Forests and the pulp mill
It is 15 months since the negotiations started which 
led to the Forests Statement of Principles, the 
aborted Kelty agreement, and which now have 
concluded in the Intergovernmental Agreement 
(IGA). After all this, and being billed as the end of 
conflict in the forests, we still have no actual forest 
conservation outcomes. The IGA provides a flimsy 
promise of some reserves (probably only a maximum 
of 430,000 hectares) on public land and nothing else.

It is going to be a long and uncertain process 
before we know how much of the 430,000ha gets 
reserved and whether the reserves will be secure and 
permanent. Given Jonathon West’s influential role 
in forming recommendations to government and 
the acknowledged high values of much of these 
areas, we can expect almost the entire amount to 
be recommended for reserves. But Professor West will 
probably recommend the weaker reserve categories 
rather than national parks – primarily because of 
mining interests. 

If Professor West’s recommendations survive an 
attack from the forestry industry, the Liberal party 
and broader business community, they probably 
won’t survive the Legislative Council without some 
additional enticement. Currently, the Legislative 
Council would undoubtedly reject all or most 
reserve proposals so we must start to convince them 
otherwise.

While the TCT hopes to assist in getting these 
important areas reserved, our main interest will 
be to deal with the numerous issues not covered 
in the IGA, including improvements to plantation 
management, fundamental reform of Forestry 
Tasmania, protection of forests on private land 
(where most biodiversity and threatened species 
priorities are found), ensuring forests are valued for 
their carbon value, protecting remaining important 
forests on public land and improved reserve 
management.

The TCT will also continue to oppose the Gunns Tamar 
Valley pulp mill. In June this year we commenced 
legal action to challenge the Australian Government 
approvals given for this proposal (see article on 
page 2).  We have also continued to pressure all 
conservation organisations to campaign against 
the proposed pulp mill and to ensure any deal over 
forest protection does not in any way assist Gunns in 
getting its mill constructed.

TCT staff updates
In July 2011 Jennifer Rowallan (better known to many 
TCT members as the former spokesperson for Against 
Animal Cruelty Tasmania, Jennifer Beer) started 
work as the TCT’s Biodiversity Campaigner to give 
renewed focus and energy to our campaigns on 
wildlife, water and reserve management. Welcome 
to the TCT, Jenn. 

The TCT has been delighted to host Jonah 
Gouldthorpe as Tasmanian Weed Alert Network 
Project Office over the last two years. The original 
grant we received from the Tasmanian Community 
Fund for this project has now been spent but Jonah 
was successful in obtaining another grant from the 
Tasmanian Landcare Association, which is sufficient to 
keep the project ticking over for at least the next 12 
months. Jonah is to be congratulated for his diligent 
work and can be truly proud of having re-established 
this important network, which now has 85 active 
volunteers looking for and reporting serious new weed 
incursions all across Tasmania. We are thankful that 
Jonah will stay on, albeit at only one day per fortnight, 
to continue with this vital project but also because of 
the contribution he makes to the TCT office.

On 25 June TCT Marine Campaigner Jon Bryan won 
the Tasmanian Seafood Industry Environment Award. 
Unfortunately the media coverage of the awards was 
swamped by the fact that Bryan Green went home 
that night a bit sozzled (he was at this seafood industry 
event). This award is but a small acknowledgement 
of the enormous contribution Jon has made, and 
continues to make, to management of fisheries in 
Tasmania over more than 15 years. Congratulations, 
Jon.

Peter McGlone

Introducing Jennifer Rowallan
I am very honoured and excited to be employed as 
the new TCT Biodiversity Campaigner. In my previous 
role as Executive Officer for Against Animal Cruelty 
Tasmania (AACT),  I worked alongside the TCT on a 
number of issues such as recreational duck shooting, 
mutton birding, 1080 and cat management. It is very 
exciting to be able to dedicate myself to these issues 
more intensely as a TCT 
campaigner. 

I know I have very big 
shoes to fill (and a lot 
to learn) as previous 
TCT Biodiversity 
Campaigners have 
achieved incredible 
results. I am dedicated 
to campaigning 
relentlessly and 
achieving the objectives 
and goals of the TCT to 
the best of my abilities. 
I am looking forward to 
the challenges ahead 
and am grateful to 
have the guidance and 
support of Peter, Trish and the TCT councillors.

Jennifer Rowallan

Director’s report
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Sometimes it is easy to get upset with environmentalists 
who seem to object to the use of virtually any 
agricultural chemical and fail to offer evidence; it is 
easy to say they are just being too emotional.

Such a criticism would be justifiable if the state 
government, which is responsible for permitting 
agricultural chemical use, actually upheld higher 
standards of evidence. 

When the TCT prepared its submission recently on the 
draft Agricultural and Veterinary Chemicals (Control 
of Use) Regulations 2011 (Draft Regulations), what 
struck us most was how little scientific evidence was 
available for allowing the use of certain chemicals and 
for supporting the regulatory limits that are imposed. 
The state government provides virtually no funding for 
research to address these critical information gaps 
and it appears that it does not see research as its 
responsibility.

In summary, the TCT believes that the Draft Regulations 
fail to address the major problems with the way 
in which these very dangerous and widely used 
chemicals are applied in Tasmania. The Department 
does not have rigorous science to guide the regulatory 
limits and has resorted to educated guesses or is led by 
the demands of industry.

Where the Department is uncertain it should apply 
the precautionary principle: stop the most dangerous 
chemicals from being used (including triazines); 
increase exclusion zones around occupied buildings 
and streams and insist on lower contamination levels in 
water. It must also make research a higher priority and 
require the use of technologies such as GPS to ensure 
safer chemical spraying.

Unless these serious concerns are addressed, the 
result will be greater contamination of our waterways 
affecting our drinking water and freshwater 
ecosystems. Also, continuing conflict over arbitrary 
controls on dangerous chemicals will not convince the 
market that Tasmanian produce is clean and green.

It is understood that the new regulations will be 
finalised by the end of 2011.

The TCT’s major criticisms of the Draft Regulations:
Spraying near homes: Aerial spraying of agricultural 
chemicals will be allowed up to 100m from homes and 
workplaces although there is no evidence that this is a 
safe distance even in low wind conditions. The 100m 
exclusion appears to be based solely on requirements 
of civil aviation laws, presumably to restrict noise 
impacts and to reduce risk of aircraft crashing into 
occupied buildings. From the information provided, it 
appears that this distance has not been determined 
on the basis that it will protect people from chemical 
contamination – which was the stated intent of revising 
these regulations.

The TCT recommends that the state government 
immediately institute a research project to verify 
whether the 100m exclusion distance is effective in 
achieving this objective.

Pilot error: Pilots are left to judge whether they are a 
safe distance from homes and workplaces, when GPS 
equipment should be mandatory.

Triazines: The widespread community concern 
regarding the most dangerous agricultural chemicals, 
the triazines, has been acknowledged by the 
Department but they will not be banned or have any 
special controls over their use. The Draft Regulations 
recognise that the triazine chemicals are ‘persistent 
chemicals of concern in Tasmania’ (p.13) on the 
basis that they are of major concern in drinking-water 
catchments throughout the country. On this basis, 
triazines should be immediate banned.

Pollution levels in water: The maximum residue levels 
for agricultural chemicals permitted in water bodies 
have not been specifically determined for 42 of the 
61 commonly used agricultural chemicals, but instead 
has been based on educated guesses from what is 
known about other chemicals.

Exclusion zones around water bodies: Any effective 
protection of streams, rivers and wetlands has been 
removed as the exclusion zone around all water 
bodies has been reduced from 10m (proposed in 
2008) down to an arbitrary 2m.

Positive elementsof the Draft Regulations:
Ground spraying:  The definition of ‘ground spraying’ 
has been strengthened, from that used in the Draft 
Regulations 2008, to include some hand-held spray 
equipment used in commercial operations.

Water body: The definition of ‘water body’ has been 
amended to clarify that it refers to natural water 
bodies, whether they have been modified or not, and 
man-made water bodies.

Spraying near occupied building: Aerial spraying 
provisions have been strengthened compared 
with the Draft Regulations 2008 by prohibiting aerial 
spraying within 100m of an ‘occupied building’ rather 
than ‘residential premises’.

Record-keeping: The TCT supports the requirement 
that a record of an aerial spraying event be made 
within 24 hours of it being completed, to ensure 
accuracy of the information provided. 

Neighbour notification: The industry pressure to reduce 
the minimum period for neighbour notification for 
aerial spraying was resisted and the TCT commends 
the department for insisting on a two-day minimum.
The Draft Regulations have been strengthened 
to require that public authorities such as councils 
and state government departments be subject 
to neighbour notification requirements. However, 
we have requested clarification as to whether 
government business enterprises were included in the 
definition of a public authority.

The TCT’s complete submission on the Draft 
Regulations is on the website at: 
http://www.tct.org.au/media/submissions_11.htm

draft agricultural chemicals regulations too weak
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Holding on to carbon-dense forests for these few 
decades, notwithstanding the risk of fire or of them 
becoming rainforest, is a sensible policy response. 
Most of the progress made so far in reducing 
emissions in Australia is attributable to reducing 
rates of land-clearing, mainly in Queensland, but 
the same opportunity exists to make further progress 
by reducing rates of logging in forests, especially in 
public native forests in Tasmania. 

The decision by Gunns to exit native forestry in 
Tasmania provides a genuinely historic opportunity 
for Tasmania to make its contribution to addressing 
the world’s climate change problems – by 
permanently reducing the scale of the logging 
industry, at least to its post-Gunns level, while keeping 
it away from carbon-dense forests. This would 
obviously involve some trauma for Forestry Tasmania. 

In the so-called Tasmanian Forests Statement of 
Principles developed last year by those involved 
in negotiating a framework for native forest 
management without Gunns, the ‘climate change’ 
Principle states: ‘seek funding for improving carbon 
outcomes as a result of delivering these Principles’ – 
which, frustratingly, is not a principle at all. 

By the time Bill Kelty had helped them develop 
their draft ‘Signatories Agreement’ in June 2011, all 
mention of climate change had slipped from the 
text. This is curious in that, when Mr Kelty met with the 
TCT as part of his introductory series of stakeholder 
conversations, he identified two contributions 
that the Commonwealth was keen to make to 
implementation: payment for climate change 
mitigation and support for regional development. 

Meanwhile, forest carbon management and 
climate change impact mitigation continues to be 
a matter of considerable interest both nationally 
and internationally. The TCT continues to keep 
somewhat abreast of such things through our 
longstanding relationship with Humane Society 
International (HSI). At the national level, policy and 
legislative developments continue to stagger on 
in the aftermath of Malcolm Turnbull having lost 
the leadership of the Liberal Party, over the issue of 
whether or not to support the Rudd government’s 
emissions trading system (ETS) legislation, the Climate 
Pollution Reduction Scheme (CPRS), which the 
Greens would not support. HSI, as part of a loose 
alliance of environment groups and NRM committee 
networks, had been intimately involved in the 
development of the ‘agricultural offsets’ chapter 
of this legislation, where their reward was to see 
‘avoided deforestation’ included as one of the 
Coalition’s offset amendment proposals that were 
accepted by Labor. 

The legislation was subsequently abandoned, to 
be replaced by a fixed-price preliminary phase of 
a second-generation ETS (otherwise known as a 
carbon tax) and a separate carbon farming initiative 
(CFI). Gratifyingly, the CFI includes all the elements 

of the ‘agricultural offsets’ chapter from the old CPRS 
legislation, despite being Coalition-originated: the 
clear intention of the Gillard government being to 
tempt support from the Coalition for CFI legislation, by 
serving up a proposal that is virtually indistinguishable 
from its own ‘direct action’ approach to addressing 
climate change and offering some opportunity to a 
wide range of landholders; the political difference 
being over where the money comes from – either 
part of the revenue from a new tax (Labor’s ETS) or 
unspecified budget savings elsewhere (the Coalition’s 
‘direct action’). 

In anticipation of the original CPRS legislation being 
enacted, last year the government set up an expert-
based Domestic Offsets Integrity Committee (DOIC) 
to develop, evaluate and approve methodologies, 
for authorisation by the Minister, that can credibly 
identify land carbon content gains from land-sector 
abatement activities, for the purpose of calculating 
eligibility for benefits (anyone can propose a 
methodology for possible approval). DOIC continues, 
despite the CPRS legislation having lapsed, and is 
quietly churning out approved methodologies, its 
latest two offerings being for: ‘permanent plantings of 
native trees’ and ‘manure management for intensive 
piggery operations’. For more info, go to: http://www.
climatechange.gov.au (search for off-sets) or email 
DOIC@climatechange.gov.au

Despite repeated attempts, HSI had failed to get 
explicit commitment to including ‘avoided forest 
degradation’ into any offset, CFI or direct action 
package as part of the ‘avoided deforestation’ 
commitment: The critical innovation being the 
capacity for carbon markets to compete with wood 
markets for access to and control of existing native 
forest wood/carbon resources. Given the known 
trenchant opposition of the native forest logging 
industry to any such competition, absence of written 
confirmation had been a worry. 

It is thus very encouraging to see the following 
commitment from Alex Gerrick, Chief of Staff for the 
Hon Mark Dreyfus, the Parliamentary Undersecretary 
for Climate Change and Energy Efficiency, in recently 
responding to HSI correspondence seeking written 
reassurance. His letter says, in part:

You raise concerns about the eligibility of 
certain land sector abatement activities 
including degradation of native forests. The 
CFI provides incentives for land managers to 
increase carbon sequestration in the landscape 
including through reforestation, managed 
regrowth, revegetation and protection of 
native forests through avoided deforestation 
and degradation

The definition of the ‘native forest’ in the CFI legislation 
in no way limits the eligibility of abatement practices 
such as avoided native forest degradation. 
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Meanwhile, internationally, things look equally 
unclear. I, (for HIS), and Peg Putt, for The Wilderness 
Society (TWS) and now for Global Witness (GW), have 
been attending quarterly meetings of the UNFCCC. 
Although Peg’s contract with TWS has not been 
renewed, as part of the ongoing purge following 
the change of management last year, she will be 
continuing the forests and climate change work for 
Global Witness. 

Our engagement began in the lead-up to the 
2007 UNFCCC Conference of the Parties (COP) in 
Bali which resulted in a commitment to reducing 
deforestation, from the Coalition of Rainforest 
Nations, being expanded to include reducing 
forest degradation as well. A Bali Action Plan (BAP) 
was adopted which included a paragraph, ‘b(i)
(iii) reducing emissions from deforestation and 
forest degradation in developing countries (REDD); 
conservation, sustainable management of forests, 
and enhancement of carbon sinks;’ known as 
‘REDD+’. This was a hugely significant breakthrough 
as it expanded the scope of a potential financial 
mechanism to embrace states and landholders who 
not only stopped clearing forests for agriculture (e.g. 
soya beans or palm oil) but also degrading forests 
(e.g. logging for industrial wood supply).

Our efforts to get ‘avoided forest degradation’ 
into Australian – and Tasmanian – forest carbon 
policy are aimed at trying to ensure that policy for 
developed countries is harmonised with this REDD+ 
policy framework for developing countries. The 
current national carbon policy situation is beholden 
to the provisions of the 1996 Kyoto Protocol to the 
UNFCCC – when Senator Robert Hill, on behalf of 
the incoming Howard government, notoriously 
secured international agreement for Australia to 
set a national emissions reduction target for 2012 of 
108% of 1990 emissions, while all the other developed 
countries – except Iceland – made commitments to 
reduce emissions.

What was really good about ‘Kyoto’, however, was 
that Australia was the only developed country able 
to contribute to its target by reducing land clearing 
– the Howard government went full steam ahead 
developing gas and coal exports, with a substantial 
growth in domestic emissions, while making 
Queensland and NSW pastoralists bear the burden of 
reducing emissions by constraining land clearing. This 
delivered a superb result for Australian biodiversity 
by taking much of the heat out of rampant land 
clearing in pastoral regions – to the somewhat 
stunned amazement of the graziers involved, who 
couldn’t quite believe that a Coalition government 
had done this to them.

The unfortunate bit was that, unlike the pastoralists, 
the forest industry did not lose its grip on the climate 
change game. An obscure part of the Kyoto 
Protocol, dealing with LULUCF (land use, land-use 
change and forestry), allowed developed countries 
to choose whether or not to account for net 

emissions from ‘forest management’ (the difference 
between emissions due to degrading anthropogenic 
activities, such as logging, and sequestration due to 
trees growing within ‘managed lands’) when reporting 
progress towards meeting their emissions reduction 
targets. Surprise: most countries with negative-forest 
management numbers elected not to account for 
the emissions. Inclusion of this ‘see no evil’ accounting 
rule in the Kyoto Protocol was a huge lobbying victory 
for the forestry industry.

Only those intimately familiar with the habitually 
secretive and deceptive nature of the forestry 
industry can readily understand how such a perverse 
accounting rule could be accepted by the wider 
international community. Indeed, the so-called 
LULUCF rules are generally regarded as so arcane that 
senior negotiators on national delegations to UNFCCC 
talks gladly leave it to their ‘specialists’ to negotiate 
among themselves – with predictably perverse results.

When the Kyoto Protocol was signed in 1996, it 
established a five-year ‘first commitment period’ 
(2008–2012) whereby those emissions reduction 
targets had to be met by the end of the period 
– i.e. by the end of next year. Much of the angst 
around current UNFCCC meetings is over efforts 
to get agreement to fresh commitments for a 
second period (from the beginning of 2013). While 
mainstream negotiators have been wrestling with 
the rapidly widening gulf between current voluntary 
commitments to control emissions (through further 
cuts to emissions by developed countries and, for 
developing countries, to moderate rates of growth 
in emissions), LULUCF negotiators have been trying to 
stitch up new, even more perverse accounting rules 
for the forestry sector. 

The current proposal is that developed countries 
should each be able to set their own ‘forward-
looking baseline’ which represents expectations of 
future emissions based on current policy settings. 
That is, as long as countries do what they say they 
intend to do, even substantial increases in emissions 
would be accounted as zero – and, really cheekily, 
any failure to emit as much as planned would earn 
accounting credits, even if actual emissions were 
still increasing. What the forestry industry across most 
of the developed world hopes to get away with is 
illustrated in the diagram at the beginning of this 
article – strong growth in emissions under ‘business 
as usual’ policy settings would be regarded as zero 
emissions for accounting purposes when it came 
to calculating progress towards meeting national 
emissions reduction targets. 

Not surprisingly, developing countries are rather 
unamused at the ‘do as I say and not as I do’ 
approach, whereby their REDD+ projects are 
expected to operate to much more prudent and 
sensible accounting standards than are the forestry 
agencies of developed countries. HSI’s ‘Truth in 
Targets’ bulletins are designed to exacerbate this 
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The Marine Farming Planning Review Panel recently 
handed down its decision on Tassal’s Soldiers Point 
near Woodbridge, south of Hobart, marine farming 
expansion proposal and, for the first time since 
this planning body came into existence, a marine 
farming development proposal has actually been 
turned down.

This somewhat surprising outcome is certainly a 
win for the conservation movement and the local 
community, but does it indicate a new approach 
to planning for the aquaculture industry here in 
Tasmania? 

Just looking at the final report made by the Marine 
Farming Planning Review Panel (MFPRP) on this 
decision made a refreshing change from past 
experience. The report provided a summary of many 
of the concerns presented to the MFPRP and even 
outlined the reasons for the final decision. Although 
one might expect this sort of documentation to 
be provided for any serious planning process, this 
has generally not been the case for aquaculture 
planning here in Tasmania. Too often, decisions are 
inadequately justified or not justified at all.

So far so good, but while reading through the 
documentation one quickly becomes aware that all 
the problems associated with this planning process 
remain. It quickly becomes apparent that this 
decision was based on a unique set of circumstances 
that relate particularly to Soldiers Point. This process, 
although successful in this instance from the point 
of view of the conservation movement, actually 
highlights the shortcomings associated with the 
aquaculture planning system here in Tasmania.

A private company, Tassal, made the Soldiers Point 
expansion proposal. The company justified this 
expansion as a way to separate year classes of fish 
and reduce the risk of disease. However Tassal has 

other sites in the area and other ways to manage its 
production so as to separate year classes. A better 
explanation for this expansion proposal is that the 
company simply wanted to expand production. It is 
no secret that the Tasmanian aquaculture industry 
wants to expand production by something like 50% 
to 100%. This is bad news for anyone who values 
the waterways in which this industry operates and 
does not want them overrun by the marine farming 
industry. 

The proposed expansion at Soldiers Point would not 
only prevent access by other users to even more 
of the D’Entrecasteaux Channel, but would also 
increase nutrient pollution, noise pollution and visual 
pollution. Conservation groups and members of 
the local community raised these concerns in both 
written and spoken submissions during the planning 
process overseen by DPIPWE and the Marine 
Farming Planning Review Panel.

In the end, it was a previously unrecognised area of 
reef close to the proposed expansion that was the 
determining factor that stopped the proposal, due 
to concerns about effluent from the farm damaging 
marine life associated with this area of sea bed.

This reef has a community of sea whips, sponges, sea 
fans and other invertebrate animals attached to the 
rock. According to the MFPRP report, expert witness, 
Associate Professor Stuart Frusher (from UTAS) pointed 
out that this kind of habitat was rare in the Channel, 
and that there would be an increased impact on the 
algae of the reef from increased nutrient loading. 

Oddly enough, this reef had not even been 
identified in the preliminary environmental survey 
required by the Marine Farming Planning Act and 
current planning processes, but was apparently 
first brought to the attention of the proponent 
and DPIPWE by the Woodbridge Marine Discovery 
Centre, which considers this reef as an important 
teaching resource. 

A Win for the Environment Highlights 
Aqualculture Planning System’s Shortcomings

source of resentment, with a view to frustrating 
adoption of such perverse accounting rules 
at the Durban COP, coming up in December. 
They advocate a profoundly simple and readily 
available alternative – of using land-based rather 
than activities-based approaches to reporting and 
accounting. Land-based accounting uses much 
the same data sets to estimate changes in carbon 
content of landscape components, regardless of the 
anthropogenic activities or natural processes that 
caused such changes. 

But getting a dog to drop a bone is far easier than 
getting a logger to abandon a perverse subsidy. It 
is thus not altogether surprising that the IGA simply 
commits to more talking – but there is a pressing 

need for governments to agree on a specific carbon 
package that would allow Tasmania to benefit from 
the carbon emissions reduction attributable to reserving 
large swaths of forest while halving the rate of logging. 

Remember, just because Tasmania might decide 
to reserve these areas for ‘high conservation value’ 
reasons, there’s no policy or regulation that says 
Tasmania can’t derive a carbon benefit that reflects 
the emissions reduction associated with the reservation 
decision. All Tasmania has to be able to do is clearly 
identify that an associated reduction in logging 
occurred – a simple job for the Forest Practices Authority 
in approving and certifying Forest Practices Plans. 

Alistair Graham

soldiers point decision
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The MFPRP concluded that the presence of this 
previously unknown reef within 200m of the proposed 
expansion area represented a unique habitat within 
the channel and southern Tasmania, and as it was 
used for educational purposes by the Woodbridge 
Discovery Centre, represented a substantial 
impediment to the proposed expansion. It found that 
the high conservation and social value of the reef 
overrides potential economic benefit to be gained 
from the proposal.

While this decision was clearly the right one, it is 
important to note that the MFPRP acknowledged 
that the visual amenity, boat movements and 
noise were all going to increase under the draft 
amendment, but were ‘... not considered to be of 
significant nature compared to present conditions 
with respect to the objectives of the Act’. Loss of 
access, noise, and visual pollution and other impacts 
of fish farming were not considered to be important 
enough to stop the expansion proposal from going 
ahead under the current legislation or planning 
arrangements. In other words, the sorts of things one 
would expect a planning body to give some weight 
to in an assessment of an industrial expansion were 
considered to have very little importance. 

For many years the TCT has pointed out that 
recreational and environmental stakeholders are not 
adequately represented in the planning process and 
by panel members, and that non-industry positions 
have not been given the consideration they deserve. 
While new members and a new approach mean 
that there has been a definite improvement in the 
way the Marine Farming Planning Review Panel 
makes and justifies its decisions, this does not really 
solve the underlying problems associated with the 
planning process for the aquaculture industry in 
Tasmania. A planning process that depends on the 
individuals working in it for a successful outcome is 
completely unsatisfactory. A planning process that 
ignores legitimate, reasonable and widespread 
concerns of people within the community is simply 
not doing its job.

The current planning process associated with 
aquaculture development in Tasmania cannot be 
compared to the much more comprehensive and 
transparent process of the Tasmanian Planning 
Commission, or its predecessor the RPDC. As I 
pointed out in a previous article on aquaculture 
and Soldiers Point, it is interesting to note that many 
of the planning fiascos, such as the pulp mill, that 
have beleaguered the Tasmanian Government and 
community in recent times have occurred because 
the government has tried to short-circuit its own 
planning process.  Along with the forestry and mining 
industries, the aquaculture industry here in Tasmania 
is quarantined from the normal planning process. 
It is time that this problem is corrected, so that 
the community can have real input into planning 
decisions involving the aquaculture industry. The 
industry should be mature enough by now to survive 
exposure to normal planning processes in the same 

way as practically every other Tasmanian business. 
It should be exposed to the scrutiny of Tasmania’s 
normal planning process and the role of the Marine 
Farming Planning Review Panel should be undertaken 
by the Tasmanian Planning Commission.

Jon Bryan
Marine Campaigner

Vale Barry Hebbard

The Tasmanian Conservation Trust together with the 
members of the North-West Branch are saddened 
by the sudden passing of Barry Hebbard on the 
28 August 2011 at Devonport. Barry was born in 
Queensland but has lived in Tasmania for many years. 
He joined the TCT almost 20 years ago and has been 
a very committed member during that time. Always a 
constant and passionate advocate for birds and their 
habitat, he probably put most of his energy into the 
fight for the protection of the short-tailed shearwater. 
He marvelled at the incredible migratory flights and 
endurance of these birds. He was outspoken in his 
opposition to the duck shooting season, too.

He was a member of Friends of Lillico Penguins and 
unstintingly spent many evening hours over many 
years at the viewing platform, informing visitors 
about the little penguins with great enthusiasm and 
information.

Barry was in constant contact with the Director 
and staff of the TCT. He phoned, visited and hand-
printed many letters (no computer) to politicians and 
government departments about his concerns. 

The conservation movement has suffered a great 
loss, and we are the poorer for his passing. However, 
we can honour him best with the continuance of 
his campaign for achieving the protection of the 
short-tailed shearwater (mutton bird). Few of us give 
inspiration to others as Barry did.

Mavis Rowlands
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Branched broomrape is a target weed for the 
Tasmanian Weed Alert Network. Whereas our 
volunteers regularly detect the common and much 
less serious clover or lesser broomrape (O. minor, not 
a target weed), branched broomrape is not thought 
to occur in Tasmania. Network volunteers are the 
front line against this serious weed threat in Tasmania, 
providing early detection. 

The $86,000 establishment cost and $9000 annual 
maintenance cost for the Tasmanian Weed Alert 
Network is a small and worthwhile investment to 
protect against weeds which could affect us the 
way branched broomrape has hit South Australia. 

The future of the Network
The Tasmanian Weed Alert Network has been running 
for two years. Its current funding ended in early 
August 2011. The Network’s government, community 
and industry partners believe that it should continue 
beyond August 2011. To help achieve this we have 
secured around $9000 from the Tasmanian Landcare 
Association to maintain the Project Officer position, 
and communications, for half a day per week into 
2012. This means that volunteers will have a steady 
point of contact to whom to send target weed 
specimens and a steady source of support for their 
weed surveillance. 

And a word from our sponsors…

Re-establishment of the Tasmanian Weed Alert 
Network is funded by the Tasmanian Community 
Fund. 

Continuation of the Network into 2012 will be 
funded by the Tasmanian Landcare Association 
and Wildcare Inc. through the Tasmanian 
Landcaring Grants, with funding from the Australian 
Government’s Caring for Our Country initiative. 

Jonah Gouldthorpe
Project Officer,
Tasmanian Weed Alert Network
0410 059 027
tasweedalert@gmail.com

Target weed: Branched broomrape among cape weed. 
Volunteers are the front line against this serious weed threat in 
Tasmania, providing early detection. Photo: PIRSA - Biosecurity 
SA, Branched Broomrape Eradication Program.

Annual macropod culls on Maria Island 
have been occurring since 1994 (with the 
exemption of 2001 and 2009) and the Parks 
and Wildlife Service justies this action on 
animal welfare grounds. The macropods 
do suffer when their numbers increase and 
exhaust available food, but there must be 
a better solution for a national park than 
shooting the wildlife.

This year’s cull resulted in the shooting 
of around 650 macropods (Forester 
kangaroo, Bennett’s wallaby and Tasmanian 
pademelon) plus the euthanising of scores of 
joeys. The Parks and Wildlife Service is aware 
that annual culls are not a sustainable long-
term solution to the problem and is looking 
into longer-term alternatives such as fencing, 
the total removal of animals from the island, 
sterilisation and the introduction of predators.  
The TCT believes that it is imperative that a 
humane long-term solution be found as soon 
as possible, to replace the annual cull. 

Jennifer Rowallan

Forester Kangaroo,

macropod culls on Maria Island
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tasmanian rock lobster fishery review comes to an unsatisfactory end 

The Tasmanian rock lobster has been both a 
lucrative and productive fishery for the commercial 
fishing industry, as well as a valuable resource for 
the recreational fishing community. During the 
late 1980s and early 1990s it became increasingly 
apparent that overfishing was causing severe 
problems, particularly along the east and south-
east coastlines. A major review and reform of 
the fishery was undertaken to address a clearly 
recognised threat to the economic viability of the 
commercial fishery, culminating in the introduction of 
a commercial quota system in the late ’90s. Through 
much of the following decade things really seemed 
to be improving, with the estimated biomass of the 
stock doubling, despite some basic problems being 
ignored by successive Tasmanian governments. 

Unfortunately, despite the huge change in 
management structure when quota was introduced, 
the fishery continued to have underlying problems 
that were never addressed and have become 
progressively worse. These problems include inshore 
fishing pressure and localised overfishing and the 
ecological disaster associated with Centrostephanus 
urchin barrens, and are particularly apparent on the 
east coast and in the south-east. 

More recently, recruitment failure over the last three 
or four years has resulted in an ongoing reduction 
of rock lobster biomass so that now it is similar to 
that at around the time quota was introduced. 
Because new animals are not being ‘recruited’ into 
the stock (for reasons that are unclear, but possibly 
due to climate change or habitat destruction) at 
a rate greater than that at which they are being 
removed (by fishing and natural mortality), the 
fishery is basically back to where it was when quota 
was introduced to stop the commercial fishery from 
destroying itself. 

For some years there has been no realistic 
expectation that the fishery could take its Total 
Allowable Commercial Catch (TACC). A TACC that 
can not be caught is not a meaningful fisheries 
management tool from the point of view of 
protecting stocks. If a TACC does not limit catch, 
it does not limit effort within the fishery or offer any 
meaningful protection to stocks.

Despite this fundamental flaw in fisheries 
management, many within the commercial fishery 
have been reluctant to reduce the TACC to a 
meaningful level and managers have been reluctant 
to impose useful limits. And, of course, even if the 
overall catch was reduced it would do nothing to 
address localised problems such as inshore fishing 
pressure, localised overfishing and urchin barrens. 

As if things weren't bad enough with the rock lobster 
stock, the fishery has recently experienced a major 
problem just selling its product, due to its reliance 
on exports into the Chinese market. Late last year 
vocal complaints were made by the industry that 
this trade had been interrupted. In fact this situation 

was entirely predictable and it was only a matter of 
time before problems would develop in this market. As 
far as I can make out from conversations with people 
within the Tasmanian rock lobster industry, most of 
the exports into China are through places such as 
Hong Kong and are shipped to avoid official customs 
processes, official taxes and duties. It has always 
seemed strange to me that any legitimate industry 
could base its business model on what must be some 
form of organised crime. So far it appears that the 
disrupted trade into China has more to do with local 
price gouging than some sort of official recognition of 
the problem by Chinese authorities. However it does 
highlight a fundamental problem with this industry's 
marketing strategy, which seems to rely on avoiding 
reasonable government charges to be competitive. 

Getting back to the biological problems associated 
with fisheries management and ecosystem impacts, it 
is clear that there is an urgent need for longstanding 
issues to be addressed. Meaningful solutions to 
inshore fishing pressure, localised overfishing and the 
urchin barren problem all require localised fisheries 
management changes. This means that both the 
commercial and recreational fisheries need to be 
managed at a scale that can protect inshore waters 
at depths of less than 30m and localised areas that 
may extend less than 1km along the coast. If no better 
option can be devised by DPIPWE, the abalone fishery 
provides a model that could be used by the rock 
lobster fishery.

The current review of the rock lobster fishery has 
provided a perfect opportunity to deal with all 
the issues associated with this important fishery. 
Unfortunately the DPIPWE recommendations that 
have so far come out of the review process do not go 
far enough to provide real solutions and don’t even 
provide the tools that would be needed to implement 
solutions in future. 

Maximum size limits are one example of this. The 
barrens associated with Centrostephanus urchins, 
which pose a major threat to fisheries and the 
environment, are clearly related to the overfishing 
of rock lobster and the absence of rock lobster 
large enough to eat urchins. When practically all 
urchins with a carapace longer than about 138mm 
are removed from shallow Tasmanian rocky reef 
communities, the only significant Centrostephanus 
predator is removed and numbers of these urchins 
explode. As a result the large seaweeds that normally 
cover shallow rocky reef are removed and the normal 
rocky reef community is destroyed. Huge barren 
wastelands are spreading along Tasmania’s coastline 
as a direct result of overfishing of rock lobster. One 
simple solution is to protect those that are large 
enough to feed on urchins. This suggestion has been 
met with dismay by the commercial rock lobster 
fishery as members believe it would be a cost to their 
industry.

The review process for the Tasmanian rock lobster fishery is nearing its final stages. Unfortunately it looks as if 
DPIPWE has learned nothing from the community consultation process, has ignored some obvious solutions to 
some obvious problems, and is overseeing the demise of this once iconic fishery.
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Previously, this review proposed a maximum size limit 
of 140mm but this was subsequently changed to 
160mm, whereas a limit around 138mm is needed 
for adequate protection of rock lobster that can 
effectively control Centrostephanus urchins. While a 
size limit alone is unlikely to result in the recovery of 
many urchin barrens in the near future, at least it is a 
start and would help stop the spread of destruction 
into new areas. 

With variations in growth rates, size at maturity and 
fishing pressure in different areas across Tasmania, 
a single management approach is inappropriate. 
Area-based management that is sensitive to 
biological factors and fishing pressure is needed. 
Bag limits, possession limits and size limits should be 
determined according to the locality, and access to 
these areas by both commercial and recreational 
fishers should be managed accordingly. 

Dealing with the Centrostephanus problem, and 
reducing inshore and localised overfishing pressure 
all require area management at a scale that allows 
differentiation between shallow (less than 30m) and 
deep water, as well as between sections of coastline 
of different lengths. As a minimum, management of 
the commercial fleet must be able to direct effort 
away from inshore waters shallower than 30m and 
local overfished areas. If no better option can be 
devised by DPIPWE, the abalone fishery provides a 
model that could be successfully used by the rock 
lobster fishery.

The failure to introduce any sort of meaningful system 
of area management means that the basic tool 
needed to correct the many problems associated 
with this fishery will not be available.

The Tasmanian rock lobster fishery’s problems 
highlight another issue associated with the 
management of our marine environment. The lack 
of a proper system of no-take Marine Protected 
Areas (MPAs) means that we do not have baseline 
reference areas that would enable us to identify 
and separate the respective impacts of climate 
change and fishing activities. This clearly makes it 
more difficult to identify appropriate management 
strategies. Given the rapidly declining biomass and 
ongoing poor recruitment, a decent system of MPAs 
would also provide some insurance to the fishery 
protecting stock.

The latest changes to fishery management 
made by the rock lobster review are not bad in 
themselves, but DPIPWE has failed to demonstrate 
how these changes will actually result in any 
significant improvements to the fishery or the fishery's 
environmental impacts. 

The future of the Tasmanian rock lobster fishery will 
be guided by the outcome of this review. Major 
problems in the Tasmanian rock lobster fishery have 
been ignored for too long. Habitat changes that are 
caused by this fishery threaten the environment upon 
which this fishery is based. It is likely that difficult and 
unpopular decisions will have to be made to solve 
the problems created largely by the recreational and 

commercial fisheries. Climate change and recruitment 
failure make the situation even more difficult. The 
choice, however, is clear. Either the problems are 
dealt with now, or we will have continued decline in 
the recreational and commercial fisheries, increasing 
habitat degradation that undermines the local marine 
ecosystem and other fisheries (particularly the abalone 
fishery) as well as the rock lobster fishery itself, and the 
ongoing destruction of the rocky reef ecosystem along 
much of Tasmania's coast.

There is an urgent need to implement a system of 
area management to deal with localised overfishing, 
inshore fishing pressure and Centrostephanus urchin 
barrens. To be effective, that system needs to be able 
to direct fishing activities to within hundreds of metres 
and discriminate between shallow and deep water at 
the 30m depth contour. 

Tagging of rock lobster taken by the recreational fishers 
would add to certainty about the level of recreational 
catch (a minor point, now that the existing system has 
been validated) but, more importantly, could also be 
used to cap catch by individuals (limiting illegal sales) 
or cap effort in different areas of Tasmania. Tagging 
could be made self-funding at an insignificant cost to 
the fisher.

The Total Allowable Commercial Catch needs to be 
limiting for it to have any relevance: 800 tonnes should 
be the maximum until biomass starts to recover, and 
may need to be reduced even further if this does 
not happen quickly. Areas with urchin barrens on the 
east coast and south east should be closed until rock 
lobster stocks recover.

A comprehensive, adequate and representative 
system of marine protected areas should be put in 
place to create baseline reference areas and allow 
the determination of fishing impacts and differentiate 
between fishing impacts and climate change so that 
the fishery can be managed more effectively. 

Approval under the EPBC Act is required for the 
export of Tasmanian rock lobster into this fishery's main 
market. EPBC approval is supposed to ensure fisheries 
are environmentally sustainable. Right now, the 
commercial Tasmanian rock lobster is not sustainable, 
due to declining biomass and expanding habitat 
destruction. It is hard to see how this fishery will be able 
to gain renewed approval under the EPBC Act and 
export its product overseas unless a more than token 
attempt is made to deal with the serious issues that 
face it. 

The Tasmanian rock lobster fishery is in crisis, with falling 
biomass and declining CPUE (catch per unit of effort). 
It is the cause of major habitat destruction that is 
already widespread and continues to threaten rocky 
reef ecosystems and the abalone fishery. None of the 
major problems associated with this fishery are new or 
should come as a surprise, but it is clearly time for them 
to be fixed. The proposals made by DIPIPWE so far will 
not make any significant difference.

Jon Bryan 
Marine Campaigner

Rock lobster. Photo : Jon Bryan
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The Final Alternatives to 1080 Report was released 
in April of this year. The report provides a summary 
of research, extensions and demonstration activities 
funded and undertaken under the alternatives to 
1080 program.

Established in 2005 as part of the Tasmanian 
Community Forest Agreement (TCFA), the 
Alternatives to 1080 Pogram was aimed at 
researching and implementing alternative strategies 
for controlling browsing damage caused by wildlife 
on private forests and agricultural land. Four million 
dollars was allocated to the TCFA by the Australian 
Government and the program was managed by the 
Tasmanian Department of Primary Industries, Parks, 
Water and the Environment (DPIPWE).

The program invested $2.4 million in 19 external 
research projects. Four separate rounds of 
competitive grants were offered and recipients 
received between $27,000 and $400,000 for each 
project.

Project officers working within DPIPWE were granted 
a total of $0.8m to fund research and demonstration 
work. The DPIPWE work focused primarily on shooting 
and trapping as alternatives to 1080 use.

The Tasmanian Institute of Agricultural Research 
(TIAR) was given $0.4m, which was used to research 
fencing, browsing behaviour, repellents, seedling 
stockings and Feratox as alternatives to 1080 poison.

An additional $0.4m was invested in program 
management. The program had a limited time frame 
of four years, which placed immense constraints on 
the program. 

The work of the Alternatives to 1080 Program has 
been totally dismissed by some farmers and farming 
organisations. Some commented that the final report 
didn’t reveal anything farmers didn’t already know. 
The TCT believes that the program has achieved 
some good results which, if implemented, could 
greatly improve the management of browsing 
wildlife and end the use of 1080 poison.

Perceptions of wildlife impacts
At a field day in 2008, one of the local farmers 
present was queried about the effectiveness 
of his shooting strategy. After a few moments 
consideration he replied that he didn’t know 
exactly how effective it was, but at least it 
made him feel better doing something about 
the problem.

Another landholder contacted the Wildlife 
Management Branch seeking help with managing 
his pasture loss to the wildlife on his farm. A 
professional game controller visited the site and 
ended up offering to shoot on the property 
for free, with the only condition being that the 
landholder’s families and friends, who also shot 
on the property, ceased their shooting activities 
for a few months whilst he got the problem under 

control. The landholder declined the offer, as he 
didn’t want to upset his current shooters despite the 
fact they obviously weren’t providing the wildlife 
damage control needed.

The two quotes above from the Alternatives to 1080 
report, highlight the need for understanding what 
motivates landholders to make decisions about how 
they managed pasture and crop loss.

The Rural Development Service (RDS) was provided 
funding in 2007 to investigate landholder perceptions 
of browsing animals in the agricultural sector in 
Tasmania, and particularly the use of 1080 poison. The 
report ‘Understanding landholder decision making 
for the use and/or non use of 1080’  provides some 
very significant insights into landholders’ attitudes to 
managing browsing wildlife.

Alternative control options
The program investigated alternative control options 
to the use of 1080 poison, such as wallaby fencing, 
seedling stockings, deterrents and repellents, shooting, 
trapping, Feratox and fertility control.

Wallaby-proof fencing was identified by landholders 
as being the most effective control option, alongside 
improved shooting. Wallaby-proof fencing is also the 
option most strongly advocated by the TCT.

Unfortunately, fencing is not always a suitable 
option, especially for farms that have a mixture 
of pasture and crops, bushland, forest and other 
native ecosystems. In these cases, fencing can 
be impractical or may result in a concentration of 
damage by wildlife in unfenced native vegetation or 
pasture.

Fencing was found to work most effectively for higher 
value irrigation crops or beef and dairy farms where 
there was a clear delineation between farmland 
and bushland and where gullies, rocky soil, wombats, 
public roads and creeks were not an issue.

A number of trials were conducted into the 
effectiveness of seedling stockings. They are 
constructed of flexible netting (similar to nets used for 
packaging oranges) and used in conjunction with 
a repellent. A final trial found that, after 12 months, 
using stockings longer than 60cm resulted in seedlings 
being significantly taller than those planted without 
stockings. Issues such as the stockings being closed 
at the top, or stockings being too long so that they 
‘flopped over’, did not significantly impact on the 
height of seedlings after 12 months.

Further research needs to be done in developing 
stockings that are taller, easier to apply and allow the 
seedling to grow above browsing height, while still 
being inexpensive.

In addition, continued research needs to be 
conducted into developing stockings that have 
repellents integrated into their mesh and identification 
of biodegradable stockings.  Ways of making the 

final report: alternatives to 1080 program
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* denotes solutions to be found in previous issue of the tasmanian conservationist (issue 322)
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Across

1. Common name of highly venomous northern 
Australian snake genus Oxyuranus

5. Marine algae or seagrass cast ashore

8. Woody vine that grow from ground to forest canopy, 
typically in tropics

10. Depart 

11. * Site of proposed mill (5, 6)

13. Expression of assent, agreement or acceptance

15. Northern hemisphere hardwood, genus Quercus

17. Juice or sauce in French cooking

19. Many of these ‘mustered’ each year in Deniliquin, 
NSW

20. The organisms in the sea that live on or in the 
seafloor 

22. Exempli gratia (abbr.)

23. Grammatical particle usually appearing in infinitive 
form of verb

24. * _ _ _ _ Hill, site of proposed nickel mine

25. Northern Australian jurisdiction (abbr.) 

27. The organisms in the sea that are self-propelled

30. A fish of the order Anguilliformes, lacking pectoral 
and pelvic fins and with anal and dorsal fins fused 
with tail fin

31. Aquatic respiratory organs

32. Large predatory cetacean

35. * CLAC = Crown Land _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ and 
Classification

40. Donkey

41. Dwelling used by Native Americans of the Great 
Plains of North America

42. Propels a vessel using leverage

Down

1. Scrub_ _ _, one of 12 endemic Tasmanian birds

2. The organisms in the sea that rely on currents to be 
moved about

3. Atmosphere

4. Second-largest Native American tribe in USA

5. One of four UK countries

6. Oldness

7. North and Central American canids

9. Not applicable (abbr.)

12. Genus of succulent plants native to Africa, 
Madagascar and Arabian Peninsula

14. Small barrel

16. Social insect of family Formicidae

18. Objective we

20. Something that causes death

21. * New TCT Councillor, _ _ _ _ _ _ Miller

24. Domesticated canid

26. * Serious new southern Tasmanian weed, _ _ _ _ _ 
needle grass Nassella leucotricha

28. Waterbird; four species in Tasmania

29. 23rd letter of Greek alphabet

32. Abroad (colloquial)

33. Crime scene investigation (abbr.)

34. Said to be Cleopatra’s bane (archaic)

36. Schutzstaffel (in English, Protection Squadron) 
formed in 1925 (abbr.)

37. Third note in sol-fa scale

38. Negative expression

39. Thanks (colloquial)

solutions to crossword #4
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