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irector’s report

This edition of the tasmanian conservationist
focuses on forest conservation and, in particular, the
TCT’s response to the Forests Statement of Principles
Agreement (the Agreement).

On 20 October 2010, the TCT announced that it had
decided not to endorse the Agreement which was
signed by representatives of the forest industry and
three conservation groups and presented to the
Premier on 19 October 2010.

We believe it is vital to provide TCT members with a
full explanation of why we took this position and what
we want from the state government to address our
concerns.

The following article is the complete text of the TCT’s
letter to the Premier, the Hon. David Bartlett, titled,
‘urgent need to address key shortcomings in the
Forests Statement of Principles Agreement’. This letter
explains the concerns the TCT has regarding the
Agreement and makes suggestions on how it can be
built on and improved. While the TCT’s primary reasons
for not endorsing the Agreement are the numerous
important omissions, we also have significant concerns
regarding key clauses, in particular the clause dealing
with the transition of logging out of public native
forests.

The letter has been copied to forestry and
environment ministers and opposition spokespersons at
both the national and state level, along with a request
for meetings. We have already held some meetings to
explain our concerns and to obtain feedback.

Since we announced that we would not endorse the
Agreement we have ceased receiving invitations

to attend the Forests reference Group meetings,
convened by Environment Tasmania, which we
diligently attended for 14 weeks from July until October
this year.

There has been no communication of any kind so
we assume we have lost membership of the group
because of our publicly stated position on the
Agreement. This is disappointing and means we do
not have the very useful communication with many
conservation groups.

Our decision not to endorse the Agreement has
many advantages. The TCT organised a meeting
in Campbell Town on 28 november of groups who
shared our concerns and wanted to work toward
a better outcome for Tasmania’s forests. Eleven
people attended, representing six environmental
organisations. Those attending agreed to write to
Premier David Bartlett identifying a broad level of
agreed concern regarding the Agreement.

not being bound to the Agreement also means the
TCT is free to support local Launceston community
groups in campaigning against the Gunns Bell Bay
pulp mill. Jon Bryan spoke on behalf of the TCT at the
anti-mill rally held on 1 December. The TCT has also
been providing advice to anti-mill groups in relation to
the likely impacts of the mill on the marine environment
and marine fisheries.

Biodiversity rich dry eucalypt forest must be priority in forests
agreement. Photo: Andrew ricketts.

The TCT has followed its letter to the Premier with a
submission on the 2011—12 State Budget, outlining the
funding requirements in relation to implementation of
the Forests Statement of Principles Agreement and the
TCT’s recommendations.

Funding from the state and Australian governments
will be essential to achieve any significant outcome
for conservation of forests on private land. We

also reiterated our strong concern that the state
government must not provide any funding for Gunns,
nor seek funding from the Australian Government,

as compensation for its decision to exit native forest
logging, unless Gunns agrees not to build a pulp mill
in the Tamar valley and the state government revokes
the Pulp Mill Assessment Act.

State government funds are also vital for providing
administrative and scientific support to the ongoing
negotiations between the state government and
conservation and industry stakeholders.

Contrary to some media reports, Prime Minister

Julia Gillard’s 7 December statement in response

to the Forests Statement of Principles does not rule
out Australian Government funding for implementation
of a final agreement. The Prime Minister’s statement
says in part that “The Gillard Government’s current
role in the process will be to help facilitate
negotiations, as opposed to providing new financial
resources”. The key word here is current role. There

is nothing in the statement which rules out this role
changing and financial resources being provided in
the future — which would be critical for private land
conservation. The key announcement made by the
Prime Minister was a collaborative Tasmanian and
Australian government due diligence assessment of
the Tasmanian forestry industry and this would only be
done to guide the investment of government funding
into a final agreement. Media reports of the forests
deal being in tatters are incorrect and we are, in fact,
encouraged by the Prime Minister’s statement.

The full text of the Forests Statement of Principles
Agreement can be accessed at http://www.premier.
tas.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0009/134991/draft_
principles.pdf.

Peter McGlone
Director, TCT
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The Hon David Bartlett MP
Premier

GPO Box 123

Hobart 7001

11 november 2010

Dear Premier,

Urgent need to address key shortcomings
in the Forests statement of principles
Agreement

On 20 October 2010, the Tasmanian Conservation
Trust announced that it had decided not to endorse
the Forests Statement of Principles Agreement (the
Agreement) which was signed by representatives of
the forest industry and three conservation groups and
presented to you on the 19 October 2010.

The TCT is delighted to acknowledge that the
Agreement establishes considerable common ground
between the industry and conservationists and this

is a good basis for further negotiation. The TCT also
acknowledges that the Agreement promises an
astoundingly positive outcome for the protection of
high conservation values of intact forests on public
land, mainly in wilderness areas, and the TCT strongly
supports this ambition.

The Agreement is NOT, however, a complete plan for
the conservation of Tasmania’s forested landscapes
and the TCT has identified a number of key issues
that need to be addressed in parallel to any efforts
to implement the Agreement if a truly effective

and comprehensive conservation outcome is to be
achieved. Indeed, the principal reason why the TCT
did not join others in endorsing the Agreement was
because of the sheer number of omissions and their
importance for the TCT and the wider Tasmanian
community.

The Agreement:

= fails to address the broader need for protection of
native forests and other ecosystems for biodiversity
conservation — where almost all priority issues and
areas are to be found on private land

= falils to address ‘fatal flaws’ associated with
ongoing attempts by Gunns Ltd to establish its
Bleached Eucalyptus Kraft Pulp (BEKP) pulp mill in
the Tamar valley

= falils to make an appropriate commitment to
reform land management agencies in Tasmania,
especially Forestry Tasmania and the Parks and
Wildlife Service, to recognise internal conflicts
of interest and the intended reality of a much
expanded reserve estate in Tasmania (likely to be
more than 50% of the state if the reserves promised
as part of the Agreement are included)
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- fails to establish an appropriate, science-based
process to establish prudent timetables and
limitations on a transition out of disputed public
native forests that clearly establishes appropriate
high conservation values, the extent of such values
and appropriate management of forest needed
to maintain such values; and

= fails to commit to identifying and commercially
exploiting the carbon benefits of protecting and
restoring native forests.

For these reasons the TCT has decided not to endorse
the Agreement but we hope that it can be built upon
by governments and by affected rural communities,
industries and landholders to deliver the truly
comprehensive outcome that the wider Tasmanian
community clearly wants and expects.

In formulating your response to the Agreement,

we urge you to consider broadening that response
beyond those matters explicitly included in the
Agreement to include those that we have raised so
that the community’s conservation aspirations might
be effectively met.

The TCT welcomes your Government’s promise of
‘broad community consultation’ in developing its
response (media release, ‘Statement of Principles
Welcomed’, 19 October 2010). In so doing, we
would urge you to consider explicit and structured
engagement with those rural communities likely to
be significantly affected by a shift away from native
forest harvesting to assist them in finding modified
development paths.

We trust that this letter will be accepted as a
preliminary TCT contribution to the *‘guidelines and
scope’ phase of the consultation process. The TCT has
more than 30 years experience in campaigning for
the conservation of Tasmania’s terrestrial and marine
biodiversity, especially its forests, and remains keen

to contribute. Below is our detailed critique of the
Agreement and suggestions for a more complete and
achievable plan for the future of Tasmania’s forested
landscapes while providing a more realistic future for
the forest industry.

The TCT requests a meeting with you to discuss these
concerns and recommendations regarding the
Agreement.

1. private land biodiversity

[note: This section deals solely with biodiversity; and
other issues relating to private land, such as carbon
and biomass, are dealt with separately.]

Private land has not been given sufficient attention

in the Agreement yet private forests contain the
majority of unprotected threatened species habitat,
threatened and under-reserved forest types and
freshwater ecosystems, and over-cleared landscapes.
Although public forests contain some biodiversity
values, it is not an exaggeration to say that, by ignoring
private land, the Forests Agreement has failed to



address forest biodiversity conservation problems.

This failing must be addressed by some additional
arrangement to be implemented alongside the
Agreement before credible claims for a complete plan
for Tasmania’s forests can be made.

nearly 40% of Tasmania’s unreserved forests are found
on private land and yet the Agreement makes only
cursory mention of it. The Agreement fails to identify
the crucial importance of private land for biodiversity
conservation, fails to commit to specific conservation
strategies, and fails to acknowledge the vital need
for governments to provide funding to facilitate these
strategies.

Disappointingly, the Agreement does not identify the
important and urgent need to provide private forest
growers with an expanded range of opportunities

to earn an income from the protection of the non-
wood values of their forests, including options which
involve conserving biodiversity. In particular, the

TCT would like to see the Tasmanian Government
approach the Australian Government with a view to
using experience gained since the regional Forests
Agreement was signed in 1996 to launch a new,
long-term, market-based financial mechanism that
can reward landholders for choosing to pursue best-
practice conservation management over and above
their duty of care obligations.

One positive element of the Agreement is that it states
that protection of forests on private land will not be
‘mandated’ or legislated, as landholders’ consent and
cooperation are vital in most circumstances to ensure
active and appropriate management arrangements
are introduced and maintained.

The Agreement also acknowledges the need for
private landholders to obtain government assistance
in order to seek certification of their forestry operations.
Without a commitment to best practice, however,
much of any such assistance could be wasted.

Failure to deliver proactive private land conservation
programs, coupled with the likely increase in logging
pressure on private land if there is a substantial
transition away from logging of native forests on public
land, will lead to dangerously perverse outcomes
whereby Tasmania’s most threatened and poorly
reserved forest types and threatened species habitats
will be lost at an ever-increasing rate. This doesn’t
sound like a ‘forest peace deal’ that any conservation
group could embrace.

recommendations:

= The voluntary protection of high conservation
values forests on private land through the delivery
of an appropriately funded, scientifically based
private forest program which would offer a range
of financial incentives for landholders to voluntarily
protect their forests from logging and to manage
them over the long term.

Photo: Phil Millner.

= require landscape-based property management
plans and certification by FSC (or other equivalent
independent, stakeholder-based certification
systems) as the basis for regrowth forestry
management on private land.

= Improved regulatory framework including
amendment to the Forest Practices Code to
ensure biodiversity conservation commitments are
met for all land tenures, comprehensive land-
clearing legislation for all native ecosystems and
a policy commitment to introducing legislation
to end the use of 1080, or any other poison, to
control native browsing animals and establishment
of a program to assist landholders in using non-
lethal humane control measures.

= Provision of state and Australian government
funding to deliver a package of private land
conservation programs identified above. Based
on previous experience, in particular with the
Tasmanian Private Forest reserve Program, funding
in excess of several hundred million dollars would
be required to provide a program which had the
potential over the long term to deliver a complete
system of private protected areas to compliment
the public reserve system and to facilitate other
private land conservation measures.

Continued expansion of protected areas on

private land and improved off-reserve biodiversity
conservation through improved logging practices and
legislative reforms are essential. It will ensure Tasmania
fills the many gaps in the existing reserve system and
will assist the State Government to meet agreed policy
objectives for conservation on private land including:

= meeting commitments made in the
Supplementary Tasmanian regional Forest
Agreement to:

— protect under-reserved forest communities and
oldgrowth forest (clause 21)

— prevent broad-scale clearing of native forest
(clause 45)

— protect threatened non-forest vegetation
communities (clause 48)

= implementation of the objectives of the Strategy
for a national reserve System

< meeting Tasmania Together goals to increase the
area of land reserved on public and private land

= assisting the State Government to achieve the
objectives of the Threatened Species Protection
Act by protecting and managing important
habitat.

Also, the recently finalised ‘Australia’s Biodiversity
Conservation Strategy 2010-2030’ identifies the

vital need for increased protection of ecosystems,
threatened species and improved condition of native
habitats across all land tenures. The Strategy states

tasmanian conservationist December 2010 3



We ask that you confirm in writing that your Government will in no way attempt to obtain
funding for Gunns from the Australian Government unless it abandons its plans for a BEKP

pulp millin the Tamar valley.

that to assist in achieving *Action 2: Building ecosystem
resilience in a changing climate’ each state and
territory will need to contribute to the following
outcomes in regard to protecting biodiversity:

— 2.1.1. Anincrease in the number, extent and
condition of ecosystems protected under secure
conservation tenure.

— 2.1.2. Anincrease in the extent of private land
managed for biodiversity conservation.

— 2.1.3. Animprovement in the conservation status
of listed threatened species and ecological
communities.

— 2.1.4. A netincrease in the extent and condition of
native habitat across tenures.

The 2010 Department of Primary Industries, Parks,
Water and Environment report ‘vulnerability of
Tasmania’s natural Environment to Climate Change

— an Overview’ highlights the importance of building
a complete reserve system, linking protected area
establishment on private and public land as an action
to assist with protection of Tasmania’s biodiversity
against the impacts of climate change. The report
states in part that:

The development of the national reserve System
(nrS) has been identified as a priority climate
change adaptation approach for the protection of
Tasmania’s biodiversity, embracing the CAr reserve
design principles of comprehensiveness, adequacy
and representativeness. Linking protected area
establishment with off-reserve conservation effort

is a key action identified in ‘Australia’s Strategy for
the national reserve System 2009-2030’. (page 57)

The role of protection measures and management
of private land that is sympathetic to biodiversity
will be a very important component of adaptation
approaches in Tasmania. (page 57)

2. gunns’ Bell Bay pulp mill

The TCT believes that opportunities were missed to
deliver a forests deal
which addressed
concerns about
Gunns’ Bell Bay pulp
mill and instead the
Agreement gives
tacit approval to it
by virtue of it being
the only pulp mill
currently proposed
for Tasmania. This s
a very disappointing
outcome which
serves only to
maintain the very
strong community
opposition to this
socially divisive

Campbell River Pulp Mill
itish Columbia, Canada
. Photo Jon Bryan
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and environmentally destructive project. Any doubt
that the Agreement is helping to deliver the Bell Bay
pulp mill was dismissed when the Gunns CEO Greg
L’Estrange welcomed the finalisation of the Agreement
and the market price of Gunns’ shares increased,
signalling the Bell Bay mill project was more likely to be
funded.

recommendations:

= The State Government should take a proactive
role in delivering a more acceptable plantation
wood processing strategy for Tasmania which
provides Gunns with a viable future while
protecting the environment and the communities
of the Tamar valley. Should funding be provided to
Gunns as a part of the Agreement in recognition
of its abandonment of native forest logging and
processing operations and associated rights
to wood, it must be on the conditions that: i) it
abandons its efforts to establish a BEKP pulpmill in
the Tamar valley; ii) your Government revokes the
Pulp Mill Assessment Act.

< We note that you have made a number of
media comments to the effect that the State
Government will not be providing any funding to
Gunns, as a part of the agreement, for them to
hand back wood supply licences. We ask that
you confirm in writing that your Government
will in no way attempt to obtain funding for
Gunns from the Australian Government unless it
abandons its plans for a BEKP pulp mill in the Tamar
valley. Government support for development of
alternative processing options and opportunities,
however, would be an appropriate use of public
funds in the circumstances.

3. transition of logging out of public native forests
The Agreement seeks a total transition of ‘commodity-
scale logging’ out of native forests on public land
while only leaving open the possibility of small-scale
logging for furniture and craft industries. This is in effect
a ban on commercial logging of native forests on
public land in Tasmania but the Agreement provides
no justification for such a move. We have tried without
success to obtain a justification from the conservation
negotiators.

The insistence by some conservation groups on ending
logging of native forest on public land constitutes

a moving of the goal posts in the forestry debate

from the previous commitment to protection of high
conservation values in forests. This stance is also
inconsistently applied as the cessation of logging

of native forests has not been sought for private
forests and the differing approaches have not been
explained.

As explained in Section 1, ceasing all logging of
native forests on public land may have a disastrous
environmental impact by shifting significantly more
native forest logging to private land (in particular for
commodities such as woodchips). Such a dramatic
change would also impact on the forestry sector by



The Lagoon of Islands property.
Photos: Phil Milliner.

threatening the economic viability of processing
facilities, such as saw mills or veneer mills, if they are
reliant solely on timber supplies from private forests.

The TCT believes that logging of regrowth native
forests on public land can be acceptable and in fact
desirable if appropriately planned and managed.
not only will it reduce the pressure on private forests
and maintain the viability of the private forest sector,
there are positive environmental advantages to this
form of logging, if done responsibly and if restricted to
younger regrowth forests.

native forests also provide some products which
currently cannot be produced from plantations.

recommendations:

= The TCT’s view is that if logging is to be halted
across all State Forest it must be done on the basis
of a scientific identification of high conservation
value forests and not an arbitrary opposition to
‘commodity-scale logging’. We suggest that
the basis for negotiations should be to seek a
transition out of high conservation value public
forests (this has to be done on a precautionary
basis given the lack of information available)
while leaving open the possibility of continued
FSC certified logging of regrowth forest and,
where possible, that these forests should be used
for high value products.

4. reform of Forestry tasmania and establishment
of a reserve management agency

The Agreement fails to address the urgent and
important need to reform the two primary land
management agencies in Tasmania i.e. Forestry
Tasmania and the Parks and Wildlife Service.

To achieve the necessary reforms outlined in the
Agreement and this letter, major institutional reform is
necessary, with Forestry Tasmania’s roles and functions
to be split up and transferred in order to remove
conflicts of interest while retaining appropriate
expertise. The Parks and Wildlife Service needs to be
reformed and better resourced to ensure they are
better positioned to protect and manage the more
than 50% of Tasmania which will be in reserves if the
Agreement is delivered.

4.1. reform of Forestry tasmania

In line with policy positions and suggestions which the
TCT and others, including the Tasmanian Greens, have
been advocating since the late 1980s, we would urge
your Government to take the opportunity afforded

by implementation of the Agreement to make
long-overdue and badly needed changes to the
administration and control of public lands in Tasmania.

recommendations:
The principal changes the TCT deems prudent are:

= Establishing Forestry Tasmania as a state-
owned company with a mandate to harvest
wood resources on public land from available

regrowth forests on terms and conditions set by a
Stewardship Commission or similar institution. This
FT regrowth logging operation would be required
to operate on a fully commercial basis so as to
avoid any undermining of competing commercial
operations on private land.

= Establishing a Speciality Timbers Commission that
would be responsible for harvesting speciality
timbers from appropriately designated areas of
forest (and purchasing such timber from others)
with a mandate to maintain an orderly supply of
wood to the craftwood users of Tasmania. Like
FT, it would do so on terms set by a Stewardship
Commission.

= Establishing a Public Lands Stewardship
Commission with a mandate to manage those
lands set aside for extractive use management (viz
regrowth harvesting by FT and speciality timber
harvesting by the STC).

= Establishing a Parks and reserves Authority to
manage and control dedicated conservation
reserves (including existing reserved lands, new
reserves expected from finalisation of the CLAC
process for resolving the status of unallocated
Crown land in Tasmania and from implementation
of the Agreement).

4.2. public reserve management

For many years the area of land in formal reserves
and managed by the Parks and Wildlife Service
(PWS) has expanded but the resources allocated for
protection and active management have failed to
keep pace. At the same time, the role of the PWS has
become more demanding with new challenges such
as climate change, new invasive species and more
people visiting reserves. Successive governments have
not only failed to provide adequate funding but they
have pressured the PWS to focus on delivery of visitor
services and the demands of developers rather than
protection and management of natural and cultural
values.

On top of these challenges, the Agreement promises
to deliver a minimum of 600,000 hectares of largely
forested land being reserved and under the
management responsibility of the PWS. Apart from

the normal management responsibilities with new
reserves, the PWS will be presented with an additional
and largely new challenge of managing these large
densely forested areas for bushfire risk. This will require
the PWS having substantially increased fire planning
and research staff as well as fire-fighting staff plus
specialist equipment. Currently the PWS only manages
small areas of dense forests and consequently has little
experience managing fire in such environments.

The injection of substantial additional funding and
reorganisation of the PWS as an independent authority
(to ensure it is focused on its core conservation
objectives) are urgently needed. This is necessary to
maintain the parks and reserves system as a world-
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The Lagoon of Islands property.
Photo: Phil Millner.

class natural, recreational and economic asset and
to enable it to finally achieve its Tasmania Together
targets and meet visitor expectations.

The State Government’s response to the Agreement
provides a historic opportunity to address these
long-term and entrenched problems, while taking
advantage of the opportunity of obtaining funding
from the Australian Government to facilitate the
changes.

recommendations:
e The TCT recommends the establishment of
the Parks and reserves Authority (PrA) as an
independent statutory authority with a mandate
to maintain the parks and reserves system in
Tasmania as a world-class natural, recreational,
scientific and economic
asset.

- The TCT
recommends a dramatic
increase in funding for a
new PrA, especially to
expand its capacity for
on-ground management
and enforcement (as well
as the provision of visitor
services). As stated in the
TCT’s submission on the
2010-11 State Budget, we
recommend an increase
in appropriation to the
Parks and Wildlife Service
of $28.05 million in year
one and $23.65 million
each year thereafter.

- The State

Government seek funding
assistance from the
Australian Government to
assist with the additional
management responsibilities which will result from
implementation of the Agreement, especially the
substantial increase in reserved land to more than
50% of the land area of Tasmania.

5. carbon

The Agreement makes only passing reference to
carbon and totally omits any mention of the carbon
value of native forests. It makes no commitment

to seeking to derive benefits either from reduced
emissions associated with foregoing opportunities to
log intact native forests or from gains in carbon store
size attributable to removing regrowth forests from
wood production working circles.
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We need a clear commitment from the State
Government to value and reward management of
forests, both on public and private land, to protect
and enhance native forest carbon stores. While the
most attractive financial opportunities may derive
from ensuring that protection and enhancement of
terrestrial carbon stores are included in any national
emissions trading system that might be adopted by an
Australian Government, there is much that the State
Government can do not only to facilitate participation
in such a system by public and private landholders

in Tasmania but also to encourage participation in
emerging voluntary carbon markets.

We remain optimistic that the Gillard Labor
Government will move to put a price on carbon as
a key component of its greenhouse gas abatement
strategy and it is vital the Tasmanian Government
establishes compatible policies and programs in
relation to forest retention and management.

recommendations:

= The State Government should encourage forest
managers to protect old-growth and other high
conservation value forests by ensuring that they
can benefit from protecting the carbon stores
that such forests represent from degradation by
logging or any other degrading activities. Ensuring
all terrestrial carbon management activities are
eligible for participation in any Australian scheme
also serves to create a competing market for
regrowth timber (delay or abandonment of
logging plans puts more carbon back into the
landscape while logging obviously removes
carbon).

The TCT would be interested in further discussions
with appropriate officials to explore how best your
Government can secure and exploit emerging
opportunities not only for itself but also for all
Tasmanian landholders.

6. Biomass

The TCT appreciates that the Agreement explicitly limits
eligible wood supplies for biomass burning to those
derived from harvesting and processing plantations.
We are aware, however, that the remaining native
forest harvesting industry continues to adamantly
advocate for the broadening of this eligibility criterion
to include wood derived from native forests and that
your Government has not disabused them of this
ambition.

recommendations:

< Ifthe Agreement is to be effectively implemented
in a timely manner, it will be necessary for your
Government to establish as a matter of policy that
wood derived from public native forests is not an
acceptable feedstock for biomass burning. We
urge you to make an announcement to this effect
as soon as practicable. Failure to do so is likely to
lead to one of a limited number of situations that
would frustrate amicable implementation of the
Agreement.



= Additionally, there is a need for the Tasmanian
Government to explicitly indicate to the Australian
Government that the Mandatory renewable
Energy Targets (MrET) regulations be amended
to clearly establish that such wood derived from
native forest sources is an ineligible energy source
for the issuing of renewable Energy Certificates
(reCs). ltis this aspiration to be issued with and
then be able to sell rECs that drives much of
the ambitions for those involved in native forest
degradation to remain commercially interested
in continuing native forest logging. Making
rECs available to native forest harvesters thus
constitutes a strong and perverse incentive to
undermine the policy ambitions behind the
Agreement by frustrating, limiting and delaying
a transition from native forest to plantation wood
supply sources.

Yours sincerely,

Peter McGlone,
Director

c.c.

— Hon. Julia Gillard MP, Prime Minister of Australia

- Senator the Hon. Joseph Ludwig, Minister for
Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry

— Hon. Tony Burke MP, Minister for Sustainability,
Environment, Water, Population and Communities

—Hon. Greg Hunt MP, Shadow Minister for Climate
Action, Environment and Heritage

— Senator the Hon. Bob Brown, Australian Greens
Spokesperson for the Environment

— Hon. Bryan Green MP, Tasmanian Government
Minister for Energy and resources

— Hon. Brian Wightman MP, Secretary to Cabinet for
Environment, Parks and Heritage

- Hon. Matthew Groom MP, Tasmanian Liberal Party
Spokesperson for Environment, Parks and Heritage

— Hon. Mark Shelton MP, Tasmanian Liberal Party
Spokesperson for resources

— Hon. Kim Booth MP, Tasmanian Greens Spokesperson
for Forests

— Hon. Cassy O’Connor MP, Tasmanian Greens
Spokesperson for Environment, Parks and Heritage

Sometimes the TCT’s best media releases and letters
to the editor fail to get covered. One example is the
following letter sent to the Mercury on 4 October in
response to an outrageous and unjustified statement
by Michael O’Connor. Like many people who have
sighed the Forests Statement of Principles Agreement
or have been closely involved with its development,
Mr O’Connor either believes the Agreement will
deliver peace in the forests or wants us to accept this
is true. The TCT believes differently.

Letter to the Editor
The Mercury

4 October 2010
Michael O’Connor’s forests claims misleading

Michael O’Connor says the Construction, Forestry and
Mining Employees union (CFMEu) will not agree to
increased reservation of forests “unless environmental
organisations ‘sign up’ and admit all their claims,

now and into the future have been satisfied through
the agreed restructure” (‘Forest peace talks push’,
Mercury, 30 September).

The Draft Forests Statement of Principles, made public
a few weeks ago, has the potential to deliver much
of the environment movement’s claims in relation to
forests and this will reduce uncertainty for industry.
But it will not put an end to our claims or remove
uncertainty.

Contrary to Mr O’Connor’s statement, the Statement
of Principles does not include a clause saying it will
satisfy all environmental claims. In fact the agreement
includes few specific claims - it is, after all, a set of
principles which will guide formal negotiations.

Environment groups cannot promise no further

claims. How the forest industry will be managed will
constantly change as new science improves our
understanding of the biodiversity in our forests and the
impacts of forestry operations. The forest industry also
changes, introducing new logging techniques and
technologies. More reservation and revised forestry
practices may result from better knowledge and new
logging systems.

Mr O’Connor also needs to keep in mind that the
ongoing (currently suspended) review of the Forest
Practices Code is likely to significantly change

where and how forestry operations can take place

in areas not in formal reserves. The review is a legal
requirement and is carried out by the Forestry
Practices Authority — therefore it is beyond the control
of the conservation movement, CFMEu or the State
Minister for Forests.

Peter McGlone
Director
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midlands Water scheme

In February 2010 the Australian and Tasmanian
governments signed an agreement to undertake

a strategic impact assessment pursuant to the
Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation
Act (EPBC Act) of the state government processes and
regulations under which the Midlands Water Scheme
(MWS) will be developed.

The MWS is essentially two major irrigation water
pipelines, one taking water from Arthurs Lake into the
Southern Midlands and one taking water from the
South Esk river into the northern Midlands, plus the
consequential on-farm developments by potentially
hundreds of farmers who may purchase water.

The TCT supported the strategic impact assessment
approach as a sensible and efficient way of establishing
a framework for assessing the potential impacts on
Matters of national Environmental Significance (MNES)
from hundreds of Midlands farmers who may seek to
access and use irrigation water from the MWS as well as
the construction of the pipelines.

velvet tussock grassland
Photo: Elizabeth Daley.

Because the Strategic Impact
report would be prepared
by the Department of Primary
Industries, Parks, Water and Environment, we expected
a more thorough and independent assessment of
potential impacts on EPBC values, in particular the
lowland native grasslands which are predominantly
found in the Midlands.

Submissions on the MWS Strategic Impact report closed
on 4 november 2010. Our overall assessment of the
report is that it is of generally high standard and, with
some significant amendments, it would provide an
excellent basis for ensuring that actions taken as part of
the MWS are compliant with the EPBC Act.
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These are the TCT’s main comments and
recommendations regarding the report:

e The Farm Water Access Plans (FWAPs) are the
key state government measures for determining
and addressing property-scale impacts on MnEs;
however, the TCT has many serious concerns
about this system. The FWAPs are developed and
self-certified by pre-qualified consultants who
have been selected by a panel representing only
government and vested interests. The selection
process for consultants and the approval process
for FWAPs should involve independent scientific
and community (non-farming) input.

< The TCTis not convinced by the argument
that Hydro Tasmania has prior authorisation for
establishing and altering water levels in Arthurs
Lake and therefore has an exemption from the
EPBC Act. We argue that the Hydro will need to
refer to the Australian Government for assessment
any actions in relation to the lake level which may
impact on the EPBC Act-listed galaxiid species,
whether these actions relate to the MWS or are
taken for other reasons. until Hydro refers such
actions, there will be legal uncertainty over any
contract to sell water to the Tasmanian Irrigation
Development Board (TIDB) for the MWS.

< The commitment to avoidance of all clearance
and conversion of Lowland native Tasmanian
Grasslands is highly commended and entirely
justified, given its critically endangered status
under the EPBC Act. However, we have some
reservations about the capacity for the pre-
qualified consultants to reliably identify the EPBC-
listed grasslands in the field and for the landowner
to know, over the long term, the precise location
of the grassland and its boundaries.

< The TCTis greatly concerned that DPIPWE
may not have the capacity and resources to
enable it to maintain, over the long term, the
exhaustive monitoring, auditing, review, adaptive
management and compliance processes to
which it has committed in the Strategic Impact
report.

infrastructure and irrigation planning

directive dead

The state government has accepted the Tasmanian
Planning Commission’s recommendation that the
‘Draft Planning Directive no.2: underground and
Minor Aboveground Infrastructure’ (PD2) should not
be adopted. This is great news as the TCT opposed
the directive as drafted. The PD2 was initiated by the
former Minister for Planning, David Llewellyn (he was
also Minister responsible for Water and the Tasmanian
Irrigation Development Board) to provide a consistent
planning and assessment process for major irrigation
developments which extended across two or more
municipalities. This was an appropriate use of the
planning directive process and the TCT supported the
development of PD2, given appropriate safeguards.



St Pauls river, near the site of the
proposed Meadstone Dam.

PD2 came undone due to the failure to ensure
appropriate environmental safeguards, it

expanded the scope attempting to cover all

major infrastructure (unwisely adding extra and

largely unjustified red tape for the electricity and
communications industries) and failure to explain

its purpose clearly. The PD2 was very poorly worded
and structured and, if approved, would have been
very hard to implement and prone to legal challenges.

proposed north-east dams

The Tasmanian Irrigation Development Board (TIDB)
has been investigating up to seven in-stream dams in
the catchments of the Little Forest, Great Forester-Brid
and ringarooma rivers. In another positive change in
the approach being taken by the TIDB, the TCT was
recently informed by the Board’s staff that they were
committed to investigating off-stream alternatives
and if these were feasible they would replace the
proposed in-stream dams.

sassafras-Wesley vale pipeline

The TCT has always attempted to give plaudits to
developments that set high standards of responsibility
and sustainability. Sadly, such win-win news stories
seldom get wide coverage.

To mark national Threatened Species Day on 7
September this year, the TCT issued a novel media
release titled ‘Shock finding: threatened species and
development can co-exist’. This was commenting

on the Sassafras-Wesley vale Pipeline proposal (in
central north Tasmania) which was open for public
comment in August and we expect will soon be
given final approval by the Tasmanian and Australian
Governments. needless to say, such a positive
message about threatened species and a major
development received only minimal media coverage.

In part the TCT’s media release said:

shock fnding: threatened species and
development can co-exist

rather than scold governments for their lack of
action to protect threatened species — which would
be justified — the Tasmanian Conservation Trust asks
governments and businesses to use Threatened
Species Day to reflect on the Sassafras-Wesley

vale Irrigation Scheme (SWIS) as an example of
threatened species and development co-existing.

The SWIS is now in the final stages of assessment by
the Tasmanian and Australian Governments and the
TCT anticipates that approvals will be granted for
the scheme to be constructed.

“When the SWIS was first proposed earlier this year,
the TCT had grave concerns that the installation
of miles of underground irrigation pipelines would
destroy key habitat of the nationally threatened
species, the central north burrowing crayfish and
the green and gold bell frog”, said TCT Director,
Peter McGlone.

“The project was being rushed, the needs of
the threatened species had not been properly
considered and the Australian Government
correctly stepped in to require a more thorough
assessment.

“Work done by the Tasmanian Irrigation
Development Board (TIDB) since February has
greatly improved the proposal. With additional
refinement, not only will the pipeline avoid all
threatened species habitat but it will provide
additional water for streams and wetlands which will
benefit the threatened species.

“The lesson for governments and other developers
from this project is that the TIDB were able to
incorporate the needs of threatened species by
obtaining good scientific information, consulting
closely with the community and conservation
groups, and used this information to carefully plan
their project.

“The other key factor which should see this project
win approval is that the TIDB took a cautious
approach to identification of threatened species
habitat. The TIDB could not determine whether
crayfish burrows were occupied by the threatened
Central north Burrowing Crayfish or common
crayfish species found in the area, so they planned
for the pipeline to avoid all crayfish burrows. This is
a case of the precautionary principle in action and
the TCT applauds the TIDB for this.

“The SWIS can incorporate the needs of threatened
species mainly because it is an existing irrigation
area and the project is only increasing the amount
of water available to farmers and not seeking to
expand the area under irrigation.

“Major new in-stream dams and projects which
expand irrigation into new areas are more likely to
have critical flaws and cannot proceed without
destroying threatened species.

“So the state government can greatly reduce the
conflict between threatened species conservation
and irrigation development by having a policy
which seeks to direct funding into assisting existing
irrigation areas ahead of opening up new areas or
building major new dams.”

Peter McGlone
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Brushtail possums export plan

On 15 October 2010 the Australian Government
Minister for the Environment Tony Burke announced
the approval of the ‘Management Plan for the
Commercial Harvest and Export of Brushtail
Possums in Tasmania 2010-2015" (Possum Export
Plan).

The minister decided that he was not fully satisfied
with the animal welfare provisions of the plan.
Accordingly, the plan was conditionally approved
for the shooting of possums in the field (either
free-ranging or in traps) but not for the trapping of
possums in the field for live transport to abattoirs
for slaughter. This is essentially a ban on the export
of possums that are trapped and transported

live to abattoirs for slaughter. This is perhaps

the most horrific aspect of the possum industry
and the minister’s decision is an important but
minor victory for the TCT, Against Animal Cruelty
Tasmania, Wildlife Tasmania and other groups that
campaigned against it.

The minister also required that the Tasmanian
Government develop a code of practice for
shooting of brushtail possums and required that
this be completed within 12 months of the plan
being approved. While we support the minister’s
decision, the state government process is critically
flawed in that the animal code of practice will be
developed solely by the Animal Welfare Advisory
Council, which has only one non-government
representative, and without any public
consultation.

The TCT will continue to lobby the Tasmanian and
Australian governments to ensure that the brushtail
possums and all other animal codes of practice
are developed through a thorough and open
community consultation process.

swift parrot

It is more than 12 months since we reported on

the urgent need for better protection of swfit
parrot habitat (Tasmanian Conservationist no. 318,
‘D-Day approaches for swift parrot’) and not a

lot has changed in that time. The ‘Interim species
guidelines for the conservation management of
Lathamus discolor (swift parrot) in areas regulated
by the Tasmanian forest practices system’ (Interim
Guidelines) is likely to go to the Forest Practices
Advisory Committee (FPAC) early next year for
adoption. Little will change practically after
finalisation of the guidelines because the Forest
Practices Authority (FPA) has been using the Interim
Guidelines in an informal capacity for more than
12 months. However, adoption by the FPAC will
ensure that decisions by the FPA will have stronger
standing if challanged through the Forest Practices
Tribunal.
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We will need to wait another twelve months or more
for the finalisation of a broader strategic plan for the
conservation of swift parrot habitat, which will guide
the assessment of all developments and land use
changes (including forestry, urban development,
infrastructure development etc) which could impact
upon habitat.

Walker’s ralphs Bay marina offcially dead

Thanks to the tenacious work of the Environmental
Defenders Officer, we can categorically state that
Walker Corporation’s ralphs Bay marina is officially
dead. What few others bothered to check was
whether Walker was seeking compensation or whether
they had extended the statutory period for lodging an
application for compensation by seeking a statement
of reasons from Premier David Bartlett for refusing the
development. The EDO recently obtained a letter
from the Premier confirming Walker had not sought

a statement of reasons in the time period provided.
The Supreme Court confirmed to the EDO that no
application for compensation was made by Walker.
Walker now has no other legal recourse available to it
in regard to its original ralphs Bay marina proposal.

state government fails to take responsibility for
1080 alternatives

Last year the Minister for Primary Industries, Water and
Environment, David Llewellyn, ignored our calls to pre-
empt the outcomes of the final report on the three-
year Alternatives to 1080 Program, due by June 2010
but still apparently not complete, and seek funding
from the 2010—11 State Budget to continue a program
to develop and implement more humane methods of
control for browsing native animals. Since July this year
the program has been unfunded and has effectively
ceased to operate. It now looks as if the new minister
will repeat Llewellyn’s mistake.

The report on the Alternatives to 1080 Program is now
six months overdue and the new minister (currently
David O’Byrne but soon to be Brian Wightman) is
rapidly running out of time in which to prepare a
submission to the 2011—12 State Budget. It seems that
both ministers are using the delays in preparing this
report to put off making a decision on this vital issue
for Tasmania’s wildlife and for farming and forestry
interests.

The state government appears to want to absolve
itself of responsibility for providing assistance to land
managers to use more humane methods of controlling
browsing native animals while continuing to issue
permits for use of 1080 poison.

The good news in regard to the Alternatives to

1080 Program is that it now seems that the state
government was unable to provide funding for trials
of the proposed alternative poison, Feratox. Without
funding for further extensive field trials in Tasmania, it is
highly unlikely any attempt will be made to have the
poison licensed for use in Australia.



Arthur Pieman coastline

progress on the clAc proposed reserves

At our first meeting with the Minister for Environment,
Parks and Heritage, David O’Byrne, we were

shocked to be informed by the Department of
Primary Industries, Parks, Water and Environment that
proclamation of the hundreds of proposed Crown
Land Assessment and Classification Program (CLAC)
reserves would take ‘several years’. After seeking a full
explanation for this we have been told by the minister’s
office that an efficient means of processing bulk
proclamations has been developed that should result
in the first batch (the largest and most urgent reserves)
being proclaimed by autumn 2011.

The TCT will be making a submission to the minister
regarding particular proposed reserves which it
believes are important and deserve reservation
urgently.

In the meantime, we understand that some Parks and
Wildlife Service regions have appointed or are in the
process of appointing new staff whose responsibilities
include management of the proposed new CLAC
reserves. Many of these proposed reserves have not
been actively managed for many years and PWS will
have a big backlog to catch up on.

Arthur pieman: state government inaction on off-
road vehicles

More than two years have passed since the Parks

and Wildlife Service initiated a process to review and
improve management of off-road vehicle use in the
Arthur Pieman Conservation Area (APCA), and not one
track has been closed.

Despite the PWS releasing a report in April 2010
recommending closure of numerous tracks and
conservation groups recommending many more,
Minister David O’Byrne has not acted on any of these
recommendations.

The new annual off-road vehicle licensing system
commenced on 1 December with the only change
from the previous year being the introduction of a
new special APCA off-road fee. The fee will not go
near to covering the expected cost of managing and
enforcing restrictions on off-road users in the APCA but
it is a positive move. Other positive actions by the state
government include the promise of substantially more
staff time dedicated to enforcement and the provision
of more funding in the last state budget for much-
needed additional Aboriginal heritage surveys (which
are nearing completion).

However, without tracks being closed the PWS is
continuing to issue off-road vehicle users with permits
to destroy natural and cultural values. Contrary to
claims by off-road vehicle users and the PWS, it is

not the illegal users who have the greatest impact.
Thousands of vehicles will still be given authority by the
PWS to drive along beaches and disturb nesting birds,
to drive over scores of middens and other Aboriginal
sites, endanger threatened vegetation communities
and threatened flora species directly and indirectly,
through spreading Phytophthora and disrupting other
users’ wilderness experience.

. T
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Brushtail possum. Photo: Jon DelLaine.

Trapped cat. Photo: King Island natural
resource Management Group.

Fundamental to PWS’s incapacity to make any
progress in managing off-road vehicles in the APCA is
its insistence that its management goal is to manage
the APCA for competing uses. The PWS must give up
this false goal and admit that its true management
goal, as stated in legislation and the APCA
management plan, is to ensure no significant impact
on natural and cultural values.

The TCT holds out some hope that the Australian
Government may be able to intervene in a limited
capacity and insist on higher standards of assessment
and management of off-road vehicle use. The
response from the previous Minister, Peter Garrett, was
that the EPBC Act would only apply if an individual
vehicle could be shown to have a significant impact
as a matter of national environmental significance.
While this is possible, it may only succeed in

restricting vehicles in a few small areas. The minister
did not address our concerns that the proposed
management actions of the PWS are controlled
actions and must be referred for assessment. We will
pursue the new minister on both these matters.

cat management Act

As previously reported in the Tasmanian
Conservationist, the Cat Management Act passed
both houses of the state parliament toward the end
of 2009, but the state government is yet to set a
commencement date. until they do, the Act does
not take affect.

The Minister for Primary Industries and Water, Bryan
Green, has suggested a likely commencement date
of July 2011 without committing to it.

The reasons given by the minister for not setting a
commencement date are that the department will
need a budget allocation to administer the Act, vital
regulations are still being prepared and educational
materials regarding the Act must be prepared.

The minister and the department have had more
than 12 months to put these measures in place and
we have urged the minister to not delay any more. It
appears to us that he is letting the department take
its time on these measures and in effect letting them
determine the commencement date. It should be
the minister instructing the department and we will
continue to lobby for such an approach.

We see no reason why the minister could not set a
commencement date at some reasonable time

in the future (such as 1 July 2011) and make the
department work towards this date. This would also
put pressure on the minister to obtain a budget
allocation. We will continue to lobby the minister to
this end.

Peter McGlone
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Since 2000, the TCT (initially with the Marine and
Coastal Community network) has been running

a series of projects focusing on the conservation
of Tasmania’s offshore islands. Most of these are
weeding projects, removing African boxthorn from
the Furneaux Group of Islands. Other weeds have
also been tackled, in different regions of Tasmania,
including sea spurge and Cape Leuwin wattle.

In 2003, the Marine & Coastal Community network,
working in conjunction with the Tasmanian Parks
and Wildlife Service (PWS), produced a series of
management plans for some of Tasmania’s offshore
islands. As an adjunct to this project, a companion
website called Islandcare was established to promote
the values of these reserves and the management
objectives of each island (82 islands in total). Last
year the website was taken offline due to software
incompatibility with the new web platform that PWS
had developed.

Goose Island lighthouse oil store. Photo: Christian Bell

Friends of the Bass Strait Islands (Wildcare), the

TCT and Birds Tasmania have recently received
Commonwealth funding through the Caring for our
Country initiative to update the old website and
develop a different hosting arrangement, which

will be accessed through the Wildcare website. The
objective is to triple the number of represented islands
by including all the island conservation reserves of
Tasmania, whether they are the subject of a tailored
management plan or not. It is expected that over 100
new island Conservation Areas will be created when
the recommendations of the Crown Land Assessment
and Classification (CLAC) project are finally
implemented and previously unallocated Crown

land islands are upgraded to reserve status. The focus
of this Caring for our Country grant is to give a web
presence to Tasmanian islands that do not have a
permanent resident population. Large islands such as
King, Flinders and Bruny will not be featured.
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Goose Island lighthouse. Photo: Christian Bell.

The website will contain a brief description of each
island, relevant natural or cultural values (where
information is available) and any threats to individual
island values, such as weeds or feral animals. Most
island entries will have links to a specific Wikipedia
page where users of the website can add information
if desired. Coordinates will be available on the
website, which will allow people to view images of
islands through free software such as Google Maps or
Google Earth, or through other similar providers. There
will also be a companion Islandcare Facebook page
to act as a vehicle for general user feedback.

During the last decade we have seen the formation
of Friends groups, mainly through Wildcare, initiating
extensive activity on some of Tasmania’s iconic
islands such as Maatsuyker, Deal, Tasman, Maria and
Schouten and working in partnership with the PWS,
but there are still many islands that do not have an
individual Friends group.

Friends of the Bass Strait Islands was formed last year
to focus on the dozens of islands in the Furneaux
Group but the management task is immense and most
Tasmanian islands would be fortunate to receive even
one management visit during the course of a year. The
website will encourage people to join existing islands’
Friends groups or establish new ones where relevant. It
is expected that the new website will be online by the
middle of 2011.

For further information contact the Islandcare project
officer, Christian Bell via email at islandcare2@gmail.
com



WeeD Alert netWorkK

The Tasmanian Weed Alert network is approaching
its target for 70 volunteers, with 60 people across the
state now on the look out for serious new weeds.

The network’s recruitment of volunteers has been
focused on bringing on board people who are
associated with or exposed to major pathways for
weed spread. These pathways include:

= ornamental plant trade

= machinery and vehicles

= agricultural produce

= construction and landscaping materials.

Ornamental planting is an important pathway for
weed spread, but none of the network’s target
species are commercially significant (or even present)
in the mainstream nursery trade. Tapping into groups
of established gardeners is the key to picking up target
ornamental species. Jonah talked with the Launceston
Horticultural Society at their november meeting, which
was a very productive evening for generating target
weed reports and getting new volunteers on board.

We have also tried hard to get good regional
coverage, an effort that has been very successful. The
network is now well represented on the West Coast
and King and Flinders Islands, in addition to populous
areas of the state.

The Tasmanian Weed Alert network is funded by the
Tasmanian Community Fund.

Jonah Gouldthorpe

Tasmanian Conservation Trust

6234 3552 or 0410 059 027

tasweedalert@gmail.com

The Weed Alert network website
has gone live.Check it out at
www.dpiwpe.tas.gov.au/tasweedalert

Jonah Gouldthrope. Coordinator, Tas Weed Alert network

There are too many subdivision proposals for the TCT

to respond to them all. We can only follow up on

the very worst development applications and the
recent proposal for a 130 lot “Lifestyle village’ at South
Arm, near Hobart, certainly grabbed our attention.
One planner with whom we discussed the proposal
described the proposal as a ralphs Bay marina on
land, referring to the fact it was a totally unacceptable
proposals for an area lacking infrastructure required for
such a development.

The TCT joined 72 other respondents in providing
submissions opposing the proposal.

Council, at its meeting held on 1 December 2010
considered the above matter and councilors voted
unanimously that the application be refused for the
following reasons.

1. The proposal is contrary to Clause 4.3 of the
Clarence Planning Scheme (CPS2007) as it does
not provide for Community Living under the
definition as it is not intrinsically dependant on
or correlated to the commercial uses proposed.
On this basis, the residential component does
not constitute a Community Living development
as intended by the Scheme and may be
more readily defined as a multiple dwelling
development.

2. The proposal is contrary to Clause 3.3.1 (b)
Amenity requirements as it unreasonably impacts
on neighbouring property by way of character
and general amenity.

3. The proposal is contrary to Section 2.4.2 of
State Coastal Policy 1996 because residential
development in the coastal zone is based outside
existing towns and townships and will create an
unrelated cluster development on the coast.

4. The proposal is inappropriate in that it lacks
certainty in relation to the critical provisions of
suitable water supplies.

5. Because of the representations received
in regards to the appropriateness of the
development in the location proposed.

Given the problems with the development and the
strength of Council and community opposition to the
proposal we are moderately hopeful the proponent
may not appeal to the resource Management

and Planning Appeals Tribunal but instead may
dramatically alter their proposal.

Peter McGlone
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There are alternatives to the state government’s
proposed Brighton Bypass route, which would protect
the important Jordan river levee site, satisfy the
Aboriginal community, be relatively low cost and
meet all standards required by the Department of
Infrastructure, Energy and resources (DIEr). So why
has the state government dug its heals in and appears
unwilling to avoid the destruction of this priceless piece
of Tasmanian heritage while facing enormous public
opposition?

It part the reasons are the additional price and the
delays in construction if an alternative route is chosen.
But more importantly it is a battle over who makes
decisions to build major new roads in Tasmania. The
DIEr and the minister do not want decisions on building
new roads to be based on a rational assessment

of whether they are necessary and acceptable to

the Tasmanian community. The technocrats in DIEr
want to retain control over building new roads and
expect its minister to go into bat for them because the
minister’s power and budget are also threatened.

The TCT has written to the previous Minister for
Infrastructure Lara Giddings and the previous minister
responsible for the Aboriginal relicts Act, David
O’Byrne, recommending the protection of the Lower
Jordan river levee site at Brighton as a priceless part
of Tasmania’s heritage. This site contains extensive

evidence of Tasmanian Aboriginal existence dating
back more than 40,000 years and we have urged the
state government to alter its planned route for the
Brighton Bypass to avoid this site entirely.

We pointed out to both ministers that the DIEr proposal
for a bridge to span the levee site as a means of
protecting the site is unacceptable. This is a typical
engineer’s solution and would desecrate the site.

The importance of the levee site includes the
landscape and visual context of the site and a massive
highway bridge dominating the site would have
unacceptable impacts on it. While a bridge might
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reduce the impacts on the scientific value of the site,
it would have significant impact on the experience
of visiting the area. While the TCT cannot claim to be
able to express the cultural importance of the levee
site for Aboriginal people, it seems obvious that the
construction of a highway over it would diminish the
potential for the Aboriginal people to hold cultural
events on the site.

As well as building a four-lane highway over the levee
site, this proposal also involves some destruction of the
site listed under the Aboriginal relics Act to make way
for two of the bridge pylons.

Eight Alternative routes have been proposed by

the Tasmanian Aboriginal community which would
avoid the important levee site. However, we are not
convinced that any alternatives have been thoroughly
assessed, nor acceptable compromises considered.
The reply we received from Minister Giddings

simply refused to explain why alternatives were not
acceptable.

As well as reading relevant documents available on
the DIEr web site the TCT have had extensive briefings
from DIEr engineers on these alternatives. While DIEr
documents and officials do not advocate support for
any of the alternative routes, this is a decision only the
minister can make, we conclude from the information
provided to us that several of the alternatives which
extend to the south of the proposed Jordon river
crossing are acceptable (identified as routes 2, 5 and
8 in the GHD consultants report to DIEr). These avoid
the levee site, meet safety and speed requirements
and have the lowest additional costs or planning
constraints. We understand that speed limits would
need to be lowered marginally for these new sections
to maintain safety standards at the same level as

the proposed route, however applying the preferred
highway speed limit would still meet safety standards.

We note that the GHD report produced for DIEr
concluded in relation to alternative route number
2 that ‘the increased safety risk associated with this
option could be managed’ (page 3).

The department sought this independent review of the
options and has refused to accept it.

The final decision by the new Minister for Infrastructure,
David O’Byrne, and the new minister responsible for
the Aboriginal relicts Act, Brian Wightman, to proceed
with this project may be made before Christmas

and we hope that common sense prevails. The state
government should decide in favour of protection of
a priceless part of Tasmania’s heritage and accept
that the project will be delayed, cost some extra few
millions of dollars and will mean road users may need
to reduce their speed by 10km per hour for a kilometre
of two.

Peter McGlone



hope For Action on rocK loBster crisis

Over the last three editions of the Tasmanian
Conservationist our marine campaigner Jon Bryan has
outlined the crisis that exists in the rock lobster fishery
and the resulting environmental crisis this has caused,
in particular on the east coast of Tasmania. reduction
in numbers of large rock lobster due mainly to over
fishing has removed one of the key natural controls
on the Centrostephanus sea urchin. With nothing left
to control them, these sea urchins have proliferated
along most of the east coast removing vital algae
species and reducing once bio-diverse rocky reef
habitats to barren wastelands.

Earlier this year, Jon Bryan produced the first high-
quality video showing the wastelands produced by
Centrostephanus and the first presentation was given
to Minister for Primary Industries and Water Bryan Green
in October. Being able to clearly show the effect sea
urchins have in an area appeared to have an impact
on the minister. At the briefing he gave in-principle
support to Jon’s suggestion for a roundtable discussion
involving all stakeholders (conservationists, scientists,
recreational and commercial fishers) to discuss
possible solutions to this problem.

We were further heartened by comments made in
Parliament that indicated the minister is taking this
problem very seriously and will not rely on the normal
fisheries review processes to deal with this fisheries
and environmental crisis. His comments in parliament
however focused on the sea urchins as the problem
without referring to the role that fishing had in causing
the problem.

As these pests are very difficult to manage and
impossible to eradicate, it is clear to me that

our response to managing the centrostephanus
incursion requires a multifaceted approach. | am
in the process of establishing a forum which | will
chair in the new year, bringing together the key
fisheries and conservation stakeholders with a view
to developing a long-term strategy to manage the

RoADKkill CounT

Centrostephanus sea urchin. Photo: Jon Bryan.

impacts of centrostephanus. The forum will provide
an opportunity to discuss the scientific research, and
allow each key industry participant to contribute and
coordinate their own input into managing the sea
urchin. The forum will also help bring together the
many threads of work that are already underway.

Hansard, Tasmanian Parliament, november 2010

On 30 november, Jon Bryan joined with Professor
Craig Johnson, Director of the university of Tasmania’s
Institure for Marine and Antarctic Studies, to give a
presentation in Parliament House to Tasmanian Greens
and Tasmanian Liberal Party MPs and staff regarding
the proliferation of Centrostephanus sea urchin and
the links to over-fishing of large rock lobsters.

While none of those present were going to commit

to specific action on the spot we believe this was a
real eye-opener for all of them and no one was willing
to dismiss the seriousness of the problem for both the
marine environment and the rock lobster fishery. We
have great hope of bipartisan support for action on
this issue.

Similar presentations have recently been given to
recreational and commercial fisheries management
organisations and we believe the momentum is
building for serious action to be taken regarding this
major environmental and fisheries crisis.

We look forward to the Minister’s invitation to the forum
in the new year.

Peter McGlone
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* denotes solutions to be found in previous issue of the tasmanian conservationist (issue 320)

Across

1. Tasmania’s fairy-wren

4. Boy

6. *First of two islands featured in issue 320 article

8. Looks at

10. *Second of two islands featured in issue 320 article

12. Circumference divided by diameter

13. *Surname of TCT’s Weed Alert network Project
Officer

15. Beast of burden

16. Look! (archaic)

18. Extraterrestrial (abbr.)

19. Lizards native to the tropical Americas

20. lIsraeli currency

21. General practitioner (abbr.)

23. Atmosphere

24. restoration of confidence

25. Like Flynn

Down

1.

es

I

12.

13.
14.
17.

22.

23.

Polar and temperate seabird family/genus; seven
species, three smaller ones of which also known
as jaegers

Therefore

*A draft plan to commercially harvest and export
this Tasmanian mammal is opposed by the TCT

Agricultural bean (legume) native to East Asia
Single entity

*Living at or near the bottom of the sea

Slide over snow

*reason in issue 320 article for visits to 6-across
and 10-across

*Living in the sea but not close to the bottom or
near the shore

Departs
*Centenarian conservationist

Fish-eating bird of prey (rare vagrant only in
Tasmania)

Family of northern hemisphere seabirds vaguely
similar to penguins but able to fly (one large
flightless species became extinct in nineteenth
century)

Social insect
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